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in the immediate story connected with Joseph shows how you. have, in my opinion, a founda

tion of fact which has been developed into a folk tale. Much more natural, I think, than to

say a folk story has developed into a factual story of the type d the story of Joseph.

So that is under our matter of derivation and what is probably best given under the gener

al outline of the material aspects of his life.

0.T.History 141. () ( &,

.there is nothing we can put our finger on and say here is a flaw. Now of course, he is

a human being as others, and doubtless he had his faults, but they come out in the narra

tive less than perhaps any other character in the whole Bible. There are those who take

the first arearance of him and try to make out that he was.a conceited young fellow be

cause he was father's fagorite, he had given him the coat of many colors, and that it was

this conceit of his which led to his having dream in which the sun and the moon and the

eleven stars bowed down before him, and no wonder the brothers would (1*)

and so on. But there's a lot of fancifulness in that sort of an interpretation. The Bible

does not say that he was conceited. It does say he dreamed a dream and he told it to his

brothers and they hated him more. And it says be told them hw the sheaves there made

obeisance to his sheaf. Well, it was the brethren who said to him, shalt thou indeed reign

over us? They drew the conclusion from it. It does not picture him as trying (1 3/4)

And when he dreamed this about the sun and moon and eleven start making

obeisance to him, he told it to his father and to his brethren, and his father rebuked

him and said what is this dream thou hast dreamed? Shall I and th mother and thy

brethren indeed come to bow down ourselves to thee to the earth? And his brethren envied

him but his father observed the saying. It doesn't seem to me that there is ground there

for criticism of his character (2) . Re may have been but there's

fbi proof of it. All that this says is that he told the story.




pro ecyNow, there's a point here, there's a tendency many have to interpret all

with extreme lit&ralness. I think we must observe the prophecy in general literally, but

in prophecy and in narrative, there's no reason why there may not be figurative elements.
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Here his father said, shall I and th mother and thy brethren come to bow down to you?

He saw the sun and moon and eleven stars making obeisance to him. Now there is no evidence

that his mother ever came and bowed down. The general incident, the depiction of this

dream was exactly fulfilled when his father and his brothers came And bowed to him in Egypt,

and perhaos even more realistically when the brothers bowed, not knowing who he was, but

bowed down before the great Prime Minister of Egypt. But the mohher, his mother died,

the death of Rachel is described, before they went into Egypt. S0 you cannot take every
d,ream

detail of the and expect to find something for it (3*) Yes?

(student-31. Doesn't the moon and the sun bow down, or thnoon down in the sun, or the

wife bow down in the person of her husband?) Yes. The sun and moon represent the parents,

the parents bow down. Such parents as are still living. (student. 3*. If the head bows

down then the wife would. also in the head.) Well, the principle is there but I don't think

specific and literal detail is required, but the principle is there, they both bowed down.

Mr. Deshpande, did you have something? (student. 1+) Yes. The dream of Joseph describes

what happened in his life, and it was fulfilled when the brothers came to Egypt. But the

prediction of Jacob described the fact that Judah'w descendant was( to be over all the

tribes, and of course David. and Solomon were, and they all bowed. to them. o it is a very

different prediction, there's a siiiilarity but It predicts about a different thing. One

predicts about the indivdl and. the other about the tribes. And it's very/interesting to

see that parallel, thank you for ealling attention to it.

Well, these dreams he had but I don't think we can say they are an error shown in

him. I don't know of any evidence in/the scripture showing the faults which we know must

have been in him because he was a human being. But he was a remarkably fine one,,he was

one of the finest servants who ever lived. The way he stood all this, that was brought

on him through no fault of his own, and the way he,. in Egypt, stood true to what was right

and st.ffered for righteousness' sake without complaint and the way that when his brothers

came down, he did not hold it against them, he did. not try to punish them or to mistreat

them or anything like so many people would've done, but on the other hand he didn't do the

other thing that many people done, a few people have done, many people would've
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held the anger against their brothers that they would've just been ready to do anything

they could to hurt them. I think the majority of people would've taken that attitude

after that the brothers had done to him. But perhaps a third of the Deorle or a f&rth

of the people would. have taken the opposite extreme. They'd, be so happy to see their

brothers that they would just throw themselves on their necks and say oh it is wonderful

to see you, and the brothers would say we're so sorry for what we did and will you forgive

us and he'd say oh certainly, and it would be all over:and Joseph tested the brothers be

fore he (6k) He gave them a test to he sure that they really

had repented of what they did and would not do the same sort of thing to him again. He

showed wonderful love, combined with wonderful wisdom, And so he put his brothers through

a series of tests before they knew who he was, to find out what they would do about the

other brother, Benjamin. When Benjamin's life seemed to them to be at stake, what would

they do, would they give him up in order to save their own skin? Or would they actually

try to do the utmost they could to save Benjamin, and when he found them actually willing

to do anything they could to save Benjamin's life, he felt that there was a change in

them and that he could trust them. And then he did what he did. He showed wonderful

love and wonderful judgment. He was a most remarkable character and there is one verse

in it here which I think shows a wonderful understanding of the divine providence. And

that is where, when he reveals himself to his brothers and tells them who he is, that they

then, he has tested them now, they words we're sorry, anything like that, mean nothing.

Actually the question is, is there a change in their attitude? And be says this in re

lation to benjamin and he finds that there is. 5o now, in chapter 45, verse Li., he re

seals himself to his brothers and he says, come near to me, I pray you. And, they came

near. And he said, I am Joseph your brother, whom ye sold into Egypt. Now therefore be

not grieved, nor angry with yourselves, that ye sold me hither for God did send me before

you to preserve life. And he says in verse 7, God sent me before you to preserve you a

posterity in the earth, and to save your lives by a great deliverance. Verse 8, be says,

so now it was not you that sent me hither, but God: and he hath made me a father to

Pharaoh and lord, of all his house, and a ruler throughout all the land of Egypt. It was
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not you that sent me hither, but God. What an understanding of Gods providence. It was

God's providence that the children of Israel should grow to be a great nation in Egypt,

That they should. enjoy the prosperity of Egypt, that they should have the material means

to grow from a few families to a great nation down there, and God sent Joseph down there

to prepare the way for them. Now it was the brothers who had. done it, it was the brothers

who, in their terrible wickeftness and. jealousy, sold him and sent him away and concealed

it, made it look as if he was dead, they were guilty of it, it was human wickedness, but

it was part of the divine plan, and Joseph recognized that fact, he had an understañing

of it. And I think it is a very fortunate thing for us, in all of our dealings in life,

to recognize that wicked man will do wicked things, and we shut our eyes to them,

and. we must test people before we put our confidence in them. 1e must find, out all we can

of what sort of people they are, but we must recognize that even tie wickedness that they

do is part of God's plan, and wemust not hold grudges against them for what they do to us,

beause God will deal with their character. God will handle it because the wickedness they

do is toward him, not toward us. But god may use what they do for his good purpose, and

we should praise God for what happens, even though it seems very bad to us, and. is as far

as the human Instrumentalities are concerned. God does not incite human beings to do

wickedness, no, God. is not the author 69 evil, but God uses the wickedness that people do,

and God directs the direction in which the result of the wickedness shall fall, which the

people do, in order to accomplish his purpose. And so Joseph, instead of holding anger
p.,ov1,ôence

against his brother, gives praise to God for his ee'&, and God truly words all things

together his purpose. Now you will often hear it said. Egypt stands for wickedness. Evil.

Egypt staads for evil. I don't think that's quite right. Egypt stands for oppression.

Egypt stands for bondage. And it therefore stands for the worst bondage of all, the bond

age cxf sin. And Exodus tells how God delivers the people from the bondage and oppression

of Egypt and it is a wonderful picture of how Christ delivers us from the bondage and

oppression of sin. But that does not mean that in the Bible, whenever Egypt is referred

to, it is a symbol for sin or wickedness, or a symbol for bondage or op-oression. Here in

Genesis the Egyptians, the Israelites going gown into Egypt was part of God's plan.
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came about through the wickedness of the brothers but it was the plan of God, and God

brought them to Egypt to prepare a place for them there, in order that they might be

protected from the famine and might have a place where they could grow into a great nation,

amid the prosperity, Then. A new Pharaoh came who knew not Joseph and after they had

grown into a great nation, then the oppression came and Egypt became in Exodus a fitting

sy*bol of oppression, but Egypt is in Genesis here a symbol of refuge and of God's pro

vision. I think that's important that we realize. The symbol is important. Exodus is

(12 3/Li.), really it's more to us to see how God delivers us from sin

through his great power, as he delivers the Israelites from Egypt, than the historic fact

of the deliverance. But it is an historic fact. But the figure doesn't have to be taken

the same way in Genesis. There was nothing wrong with the Israelites' going into Egypt

because God commanded them. God spoke with Jacob in a dream and told him, fear not to go

into Egypt, this is my plan, there in Egypt you will become a great nation and you will

come back out of Egypt. It was his plan. Now there are those who in studying the differ

ent perbods,or dispensations if you want to u.ue that name, of God's dealings with the people

who try to arrange the parts of it into exact parallels, and in arranging that they try to

make this one end with a great error which is the going into Egypt, when the scripture no

where says that is an error. It nowhere says that, and God commanded them to go. Egypt

beame the land of oppression, and it is a wonderful symbol of our deliverance from the

oppression a sin, but to say it always is (14) is a picture of our salvation. Yes?

(student.14) Very good, too. This is a (1Li.) There was no deliverance

of Jesus out of Egypt, as a type he was not oppressed in Egypt at all, it was a place of

deliverance in the case of Christ, and it is predicted in Hosea that Jesus would come out

of Egypt to do his great work. It says, out of Egypt haze I called my son, and there he

was not speaking of delivering him from oppression, but of bringing him back from the

luxury of Egypt into the less pleasant conditions of P.lestine, in order that there he

could do his work for God and could give his life for our sins. It is not a figure of

oppression there, it is the great fiure of the oppression in the Bible, but that is in

Exodus and in the many places that refer back to Exodus. But it doesn't always refer to

that.
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Well, we'll, that is leading us quite directly then to our next sebtion, which

will be the deliverance of Egypt. I was hoping to get a good start on it today but will

instead at the next meeting, so, Merry Christmas and a Happy New Year.

O.T.History 142.
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.well, I want to wish you all a Happy New Year, and in order to start the New Year right

take a piece of paper and itite your name on it (quiz to 1*)

.and we note the general outline of the material aspects of his life and in that we

discussed the matter of names and the matter of the story of the two brothers with the

allegation that this was the origin of the story of Joseph and Potiphar's wife. But I

pointed out to you why I believe it is much more probable that it is the other way around.

Then did I start speaking about the spiritual history of Joseph. I think I said just a

brief word about it, we won't say a great deal about it, because though the story of Joseph

is replete with spiritual lessons, they are mostly rather obvious lessons, and there is no

need in a class of this type, of going into them more at length.. You can easily do that

for yourself. He is the most perfect character inthe Old Testament, there is no real fault

displayed in him, in the scripture. I mentioned last time that some think that his dreams

show a fault, but I believe that that is certainly not necessary, finding a fault in the

havirgof such dreams. It's as though the dreams were a reflection of subconscious realiza-

tion of being the favorite of his father, to some extent yet they certainly also were a

from
revelation e God to him and therefore he could. hardly blame him for them. And he doesn't

say they will bow down to him, but they themselves draw the conclusion. He certainly had

faults as everyone does but the Old Testament does not show them, almost the only character

of any importance in whom it does not show faults. His outstanding virtue of Joseph,

aside from the general purity of his 1ife,as his trust in God, and this is brought most

vividly to display in Genesis 14.5, verses 5 to 7. Three verses that I beliege deserve far

greater emphasis than they have received among Christian people. When Joseph reveã.led him

self o his brethren he said, Now therefore be not grieved nor angry with yourselves, that

you sold me hither, for God did send me before you to preserve life. For these two
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years hath the famine been in the land, and yet there are five years in the which there

shall neither be earing nor harvest. And God sent me before you to preserve you a poster

ity in the earth, and to save your lives by a great deliverance. Twice he says, God sent

me, God sent me to Egypt to preserve life. God sent me before you to preserve a posterity

in the earth, to save your lives by a great deliverance. The brothers thought they had

done it, the brothers had done it, the brothers' wickedness had done it, but God had

brought it about. God makes the wrath of wicked men to (L.*) him, and we are

responsible for our wickedness and will be punished for it but God uses it for his/pur

poses, it is all part of his plan. And therefore, while we should feel great desire to cut

down the wickedness we do, and great penitence for, not only our sins but also our mistakes,

yet we do not need to feel a personal anger at others when they sin against us and when

they injure us, because though God will punish them for their wickedness, God will not

allow us to be injured by their wickedtLess if it is not a fart of his plan for our good.

And here this terrible wickedness of the brothers resulted inthe saving of the lives of

the whole group and the preparing of a place where the nation could grow into a tremendous

amid
multitude that God wanted it to, ameng the prosperity of, and the provision of, Egypt, and

Joseph twice says in those three verses, it was God's plan, and it would be safe to draw

from it that Joseph even when going through those terrible experiences saw that it was

God's plan, and he knew Us brothers had sent him down but he knew that God had done it

for some rpose, and now we find what the purpose it. And hetWhis brothers carefully

not in order to punish the brothers 4u#--vengeance belongs to God and God will punish,

but in order to find out whether he can trust, whether it is safe, to reveal himself to

them, and when he does, when he finds that they are changed and their consciences are

such that there must be a terrible (6*) then he tells them

not to feel badly about it because God did it. God (6)

It's a wonderful outstanding instance of the wonderful faith in God and the realization of

God's marvelous plan that I know of. Of course, Joseph is strengthened in this by the

other (6-i) great example L_- he had seen, for he as put in the dungeoh, for no faul

of his own but for the fault of doing good. A person might have thought, if I hadgiven
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into Potiphar's wife, if I had submitted to the evil that she suggested, I would still

head of Potiphar's household, I would be running the place, I would be enjoying the

prosperity and enjoying the fruits of 1ae wickedness, and here I refused to accept the

wickedness and I land in th'is dungeon and this terrible misery. But the result of it was

to make him ruler over all the land of Egypt, which he never would have been otherwise.

God had worked through it, and he saw how God had worked through the wickedness of Potiphar' s

wife to bring about God's wonderful plan. And so (7*)

Now, Egypt is, in Exodus, a symbol of the suffering that comes from sin. Egypt is

the great land of bondage and a deliverance from Egypt all through the rest of the Bible.

It's a great symbol of deliverance for his people and it's a marvelozs picture of

the way God delivers the Christian from the oppression of sin and fromthe hold of Satan.

But that does not mean that Egypt will always in the Bible be a symbol for wickedness.

There are those who try to make out that Jacob committed sin in going down to Egypt, but

God definitely told Jacob in a gision, in a dream, not to be afraid to go o Egypt, be

cause it was God's plan that he should go to Egypt. And Joseph saw that God prepared in

Egypt a place to protect the Israelites through the time when they would be growing into

a nation. And God prepared in Egypt a place to protect Jesus from the desire of Herod to

murder him, and caused Joseph to take him down there for protection. Egypt is a great

figure of oppression in most of its occurrences in the scripture, but certainly not in

all, certainly not in the book o~'Genesis. (8 3/4)

Well, this trust of Jose-oh in God is one of the great outstanding characteristics.

There are many others and they are fairly obvious, so we need not take the time in this

class, but can instead, turn over a page in6ur Bibles and in so doing jump over a period

of some centuries, and come to

Roman numeral ,,;--The Deliverance from Egypt. A General Background The general

background of the deliverance from Egypt, one of the great outstanding features of the

whole Biblical history, we findY'he beginning of it, in verse 8, now there arose up a

new king over Egypt, who knew not Joseph. And of course that could happen in any country.

That can easily occur under norm&l circumstances, that a ruler will come to the front who
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has no use for those who were the pets of the former ruler. When the young Kaiser Wilhe3m

of Germany, Wilhelm the II, became Emperor, queen Victoria's favorite r&ndon, he became

Emperor of Germany in a nation which had been built up through the wisdom and the clever

ness and to some extent the untruthfulness perhaps of Count Bismarck, and Bismarck was a

great hero of the court, the German Empire was built through his wisdom, his actions, and

to some extent his untruth and his power of will, great brain', and one of the first acts

of the new Kaiser Wilhelm was to dismiss Count Bismarck from his position bn the court.

A new king arose who knew not Joseph. The same thing happened in England when George III

came to the throne. He turned against the people who had brought his great-grandfather

to power, George I, and who had ruled during the reigns of George I and George II, he

turned agat them and gave his aid and support to the (11) and this was

one of the great causes which led th the American Revolution and th7ople who opposed him

were called the (11) the name of the party which had brought his ancest

ors into oower, and which he had turned against.

A new king arose who knew not Joseph. It is easy for such a thing to happen. But

in the case of Egyptian history it is perhaps easier for us to understaadd it (11*)

bedause it seems most likely, though it cannot be proven, that the king who

favored Joseph was one of the Hyksos kings, and the Fyksos kings were a foreign group who

were controlling Egypt and held them in bondage we now believe for about 150 years. It

used to be thought it was about 1600 (11 3/!)

I don't think anybody today things it's more than about 150 years but that's a good sized

figure to hold a people in subjection. And theHyksos had conquered Egypt because CT

their use of this great new weapon with which they could make a lightning war on the

Egyptians, the use of the horse. With horses attached to their chariots they had attacked

Egypt and conquered them and with this weapon they held them. But eventily the Egyptians

got the use of the horse for themselves and they built up sufficient power to drive the

Hyksos out and after they did, Egypt never again let itself get short of horses. Of course,

before that they hadn't known the horse as a weapon for war at all. But after that, Egypt
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became the great land of horses. Never again was conquered in that way. And so the new

king who came into power looked upon the Hyksos as terrible foreign conquerors and it

would be quite natural that they would not feel very friendly towards the people who had

been given a favored position by the Hyksos ruler. Now that is not certain, but that is

highly possible. I mean that they came in in the time of the Hyksos. I believe that all

scholars agree that Exodus was after the time of the Hyksos and it would seem highly pro

bable that theI coming in was in their reign.

Now the background of this period of the deliverance from Egypt, naturally will

concern itself only with Egypt, because that's where we are at this point. All the events

happened in Egypt, or in the desert near Egypt. And the first thought that immediately

occurs to us of course is who is the Egyptian king who oppressed the Israelites. And all

it says in Exodus is a new king arose who knew not Joseph. And then it goes on and refers

to the king in chapter 2, and following, under the name of Pharaoh, and Pharaoh we know

is a name which was used originally to mean great conqueror, and thus when we speak of

Wall Street meaning not a street, nor a wall, but the financial leadership of the United

States, we call Wall Street, and we call 10 Downing Street, is the control of the British

Empire because that's where the Prime Minister's Headquarters is, and they used to speak

of the Sublime Court, (lL) meaning the Turkish Empire. In ancient

times the same custom was established in speaking of the great house and meaning the ruling

power of Egypb and it came to be a term used to desigate the ruler of Egypt who was called

Pharaoh. But which Pharaoh it is the name does not tell Es
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...in Egypt who went by the name of Pharaoh, just as the President of the United States

does not specify which one. And so Exodus does not tell us who this ruler is but it tells

us that after a series of plagues, about two million Israelites left the land of Egypt

against the wishes of Pharaoh. And Peet in his book EGYPT IN THE OLD TESTAMENT in which

he tries to make out that the Old Testament is quite unreliable, feels that it's strange

that in Egypt we have no record of the Exodus of the Israelites, but he does say in his
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book, greater events than this have occurrec3jaFleft no trace in their records. He makes

that admission which is a tremendous admission. And, of course, it is easy for us to

see why that should be so in view cf what I've already told you of the nature of our

material from Egypt. Nobody put up a monument in Egypt to celebrate the great failure of

Pharaoh to hold the Israelites there in subjection. You go to Paris to visit the tomb o

Napoleon, one of the great sites of Paris, one of the great monuments in Paris. There you

see the statue of Napoleon, around it you see these monuments to several great battles,

but there is no monument there to Waterloo, absolutely hone. They put up nothing in Paris

to celebrate the Napoleon's fall at the Battle of Waterloo. You go to Berlin you'll find

a great big statue of a Russian soldier, celebrating the conquest of Berlin but that is

because it's being held under foreign bondage. You can be sure that if the Germans ever

get their freedom that particular statue will disappear. No nation puts up monuments to

celebrate its defeats, and the loss of two million slaves could hurt the economic life of

Egypt rather badly and it might be mentioned a great deal in talking about it, but would

hardly have a monuinant put up for it and our records from ancient Egypt are Dractically
form

all in the type of monuments to celebrate things for which they wished to be remembered.

And so it is not at all strange that there is no mention in ancient Egyptian material that

we have of the exodus of the Israelites. We do find in Egyptian records mention of a

people called the Appareu (3*) and this Appareu is thought by most scholars boday to have

relation to the Hebrew. Ap-pareu, phonetically on close examination, very close to the word

Hebrew. And the Appareu are slaves who are forced. to do heavy labor and the difficulty

with it is that we find the name applied to people of this type long after the Israelites

had left Egypt. And so for that reason there are those who hesitate about being sure that

there's a definite connection with between it and the Israelites. Personally, I think it

most likely that there is. I would think it most likely that, having this large group

formed called Hebrews, under forced labor, they came to speak of them under this name and

then came to apply the name to people doing that kind of labor even when the particular

group from which the name started had left the country. You find many siilar occurrences

in history where a name has been kept to apply to people other than those to, whbm$ it

originally applied. So it seems to me not at all unlikely that the Appareu is a reference
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to the Israelites as slave labor, but it is not certain, {and particularly as the name

does occur after the people left.

Now this period in Egyptian history, the general period, we might say, we might just

glance for a moment at the period thf Egyptian history from around 1600 to around 1200.

Now this period in general is the period which is called the New Kingdom, and it is also

called the Empire. And I'd like to ask you to keep those names in mind, that's twqiames

applied to the same thing. W5 do not speak of the New Empire. e speak of the Old Kingdom,

the Middle Kingdom, id the New Kingdom. They are three periods of Egyptian reigns, and

all of them were to some extent'empires. And in between each of them there is a petiod of

disintegration. But the period of the New Kingdom is the period after the expulsion of

the Hyksos, and this is a period of great power in Egypt. The Egyptians were expelled by

the 17th dynasty, the brief period we call the 17th dynasty. They are followed by the 18th

dynasty, which is a period of very great and powerful rulers. If we had time we could te

two or three weeks telling youout the exploits and the periods of the 18th dynasty rulers

because we have much evidence on them. It is a very, very interesting period of history.

But in view of the shortness of the year, I think we will content ourselves with just a

few words about them because it cannot be proven at present bat this is the period, the

18th dynasty, when the Israelites left Egypt. And since it can't be proven their interest

to us is more or less incidental. I should mention perhaps the fact that one member of

this 18th dynasty was a woman named Hatshepsü.tt And Hatshepsut reigned or 21 years. She

was the (6 3/L1) for 21 years. Hatshepsut. We have many, many monuments but

we don't have much but what was put up by the Pharaohs in order to celebrate the things

they wanted celebrated. And therefore precise details are hard to get, especially the in

cidental details. But the general idea today of scholars is that Hatshepsut was the

daughter of a previous Pharaoh and was therefore properly in line for the throne, but

that it was not customary for a woman to rule, and the next man who would be in line was

her half-brother who was much younger, and therefore that she married him and she ruled,

but nominally he was co-ruler with her. And then after 21 years, in some way, he got rid

of her, we don't cnow how. We know whether she was killed, whether she was driven

away, what happened to her, but then he took over and he is the greatest e ruler of the
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age of the time. His tame was Thotmes III, that's the old way of saying it. Today they're

more apt to say Tutmosis or Tutmosa, the Egyptian writing exactly correspond to

our writing. It's hard to tell just bow best to say it, but (student How is it spelled?)

Well, it denends, there are many who spell it in different ways. I mean I could write it

in Egyptian hierglyphics but that wouldn't tell you anything. But it means, you see, the

is the name of a god, and then the last part whether you take it as mes or as mosis,

whichever part you take, some take it Tutmosis, but that means gave birth, or had a child.

This god had a child, see the name Mosis is rather common. It is used with a god's name,

to mean thé favored, or the descendant, or the child of the gods. So the Tut, the god's

(9) or Tut, they claim, is the progenitor of the king. There was a theory (9)

this man, one way they spelled it, Thutmone. The older books always spelled

Thomes, that was a Greek form, and I think the Germans often spell it Tutmnis, any one

of the three, but don't mix them. W±±te down any one of the three, I'll be perfectly sat

isfied, but don't take it half one and half the other.

But this king Thotmes was a great conqueror. His predecessor Hatshepsut was not.

But she did some great building work, she sent an expedition down to the land of Ethiopia

which brought back gold and spices and nut up a big monument to tell about it and in

these monuments you see her seated on the throne with her long beard. Because she was

pharaoh she had a long beard, doubtless it was just fastened on to her, but in the picture

it shows her with a long beard, the Pharaoh. The ordinary person wasn't allowed to have

a beard, only kings and gods were allowed to waar beards. As a king she wears a beard.

And over in the corner you have young Thotmes III waving (io4) some material, he was in a

very subordinate position during her reign. She put up a great beautiful obelisk cele

brating her great deeds. And after 21 years of her reign edisappeared, we don't know

what happened to her. But from then on we have Thotmes reigning and he calls it the 22nd

have
year of the (10 3/24.) but he claims to/reigned all the time she was reigning.

And immediately he started leading expeditions up into Palestine, making great conquests,

he was a great warrior, he'd evidently been held down by her all this time, now he goes

out to be a great effective warrior and a gery powerful Pharaoh. And he went all through
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her pictures in the monuiTients up near (11*) all these beautiful pictures,

he had his men go all through them and erase her picture. So you have beautiful pictures

of these scenes, but Hatshepsut, where she should be seated on the throne, there's just a

blank, they've rubbed it off. Except in one -place where they overlooked it, so we have one

picture, all the rest you have just a big holie. And the obelisk he put a brick wall

around it to hide the pictures, this beautiful obelisk, and during the succedding ages

this brick wall disappeared, and you have the beautiful oblisk telling of her greatness.

Well, now there are those who will tell you that this Hatshepsut is the princess

who found Moses, and who broht Moses out from the River and who took care of him. And

she's the best-known woman in Egyptian history. If you just want to make a blind guess,

you might as well guess her as anyone else. She was certainly a daughter of Pharaoh. But

I know of no other reason whatever to connect her with the story of Moses. I think it's

worth telling you thThs much about it, because you will come across that theory. You will

find some books that say it's proven. No I don't know how it's proven, just because some

body (l2) She was a daughter of Pharaoh, but the Pharaohs had

many daughters, and I know of no reason w to connect her with Moses. But she was a

daughter of Pharaoh and she became a great queen. And no she wasn't queen, she was king,

she as a Pharaoh, she ruled, and then young Thotmes III got rid of her somehow, and from

then on he ruled,and he ruled with great power and effectiveness. Now the 1egth of this

period, the 18th dynasty is apDroximately from 1580 to 1347. That is aproximate. There

are those who will put it a few years later, at one end o the other. We can't be exact

on these dates. We have a good deal of evidence btt we don't have complete evidence. If

you have a monument put up by a king which says the 25th year of his reign, we know he

reigned at least 25 years, but that doesn't prove his reign stopped after 25 years. We

have events given us in the reign and by those events we know a minimum but we know

the maximum. We have quite a bit of evidence and many points we can be very accurate in,

but there more often will be the relative distance between these events. (13 3/L)

Now, Thotmes III was a great conqueror and powerful ruler and a great builder.

And Thotmes III, those who say that Hatsheosut was the daughter that took care of Moses
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will say he's probably the Pharaoh of the oppression, and the reign of the two of them

together, I notice one book dates it from 1501 to 11447 and another dates it from 15014.

to 11482, and --no it was 1501.1. to 114.50__1 was thinking of the dates of Hatshepsut. Well,

that's three years difference, so you can't be exact on dates, but you can be very near.

You certainly can tell the centur&ths. Around 1500 B.C. Hatshepsut and Thotmes III reigned,

just about 1500 before the beginning the 1L1.OOts. Now we have other kings that follow,

but toward the end of the period of the 18th dynasty, there was a king named Amenophis III.

0.T.History 1L1.L1.. ()

.Amenophis. This king Ainenophis III... reigned approximately from 1415 to 1380. He was

quite a powerful ruler. 1i refer to him again in a minute or two, but I want first to

go on to his son, who was a ery different sort of man. His son was Amenophis IV. Amen

oohis IV reigned from 1380 approximately, to 1362 approximately. I would you like ou to

know the half century of these people, that is, hether they were the first half of the

14th century B.C. That is sometimes they are a little after the 1400 or about 1500, like

that, but precise dates there is no use in knowing. But I certainly want you to know them

within fifty years.

Now Amenonhis IV was, some books will tell you the first individual in history. Others

will say he's the first monotheist in history. Some books will just go into rhapsody,

what a wonderful man he is, but others will say that he is a fraud and amounted to nothing,

he was an epileptic, or anything you want to say about him. Though hardly anybody things

of him as an avege man in any way. He was either one of the greatest or one of the weak

est of people in history. He was a real individual, there's no question of that. Certain

things we know definitely about him. He turned violently against the previous religion

of Egypt. In Egypt in the early days they worshipped Re the sun god. Then the god Amun,

the god of the village of Thebes of UDDer Egypt became the leading god of Egypt, when the

kings of this little village became rulers of all Egypt, in the Middle Kingdom. These

men kept constantly giving gifts to Amun until at the end of Egy-otian history, the

priests of the god Amun, of the temple of the god .Amun, owned three-fourths of the land
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of Egy'ot. Eventually the Amun leadership got practically everything in hand. But Amun

was just one of many gods, but he was the leadirg one by far. He had a wife, he had a son,

you have the pictures of the three of them, you have various, rather obscene pictures of

Amun, and many of the gods of Egypt. He is not like Re, a great force of nature, the sun,

or something like that. He's a man, not connected with any animals, but he was the god that

came to be the most powerful god of Egypt. And the name Amenophis means Amun is gracious.

The king is named after this god Amun. Yes? (student. Re was in the Middle Kingdom?) No,

Re was way back in the early kingdom, the Old Kingdom. Re continues to the very end, but

they say Amun Is e, they call it Amun Re. See, you spell it Amen, but the correct pro

nunciation is Amun, we now know. It was written down before we knew enough about it, but

the Egyptians don't write vowels, just write consonants, but it's Amen, sometimes written

Aino, should of course be double o or the u. But Amen was the great powerful god and ruler

but he's just one of many gods and he's just a man with all kinds of human failures and

frailities and everything. There's nothing ideal about the figure of Amen,/ whatever in

Egyptian mythology, but except he's a god, he's powerful, he is Re, he is the sun god.
that

Though con,nection comes later, they had Re long before they bad him.

Well, Arnenophis IV turned against this whole polytheism of Egypt. He turned against

that, he decided there was only one god, that was the god. Aton. He called himself, Eknaton.

Well, you'll find that sometimes spelled Eknaton, sometimes Aknaton, sometimes Akna, all,

you could find it under any vowel you want in the dictionary, in a book you have to know

which the rticu1ar book starts with. I like the E perhaps because I first read about it

that way. Echnaton. But he's just as apt to be in the particular book you look in, Ikhnaton

However you' re going to represent the vowel, we know there is a vowel but we don't know

e&actly how to represent names by them. He turned against the worship of Amen. He de

clared the old Egyptian system of 'representing Pharaoh as a stuffed dignified form, always

just so formalized that often a king would take the statue of a previous king and he'd.

rub off the name and nut his name. It'd would do just as well for his statue, because the

statues ddn't look like the men, they were just great beautiful regal pictures. He said

no,we should 'be natural. He told the artists, draw me as I am. He'd say no, you're making
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me look too good, make me the way I look. And so probably in order to please him, they

made him look worse than he did. Some of his pictures look pretty bad but his wife was a

beautiful woman, NeDhertasi, and the pictures of her are very attractive but very different

from all the pictures we find. before and after. He wanted things natural, he waited thvery

thing to be in the sight of the god Aton, which is the material disc of the sun. You see

him holding tip his hands like this, and you see the sun's rays beating on the hands, he's

connected with his god Aton, the material disc of the sun. And he fought the priests of

Amen. And he4ecided to get away from the cities which had. beer/cursed with the pblytheism

of the Amen worship of Egypt. And to build a new city which would neveiave had any wor

ship in it but the worship of Aton, and consequently he built a new Diace to which he

moved his headquarters. Ad this new town to which he moved his headquarters was a great

boon for archeology, a very great boon. The reason is that you hage the kings in Egypt

living in a place and then you have it disintegrating, and new ones, a house gets old and.

falls down and others built on top of it, just one after another comes up, and so it's all

in confusion as far as u.r finding out what it looked. like when any particular man lived

there. But he went out to the desert and built a new city and a brand new place. And

after his death his successors deserted it and. leff it and it remained there and the Ger

mans have excavated it, and we know exactly what that place was like when he was there.

We have found many remains from his time. And we call it, the modern name of the place is

El Amarna. There again, some spell it--this is the way I like to spell it, El Amarna.

Now, that again, you look it up in the index of a book, it may be under El Amarna, it may

he under Tel-el-amarna, because it is a tel, they may hail it Al Amarna, instead of El.

They may just all it Mama. It could be under any one of several letters. But El ana

is a good way. And it's aporoximately that, whatever way you want to do it. You see

it's in Arabic and they don't exactly correspond to our English. But Tel-el-Amarna has

been very, very important for our knowledge of ancient Hebrew, because we have found all

these remains from the Pharaoh, from this Pharaoh .Amenophis IV, and there are thtñgs that

were carried over from his father Amenophis III. His father was a great conqueror. He

was not interested in war, not interested in conquest, paid. little attention to the ad-
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ministration of the empire, but devoted himself to trying to spread his philosophical and.

theological ideas. And when he died, the priests of Amen gained their power back. Oh, one

more thing I should say though, about the importance of El-Arnarna is this, back in the

1880's a peasant woman living near El Ainarna which had then not yet been excavated, we

knew nothing about it--this peasant woman tripped against something. And reaôhing down

to see what had caused her to fall, she found a little rock jutting up out of the ground,

but it looked different from ordinary rocks, she dug into it a little it had queer little

marks on it, and so she called a friend, and he began to dig there, and. they dug up three

or four hundred little things about the size of a cake of ivory soap , some of them, some

a little smaller, some quite a bit larger, and he said these are antique things, and there

are people from Europe who are foolish enough to want to pay good. money to get these things,

so he put them in a gunnysack and made the trip three hundred miles toward Cairo. And

there in Cairo he went into a little shop and tried to sell these antiques. The dealer

paid him a little bit for them, and pretty soon, an Egyptologist came in to buy some an

tiquities from the dealer, and he said. here I've got some antique things found in Uer

Egypt. And the man looked at them, saw these queer little marks on them, he said that

doesn't look like any antique. It didn't look a bit lthke hierglyphics or higher (ii)

He said it's of no value at all. So it stayed there in the

dealer's shop for a little while. And then a German who had been excavating in Mesopotamia

made a visit to Egypt before going back to Germany, and he happened to go th the dealer's

shop to get some souvenirs to take home to show something of Egypt. And he saw one of

these and he looked at it and he began to read it right off, Babylonian cuneiform writing,

the writing of a land several hundred miles away. And this was found in Upper Egypt,

300 miles out of Cairo. So the German bought all he could afford of them then, he bought

a few hundred of them, couple of hundred I guess and. then an Englishman came through, and

he bought a few hundred. These were put in the British Museum. Most of them are either

in Berlin or the British Museum, though a few aren't. We call them the Tel-el-amarna

tablets. And in these tablets we have letters from Amenophis III or IV to other

rulers of the day or from them to him. They are the archives of state of Echnaton and his
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father. And in these archives we read, we don't have a history, it is people writing

official letters. They are mostly in the Babylonian language but it's a simplified Baby-

lonian. It's like today. Well, I shouldn't say today. I speak from my experience 20

to Poland.
years ago, being1Huny and wanting to send a telegram/ieØ. I could send it in Hungarian

If I wanted, the language of the country from which it is written, but I didn't know any

Hungarian. I could send it in Polish if I wanted, the country to which it was going, but

I didn't know Polish and neither did the American in Poland o whom I was sending it. Or

I could send it in French, because that is (13) that is

the official language of t1- whole world for diolomacy or for telegraphy, any treaty be

tween any two nations is apt to have its official text written in French. That's the

(13*) language, like German is the language of sience, French is the

language of diplomacy, and English the language of business today.

Well, at that time Babylonian was that, but it was the simplified BaylonIan that

the scribes used in Egypt, and so the Egyptian pharaahs who spoke Egyptian,writing to

Canaanite kings who stoke Hebrew, they wrote in Babylonian, both ways. And oocasionally

they have a little bracket and they have the Hebrew word written in Babylonian letters to

show what the word is that they are not sure of the Babylonian word used. We call these

(13 3/L) and they throw light on the early stages of the language.

But these tablets tell us a great deal about conditions in Canaan during this period. And

they tell us a great deal about the whole general set-up, many of them are (114.)

kings. We have many of the important cities in Palestine named in them but they also (lL*

beyond Babylonian kings, the Hittites, and. so on. When Echnaton died

his wife wanted to keep ruling, so whe wrote the king of the Hittites and said, Dlease send

a son down to marry me and be ruler of Egypt. The King of the HittItèe wrote back and

said I don't have a son I can spare, my only eon has got to reign here. Well, she said.

send somebody else and say its your son, so that I can keep ruling Egypt, and marry him.

And eventually they did send someone but he was killed on the way, soit didn't work out.

Arid. chnaton's sons-in-law, you see, wanted to reign.



O.TJistory lLiL'. tlLi 3/L4)

But you see, ElAmarna is of great importance for the material things found there

with the lbt that they throw on the general life of Egypt of the say. It's of great im

portance for these important records that we have that contain just about the earliest

Hebrew known (is) and that show the conditions in Palestine. It's of

importance because others in these records are people named the Habaru, which is very simil

ar to Hebrew, is mentioned as conquering Palestinian cities and some scholars say this is

definitely the Hebrews under Joshua conquering, while others say it can't possibly be.

O.T.History 145.




(..)

.raised the question and it's important because we have the evidence of theq mono

theism of this king of Egypt, Acknaton. And B0 Freud, Smund Freud, one of the last

books he wrote, was a hook called MOSES AND MONOTHEISM, and in this book he said how Acknaton

originated monotheism, and Moses is an Egyptian nobleman who learned from king Acknaton

and then after Acknaton died and it lost/put in Egypt, Moses this Egyptian nobleman went to

a group of slaves in Egypt and taught them his teaching and organized them and led them

out of Egypt on the exodus. And Moses, this Egyptian nobleman, did a great deal of good.

for these slaves but they were quite ungrateful to him and one time they got so angry at

him they killed him. And they killed him and forgot him , so monotheism disappeared, But

the act of killing the great father, leader, Moses, for his authority, made a trauma in the

psyche of these Hebrew slaves with the result that though it was forgotten completely for

many centuries, in the days of the great prophets, Amos, and the others who invented mono

theism aen4h according th the higher critics, it wasn't an invention out of their

clever ideas, it came from this trauma in their brains from having destroyed. Moses. Their

ancestors having done this. And the result is that the old teachings of Moses, which had

actually come from Acknaton, came back through Amos, and that is what Droduced our Old

Testament. Now that's Sigmund Freud' brilliant theory in his book MOSES AND MONOTHEISM.

As you see, there are many points in which it is purey, as in the idea of the trauma,

(2) of that generation in certain

I doh't think the admirers of Freud's psycho-
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logical suggestions this par

ticular book. But it had something of a when it first;came out.

But this is the theory with which it deals and this is the theory which Freud built upon

this. Now, to my mind, it would be much more reasonable to turn it around the other way

and to say that if the Israelites were in Egypt at this time, as I think it is likely they

were, it would not be at all strange if it was thigh them that the idea of monotheism

reached Acknaton, rather than to say the opposite. It would seem to me much more natural

but we can't prove it either way. But there have beernany scholars, thirty years ago, who

said you couldn't have monotheism before Amos, when it was invented. Moses couldn't have

been a monotheist because there was no monotheism till the time of Amos. Here is absolute

unquestioned proof there was monotheism as early as lLl0O, about 1400, yes a little after

1400, 1380 to 1360, there was monotheism in Egypt, it is a true monotheism, a belief in

one god who had established and controlled everything. Then of course they go on from that

to the view of derivation, they say, yes, there was monotheism there, this great indi

vidual, this brilliant individual, this pharaoh invented monotheism, and. Moses and the

Israelites just got it from him, like Freud did. But further investigation shows very

clearly, that while it is a true monotheism it is utterly unlike the monotheism of the

Old Testament. His god is the material disc of the sun. It is not an ehhical god. There

is nothing of emphasis in it at all. It does not call for any higher standard of life

than does the god Amen. It may call for more naturalness, more openness of showing things,

but it 1 not èb]ilcally related to Biblical beliefs at all. So you see, the relation of

it to the theories of the invention16f monotheism,and. so on, is, it has many factors, many

points involved in it.

Well, now after the death of Acknaton, a son-in-law succeeded him, a man who had

married one of his daughters, then in a comuaratively short time after he had succeeded

him, he died and was succeeded by another son-in-law, and he only lived a short time and

be died. His name was Tut-ank.-amen, the living image of Amen. He was a eon-in-law,

he married the second daughter of Acknaton. He didn't live very long, and he died and

they buried him in Upper Egyut, in a tomb where the 18th dynasty kings were buried, but
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the others put their tombs up on the (5k) and they all were

found by ancient grave robbers, all the others bia were robbed and e just have holes in

the ground, all the kñngs of the 18th dynasty, except this one. But this one, one of the

most minor heroes of all the 18th dynasty--evidently it was the confusion of the times, and

the tixrmoU that led them to hide his tomb. Instead of going intothe side of the wall,

they went down into the ground in front of the (6) so that the entrance

was hidden. And though people knew about King Tut-ank--amon from Egyptian history and they

had. found the tombs of all the other pharaohs with the names un there on them, but nothing

in them, the tomb of Tut-ank-amon was never found by ancient grave robbers, nor by any

modern ones, until I believe it was 1924, and then it made a great sensation all around

the world, when the tomb of Tut_ank_amon was found. And someone discovered it there, and

that runswhen they went into it there, and there's a cave g clear baik to it, and you go into the

ground, clear back there, as far as perhaps fhur or five times the length of this room.

A great 1g tunnel like a big mine, and in it all these rooms and all the things put in

there with the dead pharaoh. They took the jewelry from it and pt it in a great big room

in the Museum in Cairo, a friend of Jine who has just come from London, told me that when

he compared it to the crown jewels of England, it impressed him that the jewelry o± the

tomb of King Tut-ank-amon was more elaborate, more expensive, and more expensively decor

ated than the crown jewels of England, and that is what was put in the tomb of one of the

lesser kings of the 18th dynasty. And with it there are beds and chairs of all types of

things, and on every one of these wooden things, on the one aide it says Tut-ank-amon, on

the other side it says Tut-ank-ai. So his name a-opears on16ne side as the living image of

amon, the leader of the (7-h) polytheistic gods of Egypf, andhe other side as the living

image of athn, the one monotheistic god., the only god who existed, the dire enemy of the

gods of Egypt. I call Tut-ank--amon there the first modernist in history. He carried water

on both shoulders. He was a true monotheist and a terrible enemy of one. What it means

is simply he was trying to play both sides and stand for both. And when the excavators

went in there in 1924, I think ity was, they told about a great big inscription over the

door which said, let no inne enter this tomb, let any one who comes in here, the curse of
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the pharaohs is upon him, and told the dire things that would happen, and the /wrote that

up in the papers, and it is a fact that within ten years, wfth fifteen years, let me say,

after these excavators went in there--there was a part of about ten went in--there isn't

a single one of those excavators but what within the next fifteen years, either an uncle,

a second cousin, a grandparent or some1W other relative died. Every single one of them.

You hear a lot about the curse of the haraohs.

(9 to 19 quiz) Did Moses get his monotheism from the man whose name you've just written

down or did he get it from the Israelites an some measure? Is there a relationship after

all between the two except on the basic one of monotheism, because there are such sharp

differences in$ other (10) Was Hatshepsut the daughter of pharaoh, who

rescued Moses? They say that's pure conjecture, there's no reason to think she was, though

she may have been. Was Tliotmes III the pharaoh of the oppression? It's entirely possible,
Did

he was a great builder, but so were many of the pharaohs. T14 the Israelites leave Egypt,

e-e during the reign of the man whose name is onthese slips of çper yWive turned in

to me? It was a time when the administrative power of Egypt became greatly weakened, it was

a time when he was so interested in spreading his philosoDhical and theological ideas that

he neglected to administrate the internal disorders growing upi Externally,,e learn from

the Tel-el-mama tablets, the power of Egypt was waning. His father and his great-grand

father'h expeditions had given a great deal of prestige to the name of Egypt, and many

natãons remained subject to it because of fear of that prestige, but}the power of the

prestige did not show itself during this reign. And many letters from sympathizers of

Egypt came asking for help and none came, and so the emDire pretty well went to pieces

during the reign of his sons-in-law. And the of course of great interest to us, this

reign, because the grave of Tut-an1-amon shows the tremendous wealth of Egypt at this times

(ll) the great But during the reigns of these sons-in

laws the weakness which had cane during the reign of this king, I don't know whether to

call him Amenophis IV, Ichnaton, Ecknaton, Achnaton (ii-)

the power of Egypt became very small. These priests of Amen took over the power pretty

thoroughly during the reigns of these sons-in-law. And they cut down most of the monuments
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of these kings, these monotheists. They cut down his monuments, they went through in

scriptions crossing his name off, as he had. crossed. the name of Anion off wherer he could

before. But eventually one of the men conneethd with theTemenple of Anion took over the king

dbthp, and established the 19th dynasty:. I won't bother you with the name of (12*)

nor of his successor Rameses I, who were fairly unimportant kings. His son Rameses I

was a king of great power and historical importance but he only reigned 18 years. But he

wbouJ.d.was defeated by a king called Rameses II,and Rameses II is one witi/whom you en De famil

iar. He is the great outstanding king of Ihe 19th dynasty. His reign has been dated from

11301 to 1235, at least present tendency today is to date is a little bit later, I think, 20

or 30 years later, but it will be approximately that. The early part of the, the first half

or two-thirds of the 13th century, about 1301 to 1235 or maybe (13) a

little later.

Rameses II took over in Egypt wtch his father hadmade great and strong. His father

carried on exiDeditions to Paleetine and Syria, his (13*)

dynasty had reestablished, aUministerñg power throughout Egypt. Rameses II

had a powerful{ nation, and a (134) body, and the habit of carrying on

conquests already established, and he proceeded carrying on great conquests, which he

celbbrated with mighty monuments that he erected. Ramesis II, the name ibj~j~ spelled in

different ways again. Those who want to stick as close as they can to wh the original

translation may have been, are apt to write Ra-mose, the sun god as a child. Ramose II.

We are most aDt to spll it Rameses, Cromwell matting 3 s's, esses. After all, we have the

Egyptian writing (iLt)

and we have no way of knowing exactly how he would've','i written it in English, if he had

written. o that it's purely a matter of (15)...

O.T.Hlstory 1146. (4)

...but Rameses II was a very powerful ruler, a great conqueror, and he put up many great

buildings. And in Exodus 1, we read that the Israelites built for Pharaoh treasure cities,

Pithoni and Raamses. And eo people say, Pameses II is the first great king with the name of
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Ramess. Rameses I, his grandfather, being comparatively tnimportant. And the town named

Bamses might have been during his reign, therefore he alghst be the Pharaoh of the onress

Ion. And surely he would fit it very (1) because he was a great conqueror, a

great builder with many buildings all over Egypt, he built great statues of him, some of

them nearly as high as this building, which he nut up in different places, and made the

name very, very prominent, and he must bage had thousands and thousands tons of slaves

working under the lash, to -out up the great buildings. (l-)

Many think, say 60 years ago nearly all, that be was the Pharaoh of the Oppression. Well,

h reigned as you notice from the figures I gave you nearly 70 years. He was over 90 when

succeededhe died, and during the latter years he had. been rather weak and the son who eei-eae him

was nearly 70 and so he was a weak king compared to his own father. His name was(2)Mernethka

which again is spelled various ways, I will give you one spelling, Mernethka, who defeated

him, used to be dated 1235 to 1220. Present tendency is to begin his reign about 11 years

later, we1re not certain today. I don't care about your knowing the exact date, but the

approximate length of the reign. You see how much shorter he reigned than his father. His

father reigned nearly 70 years, his son reigned only 10. An old man succeeded by an old

man. And naturally his father, he wasn't as great as his father, but he put UD monuments

to try to look as if he was as great as his father (2 3/14.)

he'd take some of his father's statues and

instead of (3) * for himself

he'd cross of f his father's name and put his on the statue. He out up a monument to cele

brate the conquest of Palestine and this monument is the first place where the 11ae of

Israel has been found in anything outside the Bible. He says Israel has no seed. Now the

Egyptian word seed is just like the English word, has two meanings, may be the seed of

grain, it may be the descendants of a man. And so people take this, Israel has no seed,

they say he is referring to the destruction of the Israelite children 1n Egypt. Others

say he is writin/°e conquest of Palestine, and he mentions other nations in Palestine

he has conqiered and in the appropriate place between them he mentions Israel, and so they

say this must mean, show Israel is already in Palestine. But then again the first ones
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say, yes, but all the others have a sign before them which is the Egyptian idiograph for a

nation, or for a land, while Israel has before it the Egyptian idiograDh for a peoDle, and

so it shows that the people Israel who should be in Palestine are not there but in Egypt.

And (4k)

Well, the fact is there's too little material to build a conclusion on. But this monument

which has on it the names of maybe a dozen people that he claims to have conquered, and

Israel mentioned in the middle of them, because of the great interest of the modern world

in Israel is called the Israel (L4) in modern times. I'm sure Merneth1

would have been amazed, that his great monument to his conquests would be called the

Israel (1+ 3/4) when Israel is one of a dozen pepple mentioned, and that

somewhere in the middle of it. But to us of course that's a great (4 3/4)

the first mention of Israel. But it is (4 3/4)

for saying this is the time of the exodus, and for saying

the exodus was already over and (5)




thoughtSo there have been those who eaw that the exodus took plate during the 18th dynasty

and there have been those who thought tt took place during the 19th dyhasty, and the atti

tude of most of the critics twenty years ago it happened both times. In other

words a little group of people left Egypt during the 19th dynasty and another little group

of people left during the 18th dynasty, and. Joshua was during the 19th dynasty and Moses

was during the 18th, and the two separate little movements that went into Palestine have

become confused in the story and put together as if it was one, Joshua actually was earlier

and came later in our story. That's what most of the etitics said about 20 years ago.

But today the most of the liberal scholars who really deal with archeology much have reached

the conclusion that the exodus was in the later period, In the 19th dynasty, and most of

them are quite strongly convinced of that today. In one way it's a step forward because

instead of thinking it's a composite story of two different movements, they hold it's one

movement which took place in the 19th dynasty. But on the other hand, while the bulk of

the conservatives 50 years ago took this position it was a later period, a good many of

them have now moved. back to the earlier period. Some of them wax vehement on it. In fact,



O.!1.History 146. 6) 671.

I am told that a man in this very seminary who, three or four years ago, taught a course

in Old Testament History, spent maybe a third of the semester trying to prove that the

exodus was in the early period rather than the later period. Personally, I don't see

that it makes such a great ifference which it was. The scripture doesn't say, it doesn't

say who the Pharaoh was, and we don't know. And there is evidence pointing to the 19th

thing of
dynasty and there is evidence pointing to the 18th dynasty, the /importance is that it did

occur. nd it occurred as described in the Bible but just when it occurred we may know

some time, a discovery may be made that will prove it. There are those who wax very ve-

hement that it's the late period, and there are those who wax very vehement that it is the
we

early period. And I personally feel that ke advance the cause of Christianity better by

sticking to what's clear and standing on it, and when we're not clear, saying, we don't know

which it is. We may some time but the Lord has not yet gin us enough evidence in the

Bible or brought enough evidence to light from other sources, for us to know. Now I will

say more about this later on. We will not take time to go any further than the brief

mentions I've made at present about it, because from Egyptian eidence, this is just about

all that can be said, as far as fixing the dates. Now, of course, the two questions hang

together.




When was the exodus and when was the conquest? Now the exodus didn't take place
and, fiftyand then the conquest a hundred ears later. No conservativ,e believes that. If the exodus

was early, the conquest was early. If the e¬ed-is conquest was late, the exodus was late.

So the two hand together, and there would be no point in our jumping ahead o look at evi

dence about the conquest now. So we will come back later at the conquest, and say a few

more words about the whole question when we get there, but we will not say much. Because
it

I personally am strongly convinced that there is so much tha1'is vital we know, that is

definite and clear, that it is not worthwhile in the short space of three years spending

a lot bf time trying to prove what isn't true. Though, as I say, there are fine fstian

scholars who differ with me in that approach. But at least in anund.ergraduate course,
+0e, ' 41 yl

~Idon'tthinkitshouldbeamatterthatkesagreatdealofe.ene.NowIdon't

want to go into any other phase of this particular question. If you have any question to
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raise on this, please raise them in writing Yes? (student.

9*) The Israelite conquest of Palestine under Joshua. I made that clear. I meant

the Israelites coming out of Egypt and the Israelites going into Canaan, they are related.

But our evidence on their going into Canaan will come from Canaan. But exodus out of

Egypt will come from Egypt, and so archeologically they are utterly distinct, but historic

ally they relate, and are in relation as I said.

Well, now, then, this general background of the op-oression, of the deliverance

from Egypt, we have the king who knew not Joseph. TherIs no diffic




with
.tit was one of

the Hyksos it is easily explained, thut even if it weren't so easily explained, suppose

they went out in the 18th dynasty, I don't think so, but sup-nose they had. The upheavals

at the end of the 18th dynasty would make tperfecy(l0*) plain about a king in the 19th

dynasty who knew nothing about Joseph (10*)

connected wit1he 18th dynasty. So that is not esDecially difficult thing

or especially strong corroboration(104)

The one thing of background that is interesting is, the Bible describes the cruel

oppression of the Egyptians to them, and the monuments of Egypt, while they dqkiot mention

the exodus and don't show definitely what had ha-o-oened, do give evidence of the cruel atti

tude of the Egyptians toward foreigners. I've already mentioned this under Abraham, that

the Egyptians detested foreigners, and that even when they're mentionñg the king of Egypt's

welcoming the king of the Hittites who came as a visitor and took him in state up the Nile

to visit all sections of Egypt, and they put up a big monument in southern Egypt to tell

of the visit of two great kings together. When you, in the Egyptian inscription, mention

the king of the Hittites, you preface his name with an idiogra-oh which means a foreigner,

and this idiograph, which you use in all inscriptions (111), even including that one, is

a picture of a man standing with his hands behind his back, pictured with a wound.

in his head from which blood is flowing to the ground, and they out that before the -Picture

of the great foreign ruler who is the friend and brother of the king of Egypt in the land.

That shows the general attitude toward the foreigner. After Hameses II conquered the

Hittites he had a monument made representing the king of the Hittites, lying on the ground,
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with a sword thrust through his back and heJ put that at the entrance to his Dalace so

that everybody who walked in or out walked across the prostrate (12) of the

Hittite king, that is the picture representing him. o the cruelty and oppression of the

Egyptians desr1bed. in the Bible is well illustrated and corroborated by what we find on

Egyptian monuments. And Pharaoh stands out as a great dictatorial ruler in the early chapt

ers of Genesis, who is oppressing the Israelites and doing what he takes a notion to with

out having consulted anybody else, that's the picture the pharaohs try to give us in their

monuments. For instance, Rameses II shows a great battle, one great battle which we actual

ly believe was a pretty close to a tie. We believe that it was a hardly contested battle

in which he met some peoples up in Syria and did conquer them, but just gradually and by a

very narrow margin, won the victory. Of course, after he really won it then he had (13)

But in his monument he shows the Pharaoh with

tremendous pride holding a bow and. arrow in his hand and shooting at him, and in front of

Aim there are dozens of enemies whom this one pharaoh alone subdted for the day. Or you

will see him standing, very large, holding a dozen men in his hands, or (13*) bringing the

others out on them to crush them to pieces. Thus the power of the pharaoh, the cruelty of

the pharaoh, is amply depicted. in the monuments of Egypt, and it's generally a corroboration

of this general background of the Biblical account of the Exodus which has-been its in

perfectly to the Egyptian situation, as we knowi

Now there is one other matter of archeological relation$$ to the background

which is very considerable interest, the matter of the bricks and the straws, but that re

lates not to the whole general background but to one specific instance described in the

course of Moses' efforts to deliver the people from Egypt, and so instead of taking this

under A as background, I will take it up as we look at the history of the deliverance a

little bit later. And so we move/on to B,

B The Course of the Opuression And this we will only glance at rather briefly.

We find in Exodus 1 accounts of the conditions of the Israelites n Egypt there, with the

pharaoh who knew not Joseph, afraid. that they might become a danger within the land, and

therefore trying to oppress them to such an extent that they will decrease and eventually

die out. We find his putting task masters over them and afflicting them , in verse 11,
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they built the Pharaoh treasure cities, Pithom and Raamses, hut the more they afflicted

them, the more they multiplied and grew. Verse lL, they made their lives hitter with hard.

bondage, in morter, and in brick, and in all manner of service in the field, in attempt to...

O.T.History 147. (*)

...latter part of the chapter. Then we have the account of Pharaoh and then after Pharaoh

starts to try to deliver them, in chapter 5 we have Pharaoh making conditions even worse

for them, till finally of course God delivers them. That is very much of interest, much

of great homiletical value, much, of emotion, spiritual value in lives, in this whole phase

but in this course, we'll move on to C,

C The Deliveree The coming of the deliverance. (1) speak more about him

er Dhrase, the
a little further on in the history. The coming of the deliveree. Now this/coming of the

er refer to
delivera would be interpreted two ways, it would b9- P'Bte4-a his coming to earth

or it could. refer to his coming to Egypt, and we will cover both senses in the discssion

in this course.

First, how did he come to earth? Well, chapter 2 tells us aet how, when the

Isrealites were there in bondage, God provided, miraculously and providentially, a wonder

ful deliverer. He provided that the daughter of Levi should take her child and should put

him in &== ag in the bullrushes in the hope that some Egyptian would, in a compassionate

attitude, save the child's life, because if she had him in her home he would be apt to be

killed. And the daughter of Pharaoh finds the child and gets an Israelite to act act as

nursing mother for him, and his sister calls his own mother, who brings him up, and so he

has an Israelite background for the fhild, and also an Egyptian background.. And Acts 7:

20-22 tells us that he was learned in all the wisdom of the Egyptians. He was brought

up as a member of the royal family, he had a training which God gave him in order to

carry out the great work that God. had for him. There are times when the Lord takes one

with no training and used them in a very great way, just as he used. Balaam' s ass with no

training whatever, he used this animal to speak to Balaam. And there are times when God

does that but they are comparatively rare. God can do what he chooses, but what he
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ordinarily ohoses to do is to prerare people thoroughly for their task. And. so we find

that he had the Lord Jesus Christ living here on earth thirty years before he began his

ministry. Paul went to Arabia for three years after his conversion before he began Ms

great ministry, three years of Bible study and me. en. And Moses had the longest

preparation and training of any, because first he was thoroughly trained in the court of

Pharao, trained to lead be something, trained to be the great prince of Pharaoh's court,

to understand the wisdom of the Egyptians, this great training in the best knowledge of the

day, trained for forty years to be something, and then trained for 40 years to be nothing,

40 years of life in the wilderness as a humble shepherd, where he was learning humility,

and we have him at the end of the first 40 years thinking he can turn the world upside

down, starting out to deliver his people, at the end of the second 40 years so conscious

of his weakness and inability that he said, send anybody you want, but just don't send me,

I decline. Now of course both attitudes are wrong, God wanted ho get him into the correct

attitude which is his (4) which is not over-estimating what

but realizing that God has given him some ability and stepping forth with what ability he

has, to do the task to which God called him. But the 80 years was a vital tart of Moses'

training, and in another sense the 40 years in the wilderness was training him to be some

thing too. Because while it did not give him that dfi which he could (L)

we can be sure that the intelligent, wide-awake Moses, highly trained in observation of the

arious sciences in Egypt, did not just sit and grieve for 40 years in the wilderness. He

was leading his sheep here and there in the wilderness, and learning to live in the wilder

ness, he was learning to know the signs of life in the wilderness, learning to understand

many, many things, that were of tremendous value to him when he led the Israelites through

the wilderness.

We had a speaker some years ago who told zow he had been, he had thought he would

be an architect and had training in mechanical drawing, and then the Lord had called him

to the ministry, and he had given up all this training he had and turned his attention to

odinthe literary sot of study preparatory to coming to seminary, and workg our seminary

work here and he thought now that two or three years I spent on mechanical drawing and

that sort of thing was just utterly wasted. And then, he became, in his second pastorate,
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the people with comparatively resources but with big ideas of the kind of church they

ized
wanted to have, took a small amount or a mediumrint of money to build. a church, and he

jumped into the job and found that every bit of his previous training was of tremendous

help in understanding what was happenthñ and making the money go far beyond what it would've

otherwise,d I was in the church just recently, and thought that beautiful place in which

to gather and in which to worship God was just delightful. God had used. the training that

he had thought would have no special purpose, in a very, very fine way. And here Moses in

the wilderness, surely felt all my degrees have disappeared, this is just waste of time,

but he didn't sit still and do hothing, ai he was active, and God was giving him training

and. understanding that was doubtless of great value to him later. But Moses was well trained

with his EgyDtian education, and then with that effect which educathDn so often had, he

started. out to turn the world. uside down. And how often I have seen seminary students

whose lives have been just like Moses in this regard, except that God didn't grab them by

the scruff of the neck 4n the end, a he did Moses, and force them back into the work in

which God wants to have them. They graduated frorseminary, thought they knew everything,

that they understood all the problems of the world., they knew exactly what was necessary

to set the world right, and they stepped out to do it, and their ideas have been right,

and they've been trying to do what was right, as Mxses was, but trying to do it with (7*)

far beyond their training and ability. The result is just as Moses e -20-4-2

on his face and. found. it necessary to flee for his life, they have had a pretty bad. slap

in the fáret two or three years, after they get out of seminary, thinking they could

accomolish things far beyond. their ability and. their training, and then being slapped down,

then they have been content with a simple humble posit3on just following along the rest

of their lives. Like Moses was in the wilderness, going along, he would've stayed. there

and. died there, if God had not grabbed. him and out him back. We need to have that spirit

of stepning out, like Moses had, butg do the best we can for God, but we need. alst?
learn

humility to use the ability that we have, and to observe and. look, and to realize that our

great acoomplishments for Him will probably be later in our lives, after we have learned.

some more and had more experience, instead of right away. And if we can't set the world
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on fire immediately when we start, it's no reason to decide that you'll never be a preach

er, but (8*)

I've been looking at Field-Marshall Montgomery's utobiograay, and it's inter

esting to read how when the first World War, he said, there's going to be another World War,

and he said the the British Army during this war has been preposterous, hun-

dreds, thousands of men dying when, with better direction it would be entirely unnecessary,

and he said, I, for one, am going to be ready when the next one comes. And the twenty

years between the wars he worked hard and studied war and straegy and human nature, and

he observed all sorts of thiigs he detested in the arrangement of the British Army, and he

never made himself obtreperous to the point where he got fired. out, but he observed. and. he

thought and. kept quiet except when he had the chance quietly to say a word, and when the

second. World. War started. he was kicked around from pillar to post during the first coupla

of years of it, doing a good work in different places, but quite disgusted. with the way

things were going. And then they had a man all set to lead. the Army in Egypt, and the man

was killed suddenly and they said. we've got to find. a man to replace him and who's compet

ent and ready and they picked on Montgomery. And when he got there he had 25 years of

thinking and planning ready and he was put into that positon and the 8th Army just ready to

retreat before Roniniel's force and, figuring there was no chance to do anythigg else, all

the officers of it complaining about the inefficiency of their superior officers, and the

morale at the lowest point imaginable, and he knew what to do, and. he stepped. in and. he

changed the whole set-up, and. he planned it in such a way that he was able to galvanize,

to revolutionize the situation and to drive the enemy back and to make the turning point

in the war. Andtcall hiniow Vice-Consul Montgomery of Alemein after Us great victory

there. Tremendously important to the rest of the war. But the thing that he did, was

that be was ready with 25 years of thought about a problem, but he was able to do nothing

before with it except to slam his head against a stone wall but was prepared to observe

things and was ready and had the spirit and determination and knew his time would come and.

i did. come and when it came he took full advantage.
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Well, Moses here then, when he became of age, he stepped out to turn the world up-

he found an
Erowen- a- ee tian fightingside down. and a Hebrew and he looked this way and that, and

put an
he èaid there's nobody to interfere with me now, I'm simply going to end these terrible

afflictions, so he stew the Egyptian and hid him in the sand, and then the second day he

saw two of the Hebrews striving together and he tried to make peace among them and they cast

him aside with contempt and he realized his futility and he realized that he probably would

be killed for having killed the Egyptian, and he fled. And. so we have Moses, with this

important part of his training, what to him looked like failure was simply trying to tone

down that excellent quality he had of wanting to step out and do (11*) for God, '- but
hel

to tone &t down,and to use his abilities and the i'th and the plan that God had for him

at that pbint. And later on, though, he was so reluctant to come back after he did this

(ll-) and God his with great

grace. Now we have him up there inthe wilderness and he's up there and he forty years

there and he marries the daughter of the priest of Midian, and,Zipporah, and she bare

him a son and he called his name Gershom, which is Hebrew for a stranger there, for he

said I have been a stranger in a strange land. .

And then we have Moses up in the wilderness, seemingly having forgotten his own

Deoule, and the people in oppression, but God hasn't forgotten, God is getting Moses ready.

And when it seems that nothing e1 happening, very often God is working, God is prepar

ing, God is getting ready, and t seems to us as if nothing is happening, and we push and

we struggle and we shove, and we accomplish nothing, but maybe God is prapring the situ

ation so that all of a sudden, maybe after pushing and shoving having accomplished nothing,

a different -person will just spread the thing wide open, and that tremendous things will

be accom-olished 4r& in the course of a new lan, for which he's been prepared. and for which

been preparing us.

And so now God gave Moses that call at the burning bush, with its many wonderful

lessons, and he gave, he told hkm there of his own existence, great, continuing, alone

existence, and his power, and he was the God of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and he was sending

him down to deliver his people, and gave him signs to take in order to convince them, and
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to convince Pharaoh, that he was Gods spokesman, and so he takes his wife and his son
say

and starts for Egypt, and then we have what the critical books/is one of the most questioned

little bits of original material in the Old Testament. They say it shows us what the real

nature of Jaweh, the real condition of the God whom Moses adopted, who they say was a for

eign god, whom Moses ado$ád, and. took over as (13 3/L) of the Egypt

ian god. And his real nature, they say, is wonderfully shown, by this little story which

happens at the end of chapter Li here. Yesterday I brought the (iLi)

one of the personal books in which it gives their interpretation of this story. The story

we find ãi verse 24. Before that we had this wonderful story of God's call to Moses and

how Moses was to come, now, in Exodus Ll:2J4., we read that Moses had started back, on his

way to do the Lord's will in Egypt, and watch, and it came to pass bi the way in the inn,

that the Lord met him and sought to kill him. Of course the words "the Lord(lL1)*

is the English translation of the Hebrew word which is presented by the letters (i4)

"I and nobody today knows how to pronounce. The critics say it is pro

xounced Jaweh, so in this case it would be the Jawah the thundergod of Sinaii, Jawah is the

one that Moses made the god of the Israelites. Well, this (lL 3/LF) *

which the critics say is pronounced Jawah, is the one who met him and sought to kill him...

O.T.lLI8. ()

.they say this shows the original nature of Jawah, Moses' name for the God of the Israel-

ites, he was a thundergod, he was a wild sort of a being that would go on a tear, and he

went on a tear, and the first one he comes across, on a tear, he's run amok this way,

is Moses and he seeks to kill him. But Ziporah was a very clever woman, she was the

daughter of a priest of Midn, she was brought up in the wilderness, and she knew that

when one of these wild gods goes on a tear that the thing to do is to appease him. He

wants Moses, he wants to kill Moses, he seeks to kill him. Ziporah says if you get some

blood, a good sight of blood, that may satisfy him. So ZIpporah took a sharp stone and

cut off the foreskin of her son and cast it at his feet and said, surely a bloody husband

art thou to me. So he let him go, that of course means Jawah let Moses go. Then she said
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a bloody husband art thou,%/ because of the circumcision. She had saved Moses' life by

appeasing the wild thundergod Jawak, by giving him a sight of blood, giving him a little

blood and then he was goñtent without getting the big amount of blood that he would get if

he slew Moses. So we have a precious bit of earty tradition here, showing the real nature

of Jawah, the thundrgod of Sinaii, whom Moses took over and made the national god of the

Israelites and eventually Amos and the other great prouhets of just before the exile, turned.

him into an ethical God. and. imagined, he was the one God of the universe instead of one of

these many gods, and our great Biblical teachings of the prophets got tamed from the new

interpretation they gave to this old thundergbd. of S&naii that had been appeased hy the

sight of blood, when Zipporah took a sharp stone and showed. him (2*)

Well, that's one interpretation of this passage, and that is the interpretation which some

people take, but, personally, I do not accept that interpretation. And it seems to me

shouldthat a vital rule of interpretation is that we must consider that matters be interpret-

6d in the light of context, and that we can assume elements of Interpretation if necessary

to make sense in the context. Now this is not true if you just go and pick up a lot of

sentences and. string them together. But I think we must give the writer of the book credit

Er1 having a certain amount of intelligence. Whether even if it wasn't Moses, even if

it was a priestly writer, or a prophetic writer, eeveral centuries later, as the critics

would. say, who gathered these stories together, and put them together, we must assume that

he had a certain amount of intelligence. And. when he found something that didn't make any

sense, he would interpret it in such a way to show how it fit together and made sense,

that things must be interpreted as a unit, that were written as a unit, even if, as they

say, it was a compFlation. The man who compiled it intended. it to be a unit. If we be-

passagelieve, as I do, that Moses under the inspiration of God, wrote then certainly

I believe,that Moses had a meaning in it for us, and a vital one. And, if that is the case,

then we approach it a little differently than the critics do. We say, it came to pass by

the way in the inn, that the Lord met him, and sought to kill him. Well, we spy, who is

the Lord? The Lord is mentioned in Genesis repeatedly, he is the friend of Abraham, he is

the one who called Abraham out of Egypt, he is the one who gave Abraham the promise that
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through his seed would all the nations of the earth be blessed. He is the one who gave

Abraham the sign, the sign of circumcision, the sign that, and seal, of the faith that he

had when he was yet uncircumcised, as we read. in Romans, the sign that Abraham had saving

faith, and that Abraham was the f±±end of God (L4) and He was friend to Abraham

and he ordered Abraham to give this sign and seal to his children in order that it should

be evident that they also could be saved through the coming seed of Abraham, throh saving

faith, and that it was Abraham who was to pass on that faith to his children, and that if

Abraham did his part, God would do his, in bringing them to a saving knowledge of the

Saviour as He had Abrahan. Well, he gave him that sign of circumcision. And, now we find

from this that Moses had not circumcised his children, we learn that fron4he next verse,

because it's conceivable that if he had done it, Zipporah could do it again. Very evident

he had not circumcised his child..

8 Well, then we find in this verse that God met him and sought to kill him. Does

that mean the Lord was the thundergod of Sinaii who went on a tear and sought to kill him,

or does it mean that God made things appear that Moses was in danger of death, dn order to

vonvey a lesson to Moses. That is not the obvious interpretation, but it was the

interpretation which in light of context is certainly the more reasonable one than the

interpretation that's the picture of the thundergod of Sinaii. The Lord met him in the inn

and sought to kill him. What happened? Was Moses suddenly taken deathly ill? Did Noses

suddenly have some kind of a fit or somejü kind of an upset, or something happened which

to Zipporah's eyes and to his own, looked as if he was in danger of death? And Ziporah

interpreted rightly, because it says the Lord sought to kill him, she interpreted rightly

as a divine act. The Lord said to Moses, Moses I have called you to do my work, I have

called you to do it and be my representative and lead my people, and you have not even

carried out my command to circumcise your children. You have neglected this command that

I gave to Abraham. How do you think that you can enter into a sDiritual task, to serve

God effectively when yoiave disobeyed a part of his plan in this way? Moses, you b.ould.

go along in a peaceful life, not interfering with the devil, just living along, one person

in a million, you wolbidn't get into any trouble, but when you set out to serve the Lord,
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effectively, then it is important that you carry out His will and His commands, and be a

fit example for others. Now you have not circumcised your children, you are in danger of

death for it. The Lord met him and sought to kill him. Well, when this bapDened, Zipoorah

knew what was involved, Zipoorah knew what was wrong, because Zipporah immediately took

action, Zipporah took a sharp stone, and cut off the foreskin of her son, and cast it at

his feet and said surely a bloody husband art thou to me. So he let him go. Moses re

covered from what appeared to be dangerous illness. Then she said a bloody husband thou

art, because of the circumcision. One of two things j{is proven. Either Zipporah recog

nized that the thundergod of Sinaii, on a tear, and something had to be done to pacify him,

and here's the quickest way to get blood so she grabs some blood. I personally could think
to get lood than that.

of many other quicker ways/_&eesn14_MaeP It seems to me she might have been able

toalso. But that was the quikest way, according to that interpretation she could think of

to get blood, so she ee1d-satis±1the thundergoc3. of Sinaii. Or Zipporah knew what was in

volved because there had been discussion before. She and Moses had had. long discussions

about it. Moses said these children should be circumcised. God has commanded that the seed

'of Abraham shall be circumcised as the sign and seal that they are members of the covenant

race. That they have the promise of Abraham given to them, that if we will look to him and

bring them up in the nurture and aàmnnitin of the Lord he in his time will bring them to

have what this circumcision signifies, the saving faith in the coming one who will (8 3/4)

And he said we should circumcise the children. And Zi.pDorah said,

that's a bloody rite, that's a heathenish custom, I don't like that, wait till the children

get older, when they can decide for themselges whether they want to be circumcised. Let

them grow up and they can make up their own minds whether they want it. Don't take the

poor little tots and do this to them now. And Moses said, well, I wish you'd do it the

way I would like, but he said, after all, you're the mother and you have the greater part

in the bringing up of a child, and if/you insist, why (9k)

And so when Moses was no longer just a person going along, but one stepping out to be active

in the leadership of the Lord's calling, and he's doing it, with his own family not having

carried out the Lord's command, then God met him in the inn and sought to kill him. And
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ZipDorah immediately knew what was wrong, and she immediately jumped in, she had to choose

between sticking to her own views or haging Moses, and she preferred to keep Moses better

than to keep her views, but was willing to give them up, in order to still have Moses.

And so Zipporah jumped in and she performed the circumcision but she did it in rather bad

grace. She cast it at the foot of her husband and said surely a bloody art thou to me.

Called him a bloody husband (10) but she didn't it with any very

great joy. And after that Moses sent her back to her father, but she knew what was wrong,

and she acted upon it, and then17et him go. Ld Moses went on, having performed that which

was his due, in the relationship with Abraham and with the peoDle of Israel. Having per

formed it he went on to Egypt and God used him in a great way.

Now this is reading some things into the story. There is no question of that.

And the c±itics' interpretation is reading some things into the story, reading a little

less into it than this one. But if you don't read anything into it you just have some

meaningless words, some nonsense, in the midst of other things. That's true in reading

anything. Everything has to be interpreted in thbight of context. Every paragraph has

to be interpreted as to what is its relation to other paragraphs. I know ofther inter

pretation of the passage except the two. The critics' interpretation and the interpreta

tio±i and the interpretation that I have just given you. And so I think that we can find

in it lessons for ourselves, as to our carrying out of the Lord's work, and our 8se Fa

for it, that we should study this word, in order to fulfill all righteousness and in order

to make our lives to conform to his purpose, if they are to count for all that he wants

us to count for.

Well, I think this is a vital part of Moses' preparation, and then when Moses gets

to Egypt, and Moses meets with the people, you read in the succeeding chapters and you

find that Moses not only has a fight with Pharaoh, but that he had to fight with the Israel

ites, because they were constantly saying you're just making things worse. You're making,.

why Jour oppression is worse, if you'd never come be uch better off than we are now.

And how ready we are, when we start out to do something for people, to hebp them, and

they dontt appreciate it, how ready we are to say, oh, well, if you don't appreciate it
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you can stew in your own juice, I'm going out and do what I can. But If Moses had. done

that, there would've been no deliverance from Egypt. Moses had his difficulties at every

poiat, and so did Paul, and so did. everyone who has served the Lord effectively. We are

not serants of the people, we are servants of God. We are giving the people what they

need, not what they think they want. We have to give it in a way that will palatable, we

cannot expect to have signs as Moses had, miraculous signs which convince the peoplel

We can't expect him to give us some special providential care that he gave Moses in his

great fight in the work of God, but we probably won't meet as much opposition as Moses did,

but




meet
jQme.WRen we're going to We're going to meet plenty if our lives really count for

-I
God. And we can learn fromthe way Moses went through it and kept weak and kept his yes

on the Lord and followed him, and only God (13)
fro Noses,We can learn7the sort of people be wants us to be, in yearning over the people as Moses

did. After all they did against him, interceding for them as Moses did, and saying, Oh,

Lord, blot me out of your book, but keep this people and deliver them, and lead them on.

The wonderful spirit that Moses showed and the way that God used Moses, one of the great

things in the Old Testament (l3-)

I think for your own personal lives, for training, for the service of the Lord,

one of the greatest things you can do is to study Moses' life, Moses' ex-oeriences, Moses'

successes, Moses' failures, the lessons God gave Moses, and certainly it is completely

(14)

O.T.History 149. (1)

.Now we were speaking about C, The Coming of the Deliverer. And under this heading we

looked at something of the preparation of Moses, and we very briefly looked at his call.

I want to say just a word right at this point about, in connection with the call, about

a statement which has been very important in the higher critical theories. This is in

chapter 6:3, this is not his first call, it is a little later, a discussion with the Lord,

hut it's aulte similar to some of the material in the account of the call in chapter 3.
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In chapter 6, verse 3)ç the Lord said, I appeared to Abraham, to Isaac, to Jacob, by the name

of God Almighty. That's another poor translation. The Hebrew is El Shaddai. and. the word El

of course is the common word for God but (2*) Elohim, the plural

form, but Almighty there is the Hebrew word. * which somebody who

translated the Septuagint, the Greek translation, sometime after 200 B.C., in the book of

Job where tb name El Shaddai occurs frequently, in about half the cases translated it viy

the Greek word (2-?) * which means almighty. He did that in about
it was not done elsewhere,

half the cases, it was not done in Genesis!, but it was just in Job, and only in about half

the cases there, but when Jerome made his Latin translation, the Vulgate, he took that

(3) * idea from Job and .he accented it wherever El Shaddai occurred,

and so we have it in Genesis now, in our English, from that. Actually, there is no way of

proving, it's a name of God, just one name, but I feel that the way it's used that it means

the providing God, the God who cares for his own, rather than the, having it stress on this

quality of his almightiness. Anyway, this name El Shaddai is used in Genesis a good many

times, God says I am El Shaddal, walk thou before me and be thou perfect. In the direct

appearance and revelation to the people, El Shaddai is generally used. Otherwise the normal

usage of Genesis is either God, Elohim, or it is the word which we translate the Lord, just

as it is in latr books. But here he says, I appearqd, he says, I am the LORD, in caps,

he means the Hebrew proper name that the critics call Jawah, and. which the American Standard

Version calls Jehovah. I am Jehovah and I appeared to Abraham to Isaac and Jaob by the

name of El Shaddai, but by my name JEHOVAH--here you have JEHOVAH in caps in the author

ized version, one of the (Li) where you have Jehovah inthe King James

Version. The American Standard, they use it regularly for this name of God. But by name

UEOVAE was I not kno'wn to them. Now the critics say that in Genesis then, when we find

God called. Jehovah, the LORD in caps, it shows that whoever wrote that did not know chapter

6, verse 3, which says he wasn't known by that name. And therefore it proves a distinct

(Li. 3/Ll) and a contradiction. Which to me immediately 15J

well, if that's so what about the man (5) who put them together?

If he thought there was such a glaring contradiction as that what sort of a
was he? I mean if he thought
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Actually there are various

to explain, and one explanation which has beenmade, which I don't like particularly, is

that toward the end of this sentence is a question. I appeared to Abraham, Isaac and

Jacob by the name El Shaddai and by my aa3ne Jehovah was I not know to them? A question,

rhetorical question. Now that is grammatically possible, but there is no sense to it.

But I don't (5 3/Lb)

Personally what I think it means is that (5 3/L,)

his character by l Shaddai, the one who cares,

and that the character which the name Jehovah signifies, Gbd of the Covenant God of the

ant to
people he had redeemdd would not be as express4!ve of the relationship with Abraham (6)

in connection with the

coming out of Egypt. That's my interpretation. Now there are various interpretations,

we can't be dogmatic about it. This I think we can be dogmatic about, that it is not necess

ary to interpret as the critics do, as proi'ng that the man who wrote Genesis 6:3 consid

ered this name was (6-b) If a man did consider that, he

couldn't have written Genesis, could he? Neihr could

But there are other possibilities. We should. not be dogmatic about how it is, we can be

dogmatic, it doesn't have to be the way the critics say it is.

Moses came to the people then and began working with the people. We called C,

The Con±g of the Deliverer. And we will call D The Struggle With Pharaoh And under

this subject, number 1, would be The Attitude of the Israelites A5 we know, Moses had

considerable difficulty with the Israelites. And I think this is a wonderful example for

our guidance, for our blessing and for (7k) T0 know of the fact that

people do not want to be delivered in such a way as (7 3/L)

they doN't think we are competent

leaders

Mose task
But Jee had the knask, in dealing with the people, of convincing the people that he was

God's representative, and he immediately came to a very particular difficulty in chapter 5
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here, where Pharaoh, seeing that Moses asked that the Deopie be released, immediately made

their tasks harder, and you will find that when you start out to do a work for the Lord,

very often, at first, things et worse instead of better. Very often when you try to tackle

a problem things immediately et worse instead of getting better. You try to get of an

evil habit of yours, something that perhaps is not such a sin, you feel you're improving,

you must get rid of it, something you feel definitely you'd be better off without, and you

(8 3/Li) and you

immediately find yourself in misery and difficulty and say

() an saying is it worthwhile trying to get rid

of it and usually it is.

And that's what the Israelites do here. Pharaoh said, you're lazy, he said, Moses and Aaron

are hindering the people from their burdens (9*)

let the people, Wherefore do you, Moses and Aaron, let the people from their works? What

average person today would use in that sense, let them. Of course, it is Old English. (9)

prèvent them, W do you keep them from their work? 2nd so we read that Pharaoh said to

the taskmasters in verse 7, Ye shall no more give the people strap to make brick, as here

tofore: let them go and gather straw for themselves. And the tale of the bricks, which

they did make heretofore, (that word tale s another Old nglish word, the Hebrew says nuber,

the number of the bricks which you made before) you shall lay upon them; ye hall not dthñ

ish thereof: for they are idle; they've got to go and get their own straw, but they have to

make just as many bricks as before. Let there more work be laid upon the men, that they

may labor therein, and let them not regard vain words. And the taskmasters of the people

went and they spoke to the people and said, thus said Pharaoh, I will not give you straw.

0o you, get you straw where you can find it, yet not ought of your work shall be diminished.

So the people were scattered abroad throughout all the land of Egypt to gather stubble in

stead of straw. What is stubble? How many of you know? Not many. When I was a boy it

was a very common word (10 3/LiP)

and the word doesn't make much sense if you don't realize what it is. But straw, you cut
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your straw into long pieces, but your stubble is just your little tiny short pieces, just

the little bit that's actually left on after the straw has been cut, then it's the stubble.

And so they went gathering these little tiny pieces of straw because the big straw had been

gathered up and taken away for other -ourposes. To gather stubble instead of straw. And the

taskmaters hasted them saying, fulfil your works, your daily tasks, as when there was staw.

And the officers of the children of Israel, which Pharaoh's taskmatters had set over them,

were beaten, and demanded, wherefore have you not fulfilled your task in making brick both

yesterday and today as heretofore? The officers of the children of Israel came and cried

to Pharaoh, wherefore dealest thou thus with thy servants? No straw given to thy servants

and they say to us, make brick. And it's a common phrase today in our language to "make

brick" without straw. It's common expression for trying to do something without the necess

ary materials. Make brick without straw. There's no straw given to thy servants and they

say make brick, behold they servants are beaten, but the fault is in thine own people.

But Pharaoh said, you're idle, you're idle, therefore you say, let's go and acrif ice to the

Lord. Go therefore and work, for there shall ho straw be given you, yet shall you deliver

the number of bricks. And the officers of the children of Israel saw they were in evil case.

They met Moses and Aaron in the way and they said, the Lord look upon you and judge, because

you've made our saour to be abhorred in the eyes of Pharaoh and in the yes of his servants,

to put a sword in their hand to slay us. Moses returned to the Lord and saic3jç Lord, where

fore hast thou so evil entreated thks people? Why is it thou hast sent me? For since I came

to Pharaoh to speak in thy name, he has done evil tothis -.people, neither hast thou delivered

thy people at all. Exactly the (12 3/Lt)

Why do you treat us evil, you don't give us any progress,

things are getting worse instead of better. I think I better look for another pastor,

maybe (12 3/)-4) somewhere else.

Well, maybe there is, maybe you don't have what it takes to the Lord's work

But right within this last year, I've had too many people coming and telling me, the Lord's

been doing wonderfully in my church, we are just going forward and then I find (l3.)



O..iistory 149 . 13-) 779.

and the people just didn't stand up with me. They

made objections and difficulties and things have slowed down, and I'm getting disgusted and

do you know of another place where I could candidate. And I just eaird had the feeling that

if they knew the problem, hey knew the difficulties, and your prayers, your work, and your

consecration, they would make a real step forward, instead else

qme in and start to
to candidate,




terrible diffiultiQsWe're going to have difficulties and certainly Moses had them,/but (xo& saw him through them.

The spiritual lessons in this, Moses' struggle with Pharaoh, this Dart of the attitude of

the Israelites, are very, very important and vital for us. But there are other difficult

ies involved in this too.

Now before we speak of the difficulties, next we speak of a corroboration. When

excavatioxyoegan in Egypt it was immediately felt by some that there had been wonderful

corroboration found of this. I read an article just yesterday written a good many years ago

though, in which the statement was made that there were easure hoses in Pithom in which

they found lower layers made with good straw, and. next ones with just little stubble in, and

the top ones with no straw at all. So (lL4)

but you look at the Biblical account here and you could (lL 3/Li.) interpret it as three stages

but it's not necessary, it may just as well be two. They de

the first with straw, then they were told we won't give you any more straw, you bage to get

stubble, they went and got stubble, and then they asked for help, and he said go at once,

for there shall no straw be given, yet you shall deliver the number of bricks. That means

(15)

so whether t1zo stages or three in it it is a little hard to be sure.

0.T.History 150. (*)

...forty or fifty years ago which refer to three stages, not been able to find exact

Egyptological background to back that up a good many

popular books. But here is a statement which I found in a book published by Naville, Prof.

1'Taviile, who conducted excavations in 1883, in Egypt. In 1883 he conducted theseexcavations
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in northeastern Egypt at a place called Tel-e' (1) --I won't bother you

now to take time to write the name down--but, Naville's name, Navilie, a Swiss archeologist,

this place he thought would be ancient Pithorn. He (i3) it with the scripture

this is the house of Phom. This Phom was an Egyptian god, and if they had the house of Phom

there he thought this city would be Pithom (i)




rd
,

temples of this god and some other so it

didn't prove it was Pithom, but Pithom and Raamases are mentioned in Exodus 1 as the cities

that the Israelites built for Pharaoh. And there in the little publication, the volume which

I possess, blled THE STORE CITY OF PITHOM AND THE ROOT OF THE EXODUS (1 3/t), published

in London in 1903, on page 9 he has a footnote from an Englishman named

Stewart who visited the place during the excavation, and Stewart said in this footnote

that Naville quotes, I carefully examined round the chamber walls and I noticed. that some

of the corners of the brickwork (2k) were built of bricks without

straw. I do not rembmber to have met anywhere in Egypt bricks so made. So that Stewart

felt, and Naville evidently thought well of it, because he -orinted it in his book there,

with hot a word of cttit±sm of it, that here was proof, this was the Pithom that the Is

raelites built. Because here were the corners of the walls, made of brick without straw.

Now I think that's going too far. Because if Exodus 1:11 says they built Pithom, and the

stor of bricks without straw is in chapter 5 and between that Moses has been born, had

grown, and lived his life in Egypt and went into he wilderness and lived there, and came

back before the end of chapter 5. So that the Pithom built in chapter 1 wouldn't5mlike

ly to be the lace where the incident of bricks and straw occurred at all. Ana then of

course we're not sure it's Pithom and most archeologists today tend to think that this is

-probably Raamses rather than Pithom, and that Pithom was about 8- miles further a.w in

another place.

So, whetr the exact place we have no proof of but the general corroboration

would seem to be very interesting. Here we are told they make bricks without straw, they're

forced to do it. Here we find a city where something like that happened. Maybe similar

occurrences happened in (3) Who knows.
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But right here we strike another difficulty. Here is Prof. Peet, Peet,

who was professor in Liverpool and wrote this book I told you of, EGYPT AND THE OLD TESTA

MENT, in 1924, in which he tried to show how unreliable in his ooinon the Bible was, and

in this statement he quota Stewart's statement and then he says as follows, it is almost

inconceivable that any traveller in Egypt should make this statement with regard to the

use of straw in bricks, for though straw has been used both in ancient and modern times,

its use is somewhat rare more particularly in ancient times. What is more, the writer of

this passage of the narrative is certainly under some strange delusion as a function of the

tightlystraw when used. Its purpose is to bind the mud more e ev-e]y together, though as a

matter of fact, the Nile mud coheres so well of itself that no binding material is really

necessary. Consequently the refusal of the taskmasters to Drovide the Israelites with the

straw wld$ not in the slightest degree inrease the difficulty of their labor. As a piece

o± local color the whole instance is unsatisfactory and goes to prove the writer's ignorance

of Egyptian customs, rather than his close acquaintance with them as is so often averred.

That's what Peet wrote. You notice what Peet says, the Bible said that Pharaoh said, you

won't be given any straw and yet you've got to make just as many bricks as before, and they

said how we going to make the bricks without straw, how ôan we make just as many, but Beet

says straw was rarely used in Egypt anyway. You'll find it he says in ancient and modern

times, but he ways it was rarely used. And he says the purpose of straw i to bind it to

gether and he says the Nile mud coheres so well anyway, you don't need anything to bind it

togebher, and if you neededor that it might make a differene to the quality of the bricks

but hardly to the ease in making them. You mighh make lasting bricks with straw, you might

make bricks that would not last so long without a good. binding material, but how could it

make it any harder. And so Peet goes on to say that some have said the purpose of the straw

wasn't to bind at all but it was on their hands to keen it from sticking to their hands.
interpretation,

It was an entirely different purpose for the straw. He laughed at that/, says it is quite

absurd, says it is an attempt to evade the situation, he says as a piece of local color it

proves the writer's ignorance of Egyptian customs. Well, it presents a rather interesting

problem. And when I read Peet's statement, it stimulated me to look for further evidence
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on it, and I did. not look a great deal, I had many other things to work on, but I did have

nj mind open to the problem to see if I could come across something on it, and I didn't come

across anything and I did not take a month off to investigate it thoroughly sometime,but

with my mind aware of the problem, in 1946, when I was elected Vice-President of the Amen

can Scientific Affiliation, and asked to preside at the meeting since the President got a

case of Mumps and couldn't leave California o come east for the meeting, I felt a thrill

which I'm sure nobody else present felt, because they weren't aware of the problem about it,

when a chemist who had been in the Department of Chmistry teaching (7)
in Columbia

chemistry/em-he University but was then Chief Engineer of a Wire Company in Massachusetts

where he Btill lives today, he was then Secretary of the American Scientific Affiliation,

read a -oaoer which he had written onthis subject of the bricks and the straw. And I was

greatly interested. in the material he.presented, and I took the material and made further

investigation of it, and read rather extensively in the matter to which he called my atten

tion, and found what seemed to me to be a complete answer to Peet's statement, and a very

interesting sidelight on a rather small feature, and yet of interest to quite a few persons,

in the Old Testament.

Now what Dr. Copperthwaite (7 3/)4) called. our attention to there was the researches

of aiierican chemist and inventor, early in this century, named Edward G. Atchison.

I think his name isworth writing down, Acheson. I just looked him up yesterday again in

Encyclopedia Britannica, the edition of 2 or 3 years ago, which I have, in order to see how

much rominaee he would get in that, and found that he was given a very considerable witite

up for his discoveries that he made. He worked. for a time with Thomas A. Edison, but his

own work was in other fields, he worked rn electricity with Edisonld for a time, but his

n work was done in various other fields. He invented carborund.u, his comDany, the Carbor

undum Company in Buffalo, is quite an active and successful company today. He discovered

that grahite can be produced artificáliy, and. he made various inventions that were omin

ent fifty years ago, and many of which are used today. Well, he became interested in the

fact that America' re considered far inferior to those imported from Germany. And

he investigated and. found that often, a German which was considered very
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excellent because of its far higher degree of plasticity and its greater tensile strength

wa chemically, seemed to be identical with an American, which was greatly inferior to it.

And so he asked the auestion, why are the olates which are chemically identical superior,

much more plastic, more easily worked. and molded, why are they so much stronger, why are

they so much better, though chemically on ordinary examination, they seemed identical? And

so he looked into the best foreign lays, to find out where they got them and he found that

they generally came fromsome secondary source to friich they had been carried by a stream of

water. And Acheson asked the auestion, why would the carrying them to a secondary olace by

a stream make them so much better, and then he thought of the oossibility that there must

be small amounts of organic matter suspended in the water, which would in some way have

prothiindly altered the workability of the clay, even though so slight as to be extremely

difficult to detect by chemical analysis. So he took types of clay that were difficult to

work and added to them small amounts of various types of organic matter and finally dis

covered a tremendous improvement when galatanic acid was used. And then he said he had

long been interested in the story in Exodus, In the transactions of the American Ceramic

Society, 1904, he described his experiments, and then he went on to say, I made an effort

to find in the history of clay-working some record of the addition of egetable or organic

matter to clay. Only one instance could I find, that of the Egyptians as recorded in Exodus

1. The accepted theory o using the straw fibre as a binding agent for the clay never had

appealed to me and it now seemed likely that those ancient people were familiar with the

effect I had discovered. I procured some old straw, boiled it in water, decanted the re

sulting reddish-boown liquid and mixed it with the clay. The result was like that produced.

with galatanic acid and qqual to the best I had obtained. This explains why the straw was

used and why the children of Israel were successful in substituting stubble or straw. Of

course, it would hardly be possible, were the fibre of the straw deoended upon as a bond
feasible

for the clay, but quite reasonable where the extract of the olant was used. Now you see,

what an different inclination it gives to the narrative. The children of Israel objecting,

it makes our work so much more difficult. Now if the clay that they had was harder to work

to mo&, to form, it would be much more difficult than if,it was easier than if it was just
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a matter of putting straw in in order to bind it, to make bricks that weren't as good, but

it wouldn't he any harder, it would be easier, but the plasticity, that's what it is, it

exactly fits with the narrative that it made it harder. Also to go and gather stubble, what

good would the stubble do to bind it together, might do a little bit of good, but mighty

little. But the chemical effect like this, the stubble would be every bit as good atraw.

And then Peet says that bricks made with straw were very uncommon in Egypt, well, if you

put the straw in for you would see the straw, but if you used the straw, mixing it

for the effect on it, yeu wouldn't necessarily leave any trace that you could see at all,

and yet might've been used in making the bricks. And so it fits the situation very well

and suggests that the Egyptians were aware of something that was not, which was forgotten

until modern times. And we don't have the scientific matters explained here, but we have

an evidence of the existence of the knowledge here in this story, and it makes the story

clear and explains the difficulty there. 90

Now Coooerthwaite says that Aches on went on using this and that it made a great

impression upon the American Ceramic Indtstry, that by adding this straw or galatanic acid

they were able to take the clay that they used to have to work for months, to mold and mix

for months-maea in order to get it suitable for the dishes they made from it, and other things, that

now they could make in just a period of a few days, because of the great improvement by the

acid. In fact, Copperthwaite gave it, I didn't come across it in the amount of investiga

tion that I did, of cases in some Asiatic countries where he said there were ceramic ware

they used to make, they used to mix and mold the things for years, one generation they used

to save to preuare the clay, and in the next made these very fine exoensive dishes from it,

and that by adding this straw to it they were able to do it inthe matter of a few months,

instead of a generationi In the Encyclopedia Britannica, it ends the article on Achesn{

simply by saying that he was the inventor of Egyptianized clay, they called it Egyotianized

after this story.

Now in my investigation of it, I looked up the articles I could find by Acheson

in various scientific periodicals and I found one that interested me greatly, to show that

the brick and the clay of ancient Egypt might be said to have given us our electric light
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which gives us our light today. Or at least to have contributed greatly to it.. There s

an article in there, in, at the time of Acheson's death, telling about his discoverès and

telling about his great interest in this matter of the bricks and. straw, and his relations

to it, which told how the principle he learned there of this organid matter, which reduced

the size of the particles of the clay, made them much smaller, and thus made them more work

able, and so on, he used it in making three lubricants which are mentioned in this Encc1o

pedia Britannica...

0.T.History 151. ()

.and though I'm quite out of the matter of my own field áa far as automobile lubricants

are concerned of that type, I've come across translators who have been familiar with it,

they're called foildag, acquadag and dreag. The dag in it means defloculated. Acheson

graphite, and he named it after himself, the Acheson and the defloculated which is the term

he used for what I belie is called colloidal now, the putting of it into smaller particles

produced by the alatanic acid or the straw, and he made these three lubricants, which at

least ten years ago were very widely used, and I have no more recent information on it.

But in this obitiary of him, in telling about hi accomplishments, there was an article

by a young man who told, he was young then, but had been much earlier at the time be speaks

of, who told that he was working withthe General Electtic Company, in Schenectady, and the

electric lights were then all made with (1*) carhon filters '-.-_-- as Edison invented,

carbon filters And General Electric suggested an improvement to use tungsten

filters, which was for two or three decades I think nearly all were made with tungsten fil

ters, tremendous improvement over the carbon. But the General Electric was trying to make

1b1 with this tungsten filter, and they found that in order to do it theyhad to take this
an

Tallertungsten and-they had to make it sma11a inner and thinner, and in order to do that

they Dut it through various things, very small holes they'd pull it through in order to get

it smaller and smaller, and half the time they'd break. And the expensive tungsten fila

ments broke before they could get them drawn the right length and tht narrowness, and they

were not finding a satisfactory way of doing it, And when he was puzzling over this
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problem, he visited his father in New York City and he said, there's a meeting of the

Chemical Society of New York tonight, and a famous inventor and chemist named Acheson is

going to give a talk and I want to hear it. He said he went and Acheson told about the

brthcks and straw in Egypt and the information he had found, his experience with ceramics,

and how he had used it to make these lubricants, and he said he thought well, maybe there's

the answer to our problem. And he went up and talked with Acheson, and Acheson gave him

a little bottle of Aquadag which he had invented, following this process, and he took it

with him back to Schenectady and they tried it out with the tungstenite and they found that

with this lubricant they were able to ma1 the tungsten into the small filaments necessary.

And so our making of the tungsten lights, which were suc1 tremendous improvement, came

directly from Acheson's discovery which was related to this of the straw and the bricks.

Now I thought that was an extremely interesting incident, where we have a scientific

matter which was known to the ancient Egyotians and which is the background of the account

here but not explained and people like Peet will look at it and take it to try to show the

Bible is inaccurate. And yet when ou get the whole background of the matter you find that

it is accurate just as it is and that actha]Lly it did affect, not merely the quality of

the bricks but the ease or difficulty of making them, and the stubble that they got would

serve the ourpose just as well as the straw. That is an archeological instance of this

matter of the struggle with Pharaoh which I think is very interesting, showing the depend

ability of the Word of God.

Well, the attitude of the Israelites of course, comes oi.talso later on in the

whole wilderness journey. We won't go into further details of it now, but look at number 2,

Number 2 The Character of Pharaoh And under that a His Power and Authority.

Pharaoh was the greatest monarch of the ancient world. It's interesting to dontrast the

pharaohs of Egypt with the kings of Mesopotamia. The pharaol4 of Egypt calls himself a god.

He is the great god, is the Pharaoh, he is the great god of Egypt, and when he dies he is

enthroned with the gods in heaven, divine authority is paid to him, he is the almighty

ruler, the supreme dictator of Egypt, that is the theory of pharaoh. Now the theory is

different in Meoopotamia. In Mesopotamia, the king is never considered a god, either

during his life or afterward. The king may be the son of the god, he may be the favorite



O.T.History 151. c5) 787.

of the gods, he may be the one the gods like, but he is not a god. In Mesopotamia there

are the laws which are important for the carrying on of life and the king has a certain

duty to the law, just as the people, even though many of them transgress far beyond that,

nd gave themselves authority which the law does not permit them. But in Egyot the Pharaoh

was considered to be the law himself. He was the dictator, the authority, EgyDt is the

great land of centralized authority. Well, now, this is a contest with Pharaoh-who is

the great god of Egypt. It is a contest with the greatest potentate of the day, as to

whether the Lord can delkver his -people or not. And so the attitude of Pharaoh with his

great empire, his absolute power, the worshipful attitude of his subordinates, s faced

with another power, the power of the creator of the universe, and the outcome of this con

test is the background of the whole Israelite history thereafter. One great purpose of it

is to fasten upon the minds of thelsraelites a concept of God's almighty power and authority

and of his (6*) And so, God could've simply given orders, let the

Israelites all all of a sudden be picked up into the air and transported to estine, and

the next morning Pharaoh would've waked, up and no more Israelites. He could've done it

that way. But God walihed to deliver the Israelites from Egypt but even more importnt

than that, he wanted the Israelites to realize hs power in delivering them. And to have

them realize his (6 3/11) in order to keep alive the knowledg'of God's

power, God's supremacy, God's greatness, man's sin, and need of a Saviour, in pre

paring the way for the coming of Christ. And so these contests with Pharaoh here occupy

a very important place in the Old. Testament story, a very important place in laying a

foundation for the New Testament teachings of God's deliverance of us from a far greater

Pharaoh, from Satan himself.

Now, h, is His Personal Attitude And here we come to a very interesting thing.

It is something which is stressed in the book of Romans but which is brought out very

clearly in many references here in Exodus. Eôdus L:2l lays the foundation of it. In

Exodus L2l, the first such reference, we read this statement, the Lord said to Moses,

When thou goest to return into Egypt, see that thou do all those wonders before Pharaoh

which I have put in thine hand., but I will harden his heart, that he shall not let the
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people go. God predicts that he will ha*áan Pharaoh's heart, that he will not let the

people go. Does this mean God is going to make Pharaoh wicked? I don't think so at all.

I think to harden his heart does not mean to make him wicked. It means to make him obstin

ate. It means to make Pharaoh who is wicked, Pharaoh who is a fit reDresentative of the

Prince of Wickedness, to make Pharaoh show his true character in such a way that the super

iority of God to all forms of wickedness to be made evident. That Pharaoh won't jimt say,

oh, well, it's a lot of nuisance bothering with these people, let's get rid of them, maybe

we're better off without them, that Pharaoh won't just give in to a whim or a fancy, that

Pharaoh won't on some inferior motive or inferior element release the Israelites without

the ontest making it absolutely clear, that Pharaoh is compelled to take his course be

cause of the superiority and supremacy of God, over the power of Pharaoh. And so this

-phrase is used very frequently in the account here, that God hardened Pharaoh's heart and

that Pharaoh hardened his own heart. Both phrases are used, they are used uut in equal

amounts. There are three Hebrew words used for it, they are similar though, the general

idea of hardening in English is quite satisfactory for them, it means to make hard. That

Pharaoh determines that he won't give in to tb things, he hardens his heart. Stidks to

his guns, he determines to stick by his (10) and God, when Pharaoh might

tend to say oh, it's not worth the bother, let's let them go, God hardens his heart, God

carries him on in the direction to show human nature. We find in Romans 9:17, the apostle

unt
Paul used this as an example of God's supreme power, for the scripture say Pharaoh,

even for this same purpose have I raed thee up that I might show my power in thee, and that

my name might be declared throughout all the earth. Therefore bath he mercy on whom he

will have mercy, and whom he will he hardeneth. I doesn't mean takes a person and

makes him wicked. We are all wicked, we are all/sinners. We are all (10 3/L)

But it means that God in his wonderful mercy chooses to give his mercy to some and to

lead them to salvation through Christ, and then others who are themseles wicked, who have

turned away from God, he (11) He uses their wickedness for his

purDoses, in order to accom-olish his work that he intedds to do and he raised Pharaoh up

into this -position of power, he raised up this wicked man into it in order that through
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him it might be clear, God's power as against one who is far greater than Pharaoh in power

and in wickedness.

Now I have a list here of all the uses, there are about 20 or 25 uses of the

Hebrew word (fl) * and who it relates to, but I don't think we need to

take time for that here. The important fact is what the meaning really is, stiffening

against influence for easy (11 3/L) to make a test case here, to impress

on the Israelites' minds God's suoremacy over the greatest potentate of the day, in order to

strengthen their faith and encourage them to (12) and to keep the knowledge of

God alive in a wicked world.

Now, this contest with Pharaoh consisted orincilly of the series of plagues. And

so we look at, number 3 ,_The Plagues of Egypt There are ten plagues which are described

in these succeeding chapters. And I might add here what are the plagues. Did God cause

that there should be a trmandous blizzard, that all the land of Egypt would be frozen, and

people would have such terrible cold as never exterienced in that equatorial area, and did

he cause polar bears to come down there and walk about through the land to damage? Did he

do away with the law of gravitation there, so that the waters, instead of staying in their

basins and their bowl would drop up toward the ceiling and be unreachable tothem? Did he

cause to (l3) uttè-r1y irrational occurrences in the

land of Egypt in order to enforce, to show his power, and to enforce his will against

Pharaoh? Certainly God could have done these things if he chose to do so. But actually

everyone of the plagues of Egypt is something of a type, that is except for the last of

course, everyone of them is something of a type which is found in that climatic area,

which is found in that geographical region at sontime or other. In/ P.H.Robinson's History

of Israel, he makes this statement: none of these plagues except the last contains any

thing strange or abnormal. All are events which may natral1y take place at the end of

inundation of the Nile. The stagnant water left as the River goes down often (lL-)

and becomes undrinkable. While fish that have been caught in it will,

of course, die the ground dries. Frogs naturally find their way through the water on

to dry land and may easily be so numerous that they will be a nuisance. The pools breed
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quantities of mosquitoes and these in turn produce distressing forms of skin diseases.

Thunderstorms accomranied by hail are rare in Egynt but they do occur and are naturally

alarming. Sand and such storms which nroduce deep gloom niãyI quite well take place in

the heat of the delta, while locusts are only too frequent occurrences. In all this there

is nothing to awaken incredulity. The miracle will consist thn nothing more, he says, than

the coincidence of all these events and their exceptional severity. Well, I think the oass

age,the end of it, is going a little too far. But I think the general ordiple which he

brings out is one which is worth noting, that God used the forces which he had already out

in Eypt. He used a situation which was already -present in Eg'rot in order to accomplish

his will. He caused certain things to hanren. But they were not what we would call bizarre

fantastic events, they were events which made a certain...

O.T.History 152. ()

..in the plagues which make them miracles, make them indications of God's Dower and God's

suremacy. The first of these is intensification, that Robinson brings out. They are

rost of them scourges that do occur at times in Egypt, but they are greatly intensified.

They occur to a severity which would $ rarely if ever occur otherwise. Firt is intensi

fication.




Now the second is what is perhas the most important of all. That is prediction.

The fact that Moses was able to say this is going to happen, was the evidence that God had

done this. The fact that something xreme happened, but what hapened, Moses could say

this is going to happen, this is God's command, he will (lj) that was

that God's hand was in

this, that God
C

G) _-- So first is intensification, the wecond is prediction, and the third which is- - -

also in esot- narrative of the Dlagues is discrimination. There was darkness in all

the land of Egypt but in the land of Goshen there was not. Where the Israelites were, there

was the freedom from many of these things. There was the discrimination involved in that,

to have them fall heavily on the Egytians, and lightly or not at all on the Israelites.
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So these are the three great factors which are involved in these plagues of Egypt.

In the (2*) Now, of course, under intensification there might

be put the fact that so many come together at once too. You might have one say two-thirds

as bad as referred to here, say in one ten-year period. Another two-thirds as bad in an

other ten-year period. But here you have, in a period of a few months, you have all these,

and they were not very distant from one another, and occurring greatly intensified over the

extent to which they Ire usually found in the land of Egypt. Now there are two other

qualities that might be mentioned in connection with these plagues. There is, number 14.,

there is orderliness, there is a plan they were arranged in, there is an orderly occurrence.

And number '5, there is a moral purpose involved. Now the statement is sometimes made that

these plagues were a judgment on the gods of Egypt. Of course, that is true, they were pri

marily a judgment on the greatest god of Egypt, Pharaoh, the visible god, the one who was

called a god, and had a dictatorial power over the land. Now many of the gods of Egypt
creatures of

were/animals, or the sky, they worshipped Re the sun-god and so gorkness of course would be

a judgment on the sun-god, and they worshipped various NewieT one of their gods has a body

of a cow, and there are various animals which are involved with some of the gods of Egypt

and many (3 3/LI.)

But primarily it was not against these various gods but against the one great god, against

Pharaoh and of course the last one that came was particularly against him because Pharaoh's

first-born was killed, as the first-born of all the Egyptians in the tenth of the plagues.

So we have then the judgment on the gods of Egypt n the plagues and we have the

evidences in these plagues f power, the exhibition of the majesty of God, and we

have the reelation in them of God as aviour because God gave release from every one of

the plagues in response to Moses' -prayer. But Moses' prayer given at Pharaoh's request

in most cases and with Pharaoh's promise of letting them go, and then as soon as it was
Pharaoh's that he

over Pharaoh hardened his heart, or in some intances God hardened he heart, and would not

give in, it's a very easy thing in such a situation to say oh, I'll o anything to get rid

of it, but once you're rid of it, then you think of the other thing. Like thePied. Piper

of Hamlin there the people wanting to get rid of these rate, they'd have given anything in
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the world he wanted, and the comraratiely mild things he asked for, oh, they'd be glad to

give, but once he got them rid of the rats, then they could think of all kiãds of excuses

not to pay him. Then he took their children away and then theywere ready to pay ten times
but of course it dicn't dQ any good;over what they had agreed/, and iharolI of course did similarly in his character, as human

nature so frequently does The concept then is one that involves a good many chapters

and there are many very interesting details in the chapters. But for our purposes I think

we will be content with the aspects of it which I've already mentioned. We'll continue

there again tomorrow morning.

(6) We were looking yesterday at D, 3, The Plagues of Egypt. And we noticed the super

natural elements in the plagues, and how they were,taken together,an evidence of thjudg

ment of od upon the gods of Egypt and of the supremacy of God, over Pharaoh, and of his

ability to deliver his people fromthe greatest and strongest power in the world. The

stuy of the Diagues individually has been carried out by the critics in order to show that

there are various documents. God tells Moses exactly what to do and what will happen,

then Moses does it exactly and it hapDene and they give one of those to one document and

one to the other, but of course it's iarratie, while it is a little contrary to our usual

custom to have a full account of a command and than a full account of the carrying out, it

is not contrary to the customs of mah different peoples in many different types of liter

ature. And, there's no need e have to divide them up and make them parallel narratives,

as is done by the higher critics. The study of the details of them, of how little by little,

Pharaoh kept offering compromises and how Moses rejected the compromises, until finally

that happens which God promised in the first place, that the people would be entirely free,

not partly free, is a very interesting devotional study and one which has many messages to

the Christian's life and to the life of the church, but we will not be able to take time

to go into those lsens in this course, but go on to

E The Passover. The last of the plagues is the death of the first-born. Under

that of course is *part of the struggle with Pharaoh but closely connected with it is that

which we've just given, E, The Passover. And we find this in Exodus 12. The story there

tells how Pharaoh finally said, get out, and take everything with you, don't leave he little
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ones here, he said before don't leave your cattle here, as he said before, take everytig°

And the Lord told Moses, now is the time to go, now Pharaoh has given the full permission,

Pharaoh had completely capitu'ated, they did not wait for further discussion, but they pro

ceeded to go, and yet before they went, the Lord ordered them to observe a srecial festival.

And now here we find, something which, to my mind, is one of the great proofs of

revelation. The difference between this passover festival and the (9*)

which you would find in just about, well, in any natural group. The idea of having a

festival to celebratea victory is nothing unique. Thati of course very common. In every

nation, when they have a great victory, after a situation in which the issue was long in

1oubt, it is natural regardless of their religions situation and viewpoint to hold a great

celebration, or have a great festival of some sort. We have our national holidays, celebrat

ing the victory in the wars in which we have participated. In the holidays we remember

how brave were our soldiers who won the battle, and how terrible was the enemy whom we met.

Every nation has such festivals, and it is ñural that the Israelites, after a tremendous

victory like this, would have a big fetiva1 to celebrate. Then, this of course is not

really a war in the ordinary sense, it was a deliverance, a resue, an escape, and it would

be very natural to hve a great festival to celebrate an escape. The French have their

Bastille Day, remembering the day in which the great prison of the (104)

was seized and the prisoners liberated, while that was no tremendous victory in itself,

it was the start of the overthrow of the power of the French aristocracy which ground down

most of the French people. In America, we have our ourth of July, we c1ehrate not the

end of the Revolutionary War with its victory, but we celebrate the liberty, The freedom,

in the Declaration of Ind&pendence.

Now it would be natural for the Israelites to have a festival to celebrate escape,

dliverance, freedom, victory over the Egyptians. But the central idea of the passover is

no one of these, and the name itself signifies something entirely different. The word

(ll) * from the verb * means to

or to spare, though some of the critics say that it starts from a dancing class in which

the word (114) * means to 1ea around in the dance. But that is of course
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not
...You find seffieting like it on Bastille Day. These wicked aristocrats have been driving

down the good people of France. We will rise uo and-win our liberty to which we are en

titled. But here we have the idea the people are all sinners,they deserve God's punish

ment, God is giving the punishment to all of them, he is not delivering these people be.

cause they have certain blood, because they are the descendants of Abrham, because they

are a people which can be thought of nets, but they are beixg delivered because they have

a sacrifice (1) because they are und'r the protection of the

blood (1*)

There is an idea there which is very, very hard to imagine on the ground simply of nation

al develooment or natural reaction to the sttuation. To me is thne of the great oroofs

of revelation, that the Bible is not seas man's seeking for something good, but God's

revealing himself to man because we have something here which is so unnatural, and so

contrary to all human natural human attitudes, and human emotions. I've never heard of

any other people winning a deliverance who have been, thought of themselves as sinners,

and thought of their unworthiness of having a deliverer. Of course the thought may come

later but Hht at that moment the whole thought is how wicked the others are and how good

they are. This is very.different, Surely only divine revelation would provide something

like that. Now the critics of course try to elain the passover as the development

of a harvest festival, or some of them say that the verse that puts it in the fall here

is aM it's really a spring festival. They
frqm this idea o " 1to take it/ae a dancing festival, some they have all (2-)

on how to get it tied uo with this idea of

deliverance from Egypt and how it was tied up

and if you assume that the history is correct, how they would

have had a (2 3/14.) vessel of this particular type in connection with their

leaving ofEgypt. Yes? (Student.2 3/14.. It seems to me in this case that this is rather

a bringing in of jidgment by the Lord from which he has made a provision that his people

might temporarily escape, that is with their earthly life. It doesn't seem to be (3)

that they would ailbe saved through their life.) No, the picture

here is of an earthly delIverance from an earthly punishment, but it's punishment which
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is due sinners, a punishment which is due to their wickedness and which comes upon the

Egyptians and equally upon them, if they do not have the deliverance. As far as eternal

(3-i) things are concerned, it is a type of, a picture, rather than

It is the great type of our deliverance from the -oower of sin and the power of Satan

that you can imagine, but in its specific application here, it is from an earthly

thing that they are delivered. Yes? (student. 3 3/U) The idea of there having seen a

proclamation through the land of Egypt that anyone should 1iow about this and shobid do

it, if they wanted to, certainly not unless (14) They

were not given any instruction ('*) But the Israelites were given

it as a sign not that you belong to this earthen family, but as a sign that you were under

the blood so that it would certainly seem possible for those who had adopted their beliefs

()

to irticiate in it. It would not be .tctheir being of a certain family.

As far as the type is concerned the Egyptians are here thought of as the forces of evil.

But they are not thought of as the forces of i'ighteosness who are adhering

but they are thought of as equally (5) But the whole

picture is of course deliverance of the Israelites. There is here no missionary message

in thks picture. ut there is (51:)

and a suggestion that anyone could be delivered. Therefore an eventtal missionary idea

can be derived from it but. was not present in that immediate situation.

Well, the study of the details of the ]assover, it's interesting, we will'not take

time for it in this course except to point out its great interest, in the way in which

tie types do three things. They remind them of their leaving Egypt, there are elements

in it which suggest haste. Thus shall ye eat it, with your loins girded, your shoes on

your feet, and your staff in your hand, and ye shall eat it in haste, it is the Lord's pass

over. This of course is the immediate situation (6*) they

want to getd out of sight. But in the carrying on of i, it is the reminder that

situation that has tied them to the specific definite historical situation, the de

liverance of the people from Egypt.
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But then the typology in it goes beyond, way beyond, the immediate historical situation

mcf deliverance from Egypt. It suggests the necessity of deliverance from sin, that they

also are implicated in sin, they have to 1niidually be singled out,-there must be a

sacrifice for each one, a lamb without blemish, a male of the first year, a family is to

eat this together, and the very details of it drive home to their minds the idea that they,

like the Egyptians, are sinners. They must take all leaven out of their house and eat un

like the ELVotians,leavened bread for this period of seven days. They &-e ( are sinners;

only God's mercy spares them.

Then, of course, there is the most important element of all in this,it is looking

frward to the means by which they've been saved from something far greater than the de

liverance from Egypt, by which they've been saved from eternal death. There is the reoog

nition in it that it is God's provision. No lamb ou1d save them eternally. No lamb,

"no mere animal could do it, but there is a orovision, there is typology in it, there is

a symbolism, a symbolism which might not be at first very fully understood, but which the

" more you look into it, the more you realize that God is driving home to the minds of

(8) that he is going to ii'ovide something which will be the aallel to the lamb, which

is the (8)
- of the lamb, that he is going to provide that through which

you can be saved, but it is provided for individuals, but not merely for indivudals, but

it is provided for families, that the families can participate in this, that there is a

going on from generation to generation, not a merely individual thing, though there is a

very definithe and positive individual reception of it as well, and, that there is the

lication of th, that God will -provide for the indIvtkdil as ty-nifid by the

(8-) of the blood on the sideposts and the upper beam of the door.

So we have the three of the symbol-isms, of the looking back to the historical event,

the looking to the situation of sin aad of deserving of God's punishment, an-then to them
/

as well as the Egyptians, the looking forward to the provision that God is going to make,

that will give a deliverance not merely to those who escape from Egypt, but to the who

in future days shall preserve this and shall look back to the deliverance from Egypt, but

shall look forward to the (gb)
" a deliverance which

God gives to each family and individual. So the assover
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festival of Israel. It became the great celebration, the great memorial, the great

occasion in the lives of the Israelites from hneration to generation, to remind them

of the deliverance which hapDened to them as a grouo, but more imoortant, to remind them

of the one who had given it to them, more important than that, to remind them of the fact

that 3/L) to them, not as their right, which they had by heredity,

which had they had by virtue of heredity, but7 kind proision which he provided for them
-1

despite (10) their sinfulness, and that' he wafted to make a provision which would

correspond to (l0*)\t

So it is a most wonderful thing that here, at the beginning of Israel's history,

such a practical thing as that did not merely deliver them, that would be wonderful, but

deliverance from sin and God's -orovision for escape from it. So much then for E, the

Passover. And then comes, then they immediately]1 leave Egypt.

F, The Deoarture from Egypt and Escaoe Through the Red Sea. When ere the Iseal-

ites delivered from Egypt? Well, they were delivered from Egypt when God sent the de

liverer, when Moses came to them. They were delivered from Egypt when Pharaoh agreed you

can go, and. they observed the Passover, and went. But the full deliverance from Egypt

did not come until they had passed through the Red Sea and seen Pharaoh's hosts sinking

beneath the water of the Red Sea. There are three stages to the deliverance. It is a

little absurd (117) that people have the idea that great

events must occur at one oartiu1ar instant, like when John Adams was President of the

United States and he sat at his desk, signing orders to appoint a new Ohif Justice of the

Supreme Court to determine our future judicial policies for twenty years, and laid the

foundation of it (12) John Adams signed the oaper, he

signed Da-oers appointing people to offices for life, one after the other. They say that

just at the stroke of midnight the door opened and Thomas-Jefferson was there and said,

Mr. Adams, you better 0uit signing those papers, it's now midnight, and I am President and

not you. You cannot sign any more papers. There was an instant at which John Adams

ceased to be President and Thomas Jefferson became President. Well', we make instan

like that in various things, but ordinarily there is a period. during which various events

take place.
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When was the deliverance from Egypt? We notice three Doints at which we might say it

occurred. To me it's one of the most absurd things (12 3/L,)

Christ could come back in one instant and everything that happened (13)

because there's only one return of Christ. Well, when

did Christ come the first time? Was it at His conception? *Was it as His bttth? Was it

at the dedication in the Temple? Was it thirty years later when he began his ministry?

Was it at the cricifixion? When was the first coming
' Christ? They're all different

stages of his coming. And yet about everything that ever happened has stages in it,

When Thomas Jeffereon was elected President, John Adams was reDudiated thereby, you

might say it was at the instant of defeat of John Adams. But then some months went by

before the Electoral College met and formally voted, that might be the time. And then

there is midnight when Jefferson (13 3/L)

and then there's the next day

Which point was it? You can't say (11+)

And so here we've had deliverance, we've had the Passover, they've marched (iL)

banks of the Red Sea. And so Me their departure from Egypt and the escape through

the Red Sea. Now in connection with their departure from Egypt, there is a very, very

unfortbnate thing in our English translation, which I have strongly recommended be changed

in the new edition of the Scofield. Bible, and if I recall correctly it is going to be

done.

O.T.History 154. (3)

...is that the incorrect English translation of at as (3) and is as

be changed and the English have what the Hebrew contains. I don't kn why the King James

translators when they said (3*) *
they translated it
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and when they said translated it . Now it may be that

they were following a tradition from t Vulgate, I haven't traced itiç I'm not sure whebher

it's in the Vulgate or not. It may be that it was from some previous translation, that they

slmDly took it over. Or it may be that it was their conclusion, but whether they did it

originally, or some others, I think (3'-) more polite,

instead of asking like children, asking for thbigs, they have the Israelites borrowing,

it sound more polite doesn't it? Instead of your asking me to give you ten dol7as, you

say lend me ten dollars, knowing that you I've no thought of giving it back, but it's a

way of asking for it. It's much more polite, and they wanted to make it much more Dolite,

they lent it to them rather than gave it to them. But it's not what the Heb'rêw says.

And it seems very much more polite to do it that way, but on the other hand ]t seems much

less honorable to do it that way. It is less honorable. And it has been a great problem

with interpreters in recent years. The ethics of the Old Testament. The Israelites leav

ing Egypt and borrowing things from the Egyptians and then walking out and takñg it away

and never returning. And the Egyptians lending them things and never getting it back.'

Well, that would be dishonest and it is not what is stated in the Bible. It is an in

correct English translation that they borrowed of the neighbors all those things, and their

neighbors lent them these things. It's an utterly incorrect English translation, which

may add courtesy but which detracts, which removed honesty, from what we read, and it's

very unfortunate we have it. Now, I was. looking at an edition of the Bible last night,

I forget which one it was, but I just happened to otice in the margin (.5*)

that that one had marginal, borrowed. Literally asked or ' (5*)

- Well, if that's what the Hebrew said, it should be in the text, not just in the margin,

in case somebody aek happens to look at the margin. And I hope (-)

Yes? (student.5--) Demanded. Ask can be

demand, and to borrow
,

' What it says is ask, they

asked. I think it should be in the text. Good to have it in theAniddle, that makes the

answer clear to those who 'will look at the middle. Yes? (stu dent.6) They did not" borrow,
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they asked. The situation is such that the Israelites had been held in bondage for some

hundreds of years, had been forded to do a great deal of bard work for which they were

not given my, proportionate to their work at all, they were held in slavery, 'unrightfully.

And under these circumstances God compelled Pharaoh to let them go and to let them leave

the land, and he tells the people to ask those around for gifts, and the gifts are a very,

very small portion of the compensation to which they were entitled for the work which had

been unjustly rob by the slavery into which they had been placed, and under those cir

cumstances the Egyptians, I have no doubt, understood perfectly well what they were. doing.

They were saying we are leing the land, we are leaving this bondage and it is only proper

that you give us something, that we don't own anything. And when a person is released

from thepenitent iary in this country, I think they give them a suit of clothes and ten

dollars and they give them something (7k) that they don't go einptyhanded. In this case,

instead of its coming from the Egyptian government, as a government, it comes from the

Egyptian people, as individuals. But they ask for, not, a recompense to which they might

be entitled but for a small portion of the recompense an a help to them as they go. And

the Egyotian.peo'ole, having gone throggh the plagues, and realizing the fact in which

their nation is imDlicated,. they give to them. Perhaps their felling was a little bit like

the feeling ôE the United States after the war with Mexico. The Mexican government was

extremely weak and the land was overrun with bandits and under the circumstances, when

the Mexican war came, the United States troops conquered, the whole land, everything was

in their bands, and then the' government in Washington ordered them to setup a government.

to negotiate with. Personally, I think that if all that territory had been held and given

the freedom which we have, not held as a country certainly but given the freedoms that we

have today, personally think that egery Mexican would be far better off as a free Amer

ican citizen than they were at least till a few years ago, with what they went throh

then. But the idea which was felt in Washington was, they are one nation, we are another,

it is not right for us to take anything from them. There were three ideas, there were

a few wanted to do what I think would've been right, given them freedom, justice, And

placed them under the constitution we're under; there were a larger nuiuber'whosaid let's
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take the whole northern half of Mexico; there were a still larger number who said let's

take the northern part of California and. New Metico and Arizona, this area; well this area

wasn't taken, and the line (9k)

But after that line-was made and these large. empty territories which wer& largely subject

to banditry and confusion 0 3/4) by the

were brought into the United States right after. that. Then a group of peoDle who reore

sented the United States Government went t' the Mexican government and said we would like

to bi4 a little area from Mexico in southern New Mexido, and. in/this little area, small

section (10) .

this little tiny bit of mostly desert land, some of it alongthe river there, was purchased

with a very, very large once "for that kind of (io)

but it was a sort of salving the conscience for those who felt that the Mexicans, a handful.

of Mexicans having been in that land first, it was wrong for us to take California, New

Mexico and Arizona and so on, and they should (10 3/Li') this

big once for thislitt1e bit of land down there.

Well, this is an entirely different situation. There had been no question, there,

ththing of that type whatever, but in the Egyptians who gave to 'them, the feelings are

somewhat the same, there is a parallel, an illustration. Of course New England, all the

northern mrt 'of the United States, was against the Mexidan War from the first, fought it

all the way through. But there was a feeling there on the part of the Egyptians of the

wrong which had been done, and they' ask and they-seek things' asa means of' giving to some

extent a recompense (la) . ' ' and providing them

with what they need for their journey. But the idea of borrowing 'and lending is absolute

introduced, it is not in the original. 1he idea of taking and giving is the Idea, taking

and asking (11 3/Li')and giving for these narticular circumstaces.

Yes? (student-11-3 /Li) No, pharaoh kept saying you can't go and then a plague would come

and then Pharaoh would say you can go if you'bl only get us over the plague. You pray

for us. And then Moses would pray, the plague would be removed and then Pharaoh would
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change his mind and say you can't! And then h'dday you can go and sacrifice but you

mustn't take your animals, or your little children. And then he said you can and take

your children but you mustn't tLke your animals. He was givng all kinds of concessions,

but he would say in the middle of each plague, yet, go ahead, and when the plaga was over

he would take it all back. Now, in this case, when the first-born were killed, then you

read that, in chapter 11, verse 1, Moses said thus saith the Lord, about midnight, oh, no,

it's chapter 11, verse 1, the Lord said to Moses, yet will I bring one plague more uon

Pharaoh and upon Fig pt, afterwards he will let you go hence: when he shall let you go he

shall surely thrust you out hence altogether. Speak now in the ears of the oeople and let

every man ask of his neighbour and every woman of her neighbour,{' jewels of silver and jew

els of gold. They had gone through (13?-)

It was, the people knew, the Egyptians knew how Pharaoh had given him (i3)

Most of these Egyptians who did this realized

that (13 3/L)

now there is predicted one more plage, one mere very great one, and so in verse 5, and

all the firsborn in the land of Egypt shall die, from the firstborn of Pharaoh that sits

on the throne, to the firstborn of the maidservant behind the mill, and all the firstborn

of beats. 5o then they hold the Passover, celebrating the fact that they were now going

to leave immediately, and the tenth plague takes place simultaneously with the Passover,

but then in chapter 12, verse 30, Pharaoh rose up in the night, he, and l1 his servants,

and all the Egyptians, ahd there was a great cry in Egypt, for there was not a house where

there was not one dead. And he called for Moses and Aaron by night, and said, rise up and

get you forth from among my people, both ye and the children of Israel, and go, serve the

Lord, as you have said, also take your flocks and your herds and be gone, and bless me also.

And the Egyptians were urgent on the people that they might send them out of the land in

haste, for they said we 'are all dead men. After the firstborn we'll lose everybody (lL 3/Lt)

Under the circumstances they were very glad to give them

something to help them go...
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...celebrate their escape, but stresses the fact that God

s he
did not make them participate in the tenth plague, but that he does, even?h them with

their loins girt, haváEg ready (3/4)

call your attention to it. Well, now the Departure from Egypt, then, comes eight after

- the Passover, and also right after the tenth plague which happened simultaneously with the

passover, and they leave Egypt, and this great host of DeoDle heads up into the wilderness.

And in terse, then of course we have the provision, the pillar of cloud, the pillar of

fire and so on, the provision for the wilderness journey, which we'll look at a little

later under consideration of the Wilderness Journey. But it comes right after their

tq Moses
leaving Egypt. But then in chapter 14, the Lord says/speak to the children of Israel,.

they turn and encamp before Pihahiroth, between Migdol and the sea, over against.Baal

zehhon, before it shall ye enamp by the sea. For Pharaoh will say of the children of

Israel, they are entangled in the land, the wilderness hath shut tiem in. And I will

harden Pharaoh's heart, that he shall follow after them, and I will be honored upon Pharaoh

and on all his host, that the Egyptians may know that I am the Lord. And so God caused

that the Israelites should depart in this particular way. Now I don't think it means that

.because they simply go in a different way, it probably iould've been a bit difficult to

escape out of the land. com1ete1ywith this great line of Egyptian forts stretched out

between their land ahd the land outside, and with the various difficulties this orobably

was as$ good a way to go as any, but it was a way which made it, which perhaps moved them

a little slower than they would have been otherwise. he main point here is that God is

going to harden Pharaoh's heart. Pharaoh isgoing to continue obstinate, he's going to

make one more try to hold them even though they've started. and, so the king of Egypt

takes his host and. Dursue the peo-ole and the people are camping by the sea, and they

ook up and see the Egyptians coming. They say to Moses, because there were no graves in

Egypt, hast thou taken us to die in the wilderness? And of course, there is the thing

in connection with any revolt. If it is possible for a people to escape from oppression,

it is always the thing to do, to escape from oporession, but (3-) a force's efforts to

escape, before there is enough strength to accomplish it, it often leads simply to greater



O.!.liistory 155. 34) 805.

oppression and greater misery, and greater difficulty thai they had before, and people

feel exactly like they did. here. Is it because there were no graves in Egypt, in Egypt

e were suffering, in Egypt we had this terrible oDiression but certainly it was better

than just being killed out here in this wilderness. And (3 3/1k) the people would have

een if God had not delivered them, but God knew what he was doing, He brought them to this

place intending to bring them safely through, they-could. have gotten thrah safely if

Pharaoh hadn't come but it would take them longer, Now in the situation there, Pharaoh

seems to have them hemmed in, and. he did-not intend to kill them all, he intended to kill

some of them and take the rest back as slaves, but they couldn't tell which ones would

be killed, they were filled with terror, and Moses said, fear not., stand still and see

the salvation of the Lord, which he will show you today. What a erse that is for our

lives. Pear not, stand still,and see the salvation of the Lord, which he will show you

today. They didn't just stand still down in Egypt and expect God to pick them up and put

them in Palestine. They started out to go, they did their part, but they reached the

place where there was nothing they could do. They reached "the situation which was hope

less, viewpoint, and-God said, stand still and see the salvation of the Lord. And

God does want us to do our part but he doesn't want us to wvvry or be anxious because he

wants ts to know that whenever the situation is crucial that ie can stand still and see

him work out what his will is in it, whether it be his will to honor him by faithful en

durance of the situation that you hae to go through, or that he will deliver us from it,

we will see the salvation of the Lord and he will do what his will is in it. Here, he

says the Lord will fight for you and you shall hold your peace.

And the Lord said to Moses, wherefore criest thou unto me? Speak othe children

of Israel, that they go forward. W herefore criest thou uhtome? Well, doesn't the Lord
Yes, definteiy.

want us to pray in situations and difficulties? /He wants us to pray but he wants us also

to be active, he wants us to act in faith. He wants us to act, knowing that he is going

to give the deliverance. Ad so he says why do you cry unto me? Well, he wants us to cry

to him, but he didn't want him just to cry to him, he wanted him to go forward now, be

cause the answer was here. Lif up thy rod and stretch out thine hand over the sea, and
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divide it. What a wonderful power Moses had. God says lift up your rod and stretch out

your hand. over the sea, and divide it. Why didn't Moses do that in the first place? Why

did he cry? If he had the power to lift up his hand and stretch it over the sea and di

vide it, why didn't he do that in the first place? It's perfectly evident here that the

language the Lord uses, just like in most of the 'olagues, where he tells Moses to lift up

his hand and wave it and bring frogs in 'fromthe wilderness into the 'land.. Moses had no

indicationpower to bring frogs in, but Moses is told. to make an nvocation of what God is going to

indication
4o, and here Moses makes in invocation that God is going to divide the land because God

has promised and Moses can seethe indications of God's promise, but the langiiage, if

you take it alone, verse 16, if you're going to literally and strictly insist on the verse

aken by ithself without interpretation from context, surely makes Moses a magician; 1ift

up your' rod and stretch out your hand over the sea, and divide it He couldn't do it,

he indicates what God is o do. And it does not tell, us anything about how God is going

to do it. If Moses ift up his rod and say divide, you waters, and right away they

began moving, and he says, stand u-o.in heaps and here these waters stand up in heaps, they

just walk right tbroh, well, you couldn't get that from this verse. Mosths, God said,

lift up your rod over the waters and divide them. But it does not necessarily have to

be interpreted that way. We have to study context, to see what we have.

And so as we look on into the context we find that the Lord said lift up your hand

and. divide it, but then, verse 21, Moses stretched out his hand over the sea, and the Lord

caused the sea to' just lift up in two heaps, right that minute, no. And the Lord caused

the sea to go back by a strong east wind all that night, and. made the sea dry land, and the

waters were divided. Somebby told e of a fine conservative Christian scholar who said

it is ridiculous to say that the east wind 'divided the waters, because an east wind couldn't

cbo that, its impossible. Well, it's not a question of what we think is 'oossibie or not

but of what the scripture says. The scripture says that God, caused the sea to o back

by a strong east wind all that night and made the sea dry land, and the waters were di

vided. It does not say that when Moses lifted his rod instantly the waters were divided.

It waid that God caused somehhing to happen all night, and thus to divide the waters.
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That's what it says. God caused something to happen all night, and it says that what God

caused tO happen was he caused it to go back by a.strong east wind all that night, that's

what the scriture says happened. And we have no right to read into it something different

froilwhat the scripture happened. Yes? (stw3ent.Q) We don't Iww, it doesn't say. (stud

ent.9 3/L)) We don't know, but I would say-this, that it was known to the peoDle_what he

did. It was known to the people, it was for an indication to the people and therefore,

.it is possible that he stood up in a high place somewhere, where they all could see him,

or it's'possible that the words he said didn't have anythiig to do with it. And some of

them see him and they told others. But the point of it wasn't that there was a magical

power in Moses rod, or a magical power in Moses, but there it was an indication, that

God gage a command. And the indication was given by Moses, it was like, it really is a

prediction, it's like with the plagues of Egypt, you get a series of, last year we had two

bad shnvry sOorms, one of which wrecked an awful lot of trees. Well, you get (10 3/1+)

of nature in every country at some time, you get them, you sQmetimes become

immune. But if it had been oredicted through us, a month ahead, that for our sins and for

our wickedness we were going to lose a lot of trees b a storm which you could not resist,

then it happened, you would immediately ask who is this that made this prediction? Has he

made other similar predictions? Is there. evidence to think that he is a spokesman for

God? in the situation? Now with Moses there were these repeated predictions which were

fulfilled and that isthe great rnrt of the miracle, as evidence of God's will. The tre

mendous increase in the natural blessing, the intensification of it, was indication of

God's power. Bu the fact that the were -oredicted and the predictions were fulfilled

was proof that it was God's acting in a special way rather than just the way the forces

of nature occurred that particular year. Now in this case it is the same thing.

There are many people whose idea of the Bible is that to be truly belle-vin to be

truly Christian, we must think that the Bible is a miracle story from beginning to end,

in which everything is contrary to nature as you see it, in which God is always doing the

most grotesque and queer and unnatural things, as proof 'of what a great God he is,and the

more you believe of that sort of thing, the more truly Christian you are. Well, God can
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do anything that he chooses, but the Bible is not just a book telling of the type of world

that none of us live in. it. is the book to tell us how to live in the type of world

we do live in, and the power of God is just as great today as it has ever been. And God

occasionally has chosen in the past, and occasionally today chooses to display this power

in ways. that are utterly contrary to-,things that you normally see at all. But, as a rule,

what he wants us to do is to wee that his hand is controlling and directing everything,

and that he works all things in us in'accordance with his power and he is--not bound by

our rules but he doe not have to every minute be changing the rules that he has made for

the process of the forces of nature, but rather using the rules which he has made for the

accomplishment of his purposes. Afid you take the Bible and, you can go through page after

page, chapter after chapter, book after book, with no mention of anything that is contrary

to the normal working of the world q God has made it. We have a few places in which the

miraculous, has piled up, a few great places at which God chose to exert great super

natural power, but we have a whole Bible .n which at every single poiint, he was exerting

his control, and caasing things to happen in accordance with his will. And in this case,

God could certainly, if he chose, have said. to these waters of the Red Sea, you stand tip

in two heaps there, right this instant, let that occur, (lL)
,

and the Israelites walk right through. He. 4 choose to do that, If he

wanted to , but the Bible doesn't say that's what he chose to do. The Bible says that$

he told Moses to divide the water, but then it says that he said to Moses lift your 'rod

and that God caused the sea to go back by a strong east wind all that night, that's what

it says happened, and it was the wind that did it. And someone says, then, well it's im

possible for the wind todo it, therefofe the wind couldn't do it, well, the'scriDture

says that that's what happened. And we should accept the scrintureand not try to make

the sdripture more wonderful by changing it to fit our ideas of what would be more wonder

ful

0.T.History 156. ()

" Yes. Now I think we'll leave the end of it for the moment, we'll speak of the beiniiing
part first. The, God caused it to. go back the whole night, he did. not cause it (1)
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to happen at the one instant The instrument he used for it was the wind.

Well, now the next point that might disturb us is verse 22, the children of Is'ael went into

the midt of the sea upon the dry ground, and the waters were a wall to them on their

right hand and on their left. The waters were walls. Now what s a wall? Does that mean

the waters turned into concrete? And there was a wall on each side, a concrete wall stand

ing up there, you could reach Out and touch that wall (1 3j14)

you couldn't be sure if you could put your hand through it because if it was solid and you

could touch it (1 3/14)

Well, of course God could do that, a person in a' tropical land, it mthi be inconceivable

that God could make water stand up like a wall, but in a polar region you see the water

the ice standing up there as walls, nd God could have frozen the water into a straight

up pile if he chose, but we're not told, that he did it by cold, we're o1d that he did it

by wind. $d So I could not describe just what hapDened. I would think that the waters

were a wall unto them does not mean the waters became a literal physdal wall but the

water took the part of a wall, and that is ath that there was a defense, there was a

-orotection to them by water on both sides, it was so they could pass over. And the Red Sea

is a term which is used for a branch of the ocean which comes up between Egypt nd Arabia

and the term is not the term that's used in the Bible, the Red Sea; it is translated in

English the Red Sea, but the Hebrew says the Sea of Reeds, and the Sea of Reeds certainly

does not suggest a great deep sea, it roust be a' great deep sea with reeds 'along the shore,

or it might be a: sea which had shallow structures (3k) with

sea weed in it. As we don't know the exact location of the place through which they were

getting, there are various studies and 'tests to learn just where they were, but it would

seem that the term,the Sea of Reeds.here,is used for the 4of areas which follow

the general course of what today is the Suez canal: That in this area, north of what we

today call the Red Sea, and south of the Mediterranean, there was a part of that that is

today called the Bitter Lake (3 3/14). There is a region there where there were 'rather

shallow bodies of water, and these bodies of water which, as it says, they got entangled

in the (14) whees, they got into this area with this big area of water which they could

not Quickly get across, but which there were ways around and
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they had time, and in that area we are told that the wind drove the water back all night,

and the' windou1d easily, a persistent wind, could move the water over to one side, which

would mean that those, portions underneath which were very shallow could stand up, and those

.portions on the side which were deeper would be covered with water. And so that the de

scription here can be explained as meaning that thas what happened'. It certainly does

not mean that God said let them stand up because that's not what it says, but what it says

is let the east wind drive the, water back, and driing the water back, you would lower the

level to where you have an area there of land. which oiild easily be walked across with deep

er areas-on both sides which you douldn't get through. Now here I have a statement about

it that such things have happened (5*) and in that area in redent

times. A traveler say the sandy stretch between Suez and the southern end of Bitter Lake

is raised only a few feet above sea level and was probably whb wholly or -partly covered

with water in ancient times. Shallow water of this kind may easily be driven back by a

strong wind, leaving the sand bare. With the dropping Qf the wind, the ater returns,

coming probably under the sand first, asit does in so many such Diaces where this happne,

and forming a' quicksand, in whi1 the wheels of a chariot would of course sink. Finally

as the dry 'space fills with water the infantry and others would be caught and drowned.

And so the going out would take a longer time, but when the wind stopped and the water

started back, it would come underneath first, engulfing the chariot wheels and catching

the Egyptians and then it would cover over them. And they of cou.rse,.would never haie

gone in thereunder normal circumstances'. They' would have realized that it was not a

normal situation, and a real danger, but they saw the, Israelites going through and they

impetuously rushed after them, and they were in the middle as the water starts to comeback

underneath, they begin to get engulfed, and they say, let's get out of here, and they're

too late and they can't do it and next thing you know, they're getting caught and. the

waters are coming over them. Now that seems to be what is described here and what the

Lord showed them to do, though he could have said, now, here you people are, I want you to

be over here, and instantly lifted them up and put them over. The Lord could've said, let

this water all turn into a mass and stand up like a wall on both sides, stadd high oth

sides, and. you go through it (6 /L.) but that's not what it says here. What
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it says here seems tobe like most of the plagues. He used the forces of nature, in order

to accomplish a purpuse, which happened right at the particular time when it was needed.

And. which he predicted in advance would hapen, and 4ould thus give an indication to them

And to the Egyptians of his mighty power, and of his control, and of his will. sow' I've

taken long enough on this...

to 91 quiz.)
Now, what do we mean by a miracle? We have never explained in this class, it's a

common Thglish word, but I think it is used commonly in the sense a little different from

the Biblical use, and that may have misled some of you. Mr. Tow, would you call the

creation of the world a miracle? (student. iO) Yes, but the basic meaning, of miracle

the Hebrew word (lO-) s a .sign. A miracle is something intended to be a sign or

an attestation. It is a roof of God's activity. The essential idea in the Hebrew word,

translated. miracle, is that it is a sign. Now as the word is used in. English, the common

sense of miracle is that it is something that is outside the ordinary eventWof nature.

But that is not the meaning of the word in the Hebrew words which are used. It is a sign

it is an attestation. But as we use it, it mean a mtraculous sign, that is a sign which

requires the power of God to perform it, so that I would not call-the creatio of the

world a miracle, because while it was an act of a mvelous supernatural power of God,

yet it was not to/give a gign or an indication to anybody, there was nobody there togive

a sign, or an indication to, it was simply God Derforming his work. And of course the

sun rising every morning is miraculous, it's beyond that any human being could accomplish,

(II 3/Li.) but that is the

ordinary working of nature as God has established it. So we would not use the term

miracle (12
.

Now, I'd like to ask you, how many of you gave a miracle from the book of Genesis,

r.ise your hands. About three-fourths of you. Well, I wonder if you all gave the same

tone o2 if everyone gave a different one. What did you give.? (student.l23 The birth of

Isaac.) The birth of Isaac, a miracle. Yes, it was a sign, God carrying out his

àccomDlishment in a supernatural way. (l2-)

Who gave a different one? Mr. Deshpande? (student.l2)
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Yes, when Abraham had. his dream and the vision, fire came down and these animals which he

had prepared were consumed.. Who ee.? (student-l3) Well, he actually prepared the crea

tures beforehand and they did burn. Yes? (l3-student) Joseph interprets Pharaoh's

dream. God gave Joseph supernatural knowledge as a sign to Pharaoh. Different one from

Genesis. (student-l341) Intended as a sign and attestation, -r of God's power. (i3)

That would be a correct definition of the English word miracle. But not a correct defin

ition of the word miracle as used in the Bible, because there the translation of two

Hebrew words (iLk) In those Hebrew

words the meaning of supernatural activity is not present, the meaning is a sign. In

English (iLi)

Yes? (sthdent.lL.*)

they are signs, that very same word here, but the word is not translated miracle. Our word

miracle is not a Biblical word, but it translates two Biblical words (1L) *

and * It does not a1rays mean a sign but in a good many it is, and

it is used in hesense that there is something outside (l)

(student)

O.T.History 157. (3/Li')




determine
...you're right. If I was trying to i-ii the marks of everybody present for an examin-

ation, it would be very important that I.qualify precisely, but If I am trying to simply
-
to see what your ideas are at present and what knowledge you haTe, it would not be necess

ary. For this purpose it would be no longer. Mr. Mitchell? (student.l) Well, now that's

interesting but a little bit off the immediate direct line, so I won't repeat it for the

rest of the class. The people thought they were missing your wards of wisdom and they

didn't lik it. And now what about Exodus. How many gave Exodus? Let's hae this, who

didn't give Exodus? Everybody gave Exodus. There are many miracles in Exodus. Well, in

Genesis we had about four-or five
m

eidnht we? Pour or five and some of them there

was a little question about, Genesis is nt one of the great books of miracles, is it?
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Compared with Exodus. You. have far more in Exodus than you do in Genesis. Exodus is

one of the great hooks of miracles. How many gave Leviticus?. What did you give? (student.

2*) Did any give Leviticus? Leviticus containstM'I don't think anybody gave Leviticus

Here's a whole book with not a single miracle. Many people have the idea that the Bible

is a book that you omen any 'page and youtf
fullaOmiracles. Here's a whole book, not a

wiingle miracle. How many gae Numbers? Repel Only three gave Numbers. You would find

not nearly as many as there are in Exodus would you? They are related to the ones in

Exodus. They are closely related to the ones in Exodus. How many gave Deuteronomy? Mr.

Jaggard what did you give in Deuteronomy? (student-3) Yes. Of course Exodus also has it.

Deuteronomy has one given there, a good one, that's also in Exodus. Yes, that's a1aady

given in Exodus, it's merely recapitulated.in Deuteronomy but perfectly legitimate in

Deuteronomy. How about Joshua? How many gave Joshua? quite a few. Joshua is one of the

great books. of miracles. How about Judges? How many? Smaller number. Mr. Cohen, how

many miracles would you estimate are described in the book of Judges? (student-3 3/4)

Pout. You would guess four, does anybody think more than four? Mr. Soong, how many would

you think? Ten miracles in Judges? Let's hear it, what are they? (Mr. Soong. L*)

You mean when Samson pulled down the temple, that's one. (4k)

Mr. Welch? (student. 43/4) Well, you could count everytime that a soul's converted as a

miracle. But what I mean is, that each time that a judge led the people and they conquered

the enemy God was active, but I don't think in the ordinary sense a miracle. Mr. Cohen?

(student. 5*) I would have a little question there on the miracle, because Samson was,

God did a great work in giving Samson tremendous strength, that's true. Now whether that

would be a miracle or not I don't know. I personally think it was part of God's plan.

Well, the way the building was constructed he knowked over the central pillar, that took

tremendous strength, but I believe there are men today who could do that. I don't think

there are many, there are -very few. Well, that's a matter of definition of a miracle.

heard of 'a man, an American Magician, who wa' krabiax1i, maybe I've told this story, have

I? I told it last year. Illustration appropriate at this point. This American magician

was showing in Arabia, and he was saying look at this little box here. He would say, I
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will, I can make that box so heavy that you can't lift, it. He'd call up a strong man to

pick up that little box, it was like nothing. And then the magician would wave his wand

and say now that box is so thtrong you can't lift it. He had a magnet underneath that had

been connected w held the box there, there wasneta1 in the box, and

the man couldn't possibly lift it. And nobody (7)

they said of course, we ka know they have some scientific fol-de-rol that can make a box'

heavy or light, it didn't impress them in the least. S0 he decided he would have to

change his Performance. So he changed it so the next place he went, he dulled up a big

strong man from the audience and he said to the audience, you see, this big, strong man here,

I canmake him so weak he's weaker than a child, couldn'tdo what a little child could.

He said look at that little white box, pick it up, see a little child could pick it up.

Now he said put it down again, now, he said I'm going to make this man so weak he can't

pick up that box, so he said, now, he waved his wand, now he said you'i'e wealç,yon haven't

qven
any strength you cant pick up that little box, and the' man took and he tugged and he

pulled, he pulled so hard he was afraid he would break the (7 3/14') but

fortunately the (8) held, The poor man was humiliated, in front of all

Ms friends, that he could become so weak that he couldn't pick up the little box. It

was just a different way of saying a thing, and there are ways in which you could say,

.but actually the Lord's activity is present everywhere. Everything we do, 'the Lord, gives

me strength.to come here and teach a class. The Lord enables us to digest our food, d

everything we do is his strength, without it we couldn't do a thing. But in the scripture

there are certain signs h.ch are so outside the' normal activity, the normal manner of

doing things, that they convince the people who see them, that there is a supernatural

power present. Now of course anytime that god give4nowledge to somebody, he wouldn't

(. 3/14) have otherwise, that is eie in one sense, a --'-' miracle, but we

refer' to that as a prediction rather than a miracle, tho.gh t is a form (8 3/14)

But when, Samson was given supernatural strength, why of course that was a great inter

vention of God. Now when his hair, as far as the hair is concerned, of course, it does

not say in scripture that the strength came from the hair and if he didn't have hair he
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wouldn't have strength, nothing of the kind. But God gave him to understand that He would.

take away the strength onee the hair was gone. And it is Derfectly simple, I think that a

modern psychologist would interpret that that he was so convinced of it that he lost hi

strength, that he got it back once it came. Now I don't mean that you can reduce it to

nothing like that, but what I mean is that the Lord refused his (9 3/L)
to corsiderI don't think it necessaryrtnat God reach down

(9 3/Lb) beyond what he told every one of us,

that we have blessings received. (10) The life of Samson does of course present the provi

dential workings of God. But God did not enable Samson to turn a stick into a snake, or

anything like that. No evidence of that sort of thing in this account. (student-l&!_-)

Yes, that certainly is a miracle. Though everything happens by the power of God. God

gave Samson strength (student.10) Yes, well, then so much for Judges. Now how abuut

Ruth? Nobody gave Ruth? I Samuel, how many? What did you give? (student.11) God spoke

eigh Samuel. (ll)

You find a very little of miracles in I Samuel, very little. How about 2 Samuel? You find

very little in 2 Samuel. How about 1 Kings? (student.ll 3/L) Oh, yes, that's 1 Kings.

The raising of the widow's son. (student.12) Oh, fire from heaven, yes. 2 Kings I'm sure

someone gave it. Elijah and Elisha. Did anybody give any from 1 or 2 Kings Qther than

what deals with Elijah and Elisha? (student.l2) Then, let's see, 1 Chronicles 2 Chroni

cles? Ezra? Nehemiah? Esther? Well, what I wanted to bring out was that the miracles

occur in groups. God is of course active all through the Bible, God is dealing with man,

he's active today, he's dealing with every one of us, he deals with us through the word,

he deals with us in our lives, (i3?)

God is always active, but that which involves a group of what would seem to be supernatural

power, that which is quite outside the ordinary force of nattre, which the average person

who knows nothing about the Bible, might thing the Bible is just full of them, you come

to the Bible and find three on every page. You find a fair number of them in certain

places, and otherwise very, very few. In all the book of Genesis the number of events

which would come under this heading is very, very small. You have the great outpouring of

miracles in connection with the deliverance of Israel from Egypt, and their entry into
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Canaan. There is a (1L:) of many miracles, the coming out from the

power, of Pharaoh, going through the wilderness, and. going into the landof Canaan. Then,

after you get into Canaan and become established there, yoi have God Drovidentially work-

ing in the hearts of people and through his activity, and you occasionally have a miracu-

and the ,fleece wet
bus sign. such as Gideon and the fleece, the ground. dry/and Me grond wet and the fleece

dry, but they are (15) they are very, very few.

Occasionally you have them, you have




/
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...deliverance with an odcasional sign in connection with

Then, you have very, very few in connection with Elijah, Samuel, Saul, David. Very,

very few in the early history of Israel, till you get to E1ijah and Elisha. And with Elijah

and Elisha yothave a great outpouring of miracles, the second great period of outpouring

of miracles. You see, you ,have a great crisis, Israel in Egypt under Pharaoh's Dower. To

keep the true religion alive, to keep the knowledge of God, to. prepare the way for the

coming of Christ, it is necessary to bring them out and to protect them and to hring them

into Canaan, and at that point where everything is eeay' concentrated there in-this one

line there, then there is this great outpouring of-miracles. Then, after theyre settled

in Canaan there is very little until this time when the Baal worship comes into the land

and threatens to sweep through it and destroy the knowledge of God. And at that t4me

great crisis, which if it had succeeded the knowledge of God in Israel, would have de

stroyed. the 1mowlede of the true God in the world, and broken the line for the prepara

tion for the coming of Christ, and there there is a great ourpouring of God in connection

with Elijah and Elisha. After that, you have very, very little of it, an occasional one

- here and there but very, very seldom, after the events of Elijah and Elisha, until you

come to the exile. There, in connection with the wxile, the maintenance of their faith

in exile, you have a very, a comparatively few, particularly in connection witlhe

book of Daniel, but a group, a fairly sized group, strengthening the Israelites in theIr
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faith, there in that book. Your great amount of (2*)




You have in Isaiah the miracle

of the (2-) of the hope, but of course in that the great

miracle was the prediction of God's

a means that he had created long before, to send a pesi1ence onthem, a sudden pestilence

which destroyed them, God provided it just in time to happen, and he gave the -üredIction

in advance of when it was going to happen, so that there was definite evidence of God's

(2 3/u)

but it is comiratively seldom we have miracles in that period, until in the exile:in

connection with Jeremiah I don't recall any miracles, in connection with Ezekiel he has

marvelous dreams and visions, but of miraculous things to whow to the people, other than

telling them what he has dreamed, I don't recall any.

Then in Daniel you have a great number of miracles, the third period of miracles.

And then your fourth period of miracles is in connection with the life of Christ, and the

beginning of 1/' his ministry. And there youjhave a great number of miracles performed

by the power of Christ (34)

And with tile beginningsof the Christian Church, when it was very small, just getting

started, to orotect the little flame before it would spread and become a 'steady conflagra

tion, there you have the outpouring of a number but you have very little of that tyoe in

the latter Dart of the book of Acts. Mostly in the earier parts that you have them.

And while God is active in the lives of all, and, active all the way through history, yet

the particular supernatural events of this type which we generally indicate by our English

word miracle, are largely confined to these .-particular periods. I think that is helpful

f we realize that and understand about the (L.*)

And otherwise God ocàasionally does that which

seems to fall in this category, and he could if he wished me to give a talk in California

tonight, he could pick me up this instant and put me there, but he does not usually do

.that (Li. 3/Li.) Usually he has us use the normal means.

Yes? (stuent. 3/u) No, I wouldn't quite say that, no. I would say that have no
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but what the Lord might choose to do. at the end of the age, I don't recall if there are

predictions of mighty events, but ihether he would give specific signs I don't know. I

doubt if he (5*) Certainly, during the

tresent re rlod, it is ndt the usual thing. But I don't say God will not (5k)

I say it may be

but he might choose to do something quite out of the ordinary. He certainly hs the power

to do so. (student. 5 3/Lu) I believethat if we have faith as we should,he can do mighty

miracles in the sphere of dealing with people, reahing them fbr the Lord, causing great

things to harmen, but I do not think that he will ordinarily choose to perform:that sort

of thing that seems contrary to nature. But I don't think that we need necessarily (6-)

Yes? (student.6 3/Lb. What do you

mean, if we have faith, as we should?) Well, what I mean is that you will find:, well, as

we should, all right. There is no human being who is not greatly affected by sin. And

our sin affects our selfishness, our unconscious putting of our own desires ahead, which

is (7) really a lack of faith, and our failure to step out on

the matter as we should step on it, and perhaps are willing to step out on the matter as

we should. I would say, that if, I don't like to say that personally, I would say it

angrather in a general, way, that if the Christian church today or a oortion of it, had

the faith it whould have, we would see far greater changes in the world than (7k)

(student-710 I think (8)

I think an awful lot Qf us have a lot of weaknesses (8*)

I think we're very ineffective

and you can't tell but what the Lord may yet choose. Then of course there's this about

it, the Lord will not necessarily answer our faith immediately. There may be somebody

here who has faith far surpassing that of most of the great saints of t-he ages, and yet

you might see no fruit of it for the next thirty years (9)

You can't judge it. Yes? (student.9) No, I didn't say that. A miracle is a sign or
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an attestation wh&dh God gives to a message or a messenger. Usully by the causing of an

event in the external world, in a way which is quite contrary to the normal course of

observed events. Now i depends which way you look at the definition. If you look at it

fromthe scriptural viewpoint, the emPhasis is on the sign and the supernatural quality of

the activity is very present1a2 m&iUsS nesent in others, but the thing is that

" . " . heit is a sign. If you look at it in the way the wor4 has come to/us in Egglish, the

whole emphasis is on the supernatural character of the event, rather than on the sign,

but the word in Hebrew is used here always means sign, it never simply means an act of

agrr Now In' Greek the word (10) would mean just an act of 'tower, but as

it is used whenever it is translated miracle, it means a power given' as a sign, always.

(stuLlent.lO*) Well, I would say this, that the ens days c the distinction between

what is natural and what is supernatural, I think it's much more precise and gives you

an idea of whether it can be oroved in scripture, I think all (ii)

is God-controlled and I don't see why it's any greater evidence of God's power that all

of a sudden you do something'ttterly contradicting what you've done before, than that he

would prepare yea in advance in order that at the time when it would (11*)

happen, it should happen. That before you pray the answeris already on

the way. And it might -have been on the way for a th'iand years. God (11:L

And so we cannot say to be a miracle it has to be something which is just contrary to the

nature God has made, because half of the miracles aren't. We can't say that, but it has

to be so different from the norl workings that, especially if it's predicted, that it's

clear that it shows God's activity. But not God's activity necessarily contrary to the

usual way of doing things. Because he (11 3/L)

" Mr. Myers? (student.12) A miracle I think has a greater effect on the peoole who see t.

Peonle later on hearing about it, can have an effectiveness, but you have to have (l2)

It is to the people who see it. Everything (12-)

But the miracle is particularly t6 the people who see it. Now it' s -cart of the scripture
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and all (12 3/LiP)

but not particularly more than the rest of it. Yes? (student. 12 3/Lb) It. is very un

usual that out of the(l3)

and. man has been confined to his place here on the earth. Now somebody has succeeded in

getting a little thing started (13*)

No, I would say that if God had predicted that shortly before the return of Christ, man

was to succeed in sending-something up to go around..the moon, that would be a miracle, it

would be a sign, if God had predicted that this mighty event would 'take place. I know of

no such prediction so I don't think it's a sign in that sense. And I don't believe it

could possibly e if it wasn't for the power that God put into the eatth millions of. years
are

ago, but men/uttlizing that power for their own selfish purposes. The power that God has

put there, justhe power that he has Dut in my muscles to walk over here is the power

which he put into the earth in the time of Adam, and I'm descended from-Adam, through

a number o days and by natural generation. Nb/nan has ever had power except he got it

from Adam and 4(i{ God gave it to Adam. It isn't a miracle, it's the power God gives.

Well, we were speaking about the Red Sea. And the Red /Sea is a miracle. It is a

marvelous sign of god's presence and God's power.

O.T.History 159. (-h)
.

" ..nd God's activity. It is a marvelous sign of God's activity. The way the scripture

tells about it leads me not to think that God 'rôke the laws of nature to do it. He

could've broken them easily if he chose, but God caused. forces which he already had in

the world to wor1ogether at a certain time in a certain way, and he predicted that they

would, do so and it was an extremely unusual way. It is a true miracle, whether you accept

this interpretation which I think is contained in the fact that it says, let, that caused

a great east wind to blow and the waters to go back, or if you choose to 41Teve that the

wind simply happened to be blowing that night, of-course God-caused it, but it had nothing

to do with what happened here, that God ina&e. the water work in some certain way by some
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other means. Whichever way you take it, it is equally in my opinion a miracle.

It is a sign of God's presence, of activity, it vindicated Moses as God's messenger

who was able to predict. It took place at the time Moses said it did. and. was an extremely

unusual occurrence. Yes? (student. 1 3/Ll) No, I don't think the wind, held. the water

back, it pushed it hack, the wind kept the water back there. It's not a matter of a great

high water that the wind builds up, it's a matter of water that is moved back to that end.,

and that makes it higher there and deeper here. It doesn't take a type of wind which

would knock oeople over to do that. It would take a steady wind sufficient to move that

water. Of course if it were a wind, it would be easy enough for God to send wind, and he

does in many parts of the world today, that would lift water right up into a great heap

here, that happens, in great hurricanes, and no man could walk through a hurricane. But

there's no reason to think it's that kind of a wind. Yes? (student.2 3/L4) That's not

s to
what it says. It says the water was a wall to them, that ieeanlt say that the water was

something that could not be crossed over to get them. (3) If you're going to take every

word in the Bible literally you'd soon reduce the Bible to nonsense. (3*)

said, when they said Heroci sends to ask this question, Jesus said go tell that fox. Now

if you take the Bible literally, you know from that that Herod was a four-footed beast,

and you, of course if the Bible says it we believe it, and in some way this four-footed

beast, this fox, was able to get control over that land and be recognized. as their king,

and he ruled, they called this fox Herod, whether it could. eat human food I don't know,

or whether they had to give fox food to it, but Jesus said go tell that fox, therefore

that's what it was. Well, nobody interprets it that way. We interpret it he was like a

fox in these qualities. And when he says the water was a wall, God. could easily make the

water into a wall. All he had. to do was to freeze it, he would have a wall of ice on both

sides. God could easily do that, if He chose. And a person has a right to interpret it

that way. But since there is no mention made of the great decrease in temuerature but

there is mention made of a wind, to my mind, the better interpretation is that the water

was a wail in the sense that it was something which held others out, so that no one could.

come in on either side, because there was no water where they walked, it was dry, but on
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both sides there was water, sufficient that nobody could get through, so the water was

a wall to them. Now I don't want to be dogmatic on that interpretation, the other is a

possible one, but to me, but to say the other is a necessary one would be just as false

as to say Herod had to be a four-footed beast. It is a possible one, it's not a necess

ary one. But what I' trying to tress now is that whichever way you take it, the way

which seems to me to e the normal sense of the wordsas expressed, or the other way which

disregards what it says about the wind, in either case we have a miracle. And the vital

thing of the miracle ere wasn't that God made it impossible for the Egyptians to kill

the Israelites, becau e9u1d have like that have snapped his fingers and a&1 the Egypt

ians drop dead where they stood. There was no need/in the world of letting them go dry

through the Red Sea I order to protect them from the Egyptians, and God could have

snapped his fingers and had the Israelites all lifted up and put over there just like

that, if he chose. B t the great thing that God was trying to do was not to protect the

Israelites from the E y±ians but to protect them from the Egyptians in such a way as to

impress upon thur minds his marvelous power and his deendability, to impress the fact

that when he made a promise they could trust him. hat's what he was trying to do, and

the fact that Moses was his messenger and his spokesman and they could safely follow

Moses, and they certanly needed that because they rebelled against Moss time and time

and time again. And he purpose of the miracle was to impress these things upon their

minds about God and about Moses and whichever way the miracle was done, the way the

words say it in their most natural sense, the way the words say in another interpretation

which is not an impos ible interpretation at all, that he did not use the wind but that

instead he simply caused the water to stand up and then froze it there so that it could

stay standing up and had thus a wall of water between (65-) either way

it is a miracle. Yes? (studnnt. 6 /L) I'm afraid I didn't quite catch your question.
nec¬s sar ily

Yes, I don't think it was/absolutely (7*) They tell us out here in New Jersey,

I've seen it myself in New Jersey, and in Maine, I've seen it where the tide goes down

and you can go out two hundred yards further than you can when it's up. The water flows

gradually, but as long as that water is over there, it's pretty hard to tell where it is
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shallow and where it is deep, very hard o tell. Now if the land under there went like

this, a comoaratively little drop would be enough, that is say a drop of ten feet, would

be enough to expose places that you'd: never dream of unless you went out with a plumbline

to measure where they were, where you could walk through easily, and at the same time to

leave a hundred feet under a tide and to protect. The dropping of the level would be

quite sufficient to &e-ha produce the situation described. But whether he produced it

that way or whether he produced it by taking the water fron&here and thernoving it to the

side and making it ice, a person has a right to suggest either of these things as the more

probable but not to be dogmatic about them. Yes? (student.84) Doesn't verse 8 of chapter

15 seem to indicate that the waters were actually standing up in walls or heaps?) No,

verse 15 is the song which they sang in celebrating the event, and from the song which

they sing in celebrating the event, you often can learn a great deal abob.t the details,

they're very valuable to adding to our knowledge of the details, but we have to recognize

also that the song, are many, many more times apt to contain figurative language than the

account, and it is almost certain in the songs and the poemm celebrating that they would

use figures of speech and metahors and expressions which, it's perfectly clear what they

mean but which you can't take literally. I'm not speaking about this particular verse

wh.ibh I haven't looked up, but about the songs in general. You will find that in the song

of Deborah, you have, it's told how Deborah and Barak won the battle, then the next chart

er has the song celebrating it, and it says God came from Edom, of course God didn't come

from Edom, God is always everywhere, but what it means ts that God caused the rain drops

to come from Edom (9 3/L), but it says that God came from Edom. At his coming the water

dropped down. It gives a figurative presentation of God coming and pouring the water

down. But your songs are that way. You just have to recognize the nature of the passage

which is labelled of course, and not to insist upon its literalness in it, which it would

it would be perfectly right to insist upon, Derhaps, in an account, you see, because

that's different. Mr. Deshpaxide? (student. lO) That's right, that's the poetic

language which Miriam and the others used ixheir song celebrating it afterward. I'm

sure, in any of these poems, you'll find expressions which you can't take as literally
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as you could in the other. But if you prefer to ignore the statement in the other about

the wind, and be more literal and put the stress on this one and say God made the water

rise up and then froze it there, why it's perfectly possible. I only thing the other is

the more likely, I wouldn't be dogmatic. Well, now our time is up, this class runs till

25 after and it will be that in 7 seconds. I never like to run overtime if I can help it.

(11* to end of record--class leaving)

O.T.History 160 (3/1+)

.we were still on V, which was the Stuuggle with Pharaoh, and the last thing we spoke

of there was the deliverance throughj the Red Sea and the Departin.re from Egypt. We now,

then, go on to number VI, which is Israel in the Wilderness Now Israel in the wilderness

and the escape from Egypt overlap. That is true of the great majority of events in life

and of historical failure, this idea that one ends at a certain instant and the other be

gins at a certain instant, just does not work. Usuaally there is an overla-rrning and usual

ly one is in completion while the other is getting started. When you hive a complete

sudden sharp change between two things, you generally have some pretty bad (l-) loose ends,

and certainly God is able as any human planner or human worker, and. usually while he is

finishing up one era he is alrady starting the other, and the sharp precise divisions

that we make are more for the purposes of convenience than that they actually correspond

to any (2)

So, in going through the Red Sea when God. said you will see his face no more, they

were i.st the Egyptian army, the great army that tried to stop them was destroyed, and no

more did they have to fight against Pharaoh, in getting to the promised land. And this

was the end of that, but in a sense the end of it was when they left Egypt. Well, nw

this subject, Israel in the Wilderness, I think should be considered as starting when

they actually leave Egypt, even though they still are in danger from Egy-pt for a little

diataace, so while I ended that section at Exodus 15, I believe we should stop this one

at Exodus 12. Yes? (student. 2 3/2+) Where does it say that? No but I mean what is

your evidence that (3)



O.T.History 160. 3) 825.

(student) Well, have you any evidence that he did? (student. That's what I'm asking you.)

Oh, you're asking me. Well, what I mean to say is that any quastion that is raised about

the scripture, the usual way to explain is to say, what does the Bible say? Did he or

didn't he? But I believe that the correct approach is, does the Bible tell us whether he

did or Does the Bible answer this question? Because there are millions of quest

ions which we might ask, and perhaps a few hundred thousand that the Bible answers. And

God has selected certain questions to answer, and many of the questions that he has elect

ed to answer, we have never yet asked and. therefore don't know the answer, but unfortunate

ly there are many other questions that 1ze ha not selected to answer which men have asked

and insisted that the Bible must gie an answer to, because it doesn't say this it must

mean that. All the indications Doint to this, yes, but maybe the indications aren't

very much. You ask what is a certain person's habit in the mornbig, what is his habit of

getting up in the morning. You visit him three times and you find that on those three

occasions he got up at five in the morning. We'bl say two of the three he got up at five

in the morning, the other one at eleven. You say well the majority of them he got up at

five, therefore we will say that five is his habit. Actually out of 365 days those might

be the only days he got up at iv and it might be that in most cases he got u at about

7:30. You have to have a certain amount of evidence to give an answer. Now if the Bible

gives a categorie&l answer to a question that is definite. But if the Bible gives evi

dence about a question,and. in relation to most questions, it is a matter of evidence, we

should be sure we have sufficient evidence before we say this is what the Bible teaches.

And in my opinion more unbeflef has come than from any other one cause, of course the in

fluence of Satan is the great cause of unbelief, he is trying to lead us away from the
I

truth, but of any one direct cause, more than any other, more unbelief has come from our

jumping to a conclusion that the Bible gives an answer to a question. Now, I believe that

it is a general impression of the Christian world that Pharaoh and his army perished in

the Red Sea. But I haven't made a really, what you might call, a careful survey to see

whether this is taught in the scriptures. But I have in general had it in mind in read-

ing and I 'do not recall any statement in scripture which says that Pharaoh perished in

the Red Sea. It says that Pharaoh's hosts perished in the Red Sea. Now this certainly
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does not man all of Pharaoh's army erished in the Red Sea. The number that he broight

in order to stop them was a group hastily gathered, how large it was we don't know, doubt

less plenty large for his purpose since the Red Sea extends up into Syria. And he lost

doubtless a considerable amount. But there have been those who have claimed that there

was proof that a certain Pharaoh was the Pharaoh of the Exodus, because they claimed that

his mummy showed evidence of having died by drowning. But we're not sure which Pharaoh

believe
be

it was and I believe it/ rather hard to establish (6 3/L) of

a mummy. There are some things that could be easily established but that question would

Exodus
not be easy to establish. Mr. Haffley has a verse in that's good, what is it?

(student. Well, they probably based it on this verse. l:l9. For the horse of Pharaoh

went in with his chariots a-w4'f) Yes, his horses went in and his chariots went in.

Exodus 15:19. Now this English translation horse is a translation of the Hebrew word

which is probably a collective one, and it refers rather to horsemen. He never rode a

horse, nobody rode horses in those days. All of our evidence, until much later in history

of the use of horses, was riding ixkittle tubs, or wagons, or chariots pulled by horses.

And. there is no evidence that anybody in this rt of the world ever thought of riding

a horse, until much later. So there would be no one horse which was Pharaoh's horse.

There might be two horses which he preferred to pull his chariot rather than any other

two, but likely not, likely he had many changes of them, in order to have all his chariots

ready whenever he wanted to go anywhere, frequently changing in order to o further than

the ones he would ordinarily take. But this in glish now, the horse of Pharaoh went in

with his chariot, and with his horsemen into the sea. But it certainly is not a basis

on which to build the idea. I don't think people a hundred years ago, two hundred years

ago, endeavored to prove that Pharaoh had died. I think they just took it for granted.

Pharaoh and his hosts were overcome. Its like the matter of Abraham's rescue of Lot.

Abraham did not overcome the Babylonian Empire, he did not overthrow the Empire, he

attacked the rear guard of the army. His purpose was not to destroy that, his nurpose

was to rescue Lot, and he not only fulfilled his purpose but a great deal more because

he rescued in addition to Lot, the people from that little area and their stuff, and he
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doubtless the sudden, it says he went with 318 of his trained servants, that would be

nothing commred to the army. But it was sufficient to make an unexpected attack, a

long distance from the place where they had taken them ca-otive, and to make a sudden un-

expected attack, to rescue and get them back, and the Babylonian chief would have had
exiDedi

sufficient power to have gone back to reconquer Sodom, but the main purpose of their

has been accomplished, and to do so would have meant a very great additional expense, be

yond what they felt was worth doing, and they did not go. The New Testament refers to

the slaughter of the kings (9 3/Li.)

Now, Mr. Deshande has a verse, let's see what it is. Good. (stud.ent.iO.)

What's the reference? 136:15. Yes. God made Israel pass through the midst of the Red

Sea, and overthrew Pharaoh's hosts in the Red Sea. Pharaoh suffered a great overthrow

in the instance of the Red Sea. It was a calamity to them. There was a very considerable

loss to his hosts. It is possible that Pharaoh may have been drowned. It is possible

that Pharaoh may have been on the edg of it and that his chariot overturned and gotten

out (10 3/u) It is possible that Pharaoh was on a hill on the edge

of it, watching the progress and giving orders to his tnd (ii)

and he suffered this great overthrow without himself being directly involved in it.

I believe we can take Psalm 136:15 quite literally without being justified in necessarily

drawing the conclusion that Pharaoh personally suffered death (11*)
/

I don't think the Exodus account gives that conclusion (ll--)

Now of course we don't know who the Pharaoh was and I don't think there's any/evidence

(l 3/Li.)

But Egyptian history is an involved history. It is the history of which we know more

than the history of perhaps any other empire, because we have more material, but all

(12) the material we have, well, let's not say all, say 99 r cent, is the material

either that was given to us in order to let us know what He wanted us to know, or that

was given to the (12-i-) of Egypt to let them know what He wanted them to know.
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That is to say, most of our material is Suments put up to celebrate great viories,

and those usually don't give a lot (124

and they usually just give the desirable things and say nothing about the things (12-)

Prabtically, the only addi

tional evidence we have, and evidence from which a great deal of excellent material is

taken, is the evidence of papyrii which were written by the Pbaraah in order to show

why he deserves great credit fronhe gods, for having conquered many lands and brought

great amounts of plunder to give to the gods, and in these long papyrii which a very few

of the pharaohs wrote, they gave many details of their campaigns which we don't have on

any of the monuments (13*)

But these are (13*) not in any sense of trying to give an accurate history

but trying to show the gods how much the pharaoh has done and conquered. And so any (i3-)

kind of defeat they would have no special purpose in giving in those PaDyrii

unless the defeat was followed by a great victory in which the pharaoh could describe his

ability in snatching victory out of defeat. In such a case you learn of things you ordin-

arily wouldn't (13 3/4)

We are most fortunate but we're most unfortunate (14)

today we

have great gaps

We have some great Empires of ancient times of which we have all sorts of evidence of

their grat victories and their (lLi)

and then the last huhdred years or so before their defeat (144)

and the actual details of the

defeat we oerhaps don't know at all.
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...it happens that one of the citizens who survived the Assyrian conquest--most of the

people were killed--was longing for deliverance and expecting that they would be able to

get some together, so he made out a list of the DeoDle who died ON

who were killed or taken captive, to remind them of this, and we have that list, and that

gives an evidence Mr. Welch?

(student-3/4) Well, no, I don't go quite that far. I would say that a passage which is

given, a straight narrative, may contain a figurative element, any narrative may contain

a figurative element. And the figurative element, we must ask the questiah, is this

figurative or literal, but because a thing is figurative doesn't mean that it's no value

for history]. A figurative elemat may be clearer even than a literal would be, but it

has to be interpreted in a slightly different way. Now a straight narrative may contain

sane figurative element, we must recognize that rossibility, but a straight is in retty

much literal, and you can stand prety much a literal interDretation in most of these

words, though occasionally you have to recognize figurative elements in it. Now when

you get a song, when you get a poem of victory, something like that, you still can expect

that it will stick to factual history, and you still haze a basis upon which you can

gather very considerable amount of information. It is true if ig's in the Bible. fie

1-b O-G49R 91-Re it because it's true; IttS just as true as a narrative portion, but in

interpreting we recognize the fact that in poetry like this a much larger amount of figur

ative language may be used than in straight narrative. A much larger amount, but even so

I would say the majority of statements in the poem are going to be literal. I would say

that the majority of the words literal, I would (2 3/L1)
or anything like that,

simply pushing aside any poem of victory/and saying well, this is figurative, we can't

build on it, you may be able to (3) but you have to recog

nize that there may be a much larger, there's sure to be a much larger figurative element

than in a narrative, and take that into account when and if (3)

details, S0 that 15:19 here, now when he says there that the

horse went in with his chariots, if he said, if it meant the individual horse of Pharaoh,

I wouldn't expect the Lord to omit that in the song of vt&tory, unless the individual
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horse of Pharaoh did.. But when he, I would thing that that would not be the &eee sort

of statement in which the matter of more figurative speech would come in. but I would

think that there would be more likely (3k) of using a term, using Pharaoh

as a symbol for his multitudes, or something like that, than there would. be in straight

narrative. I don't think (3 3/L)

Mr. Welch? (student. 3 3/L4) 1!27 says Moses stretched forth his hand over the sea, and

the sea returned to his strength when the morning appeared, and the Egyptians fled against

it, and the Lord overthrew the Egyptians. Now this word overthrow does not necessarily

mean take a man standing up and knock him over, so that he falls down. Nor does it necess

arily mean to take a man living and kill him. But it means a defeat. He caused. the

Egyptians to be defeated in the midst of the sea. I would take that to mean that a lot

of them were killed, but not necessarily all from that statement. Then verse 28, and

the waters returned and covered the chariots and the horsemen and all the host of Pharaoh

that came into the sea after themT- all the hosts who had gone into the sea, they were

covered over. There remained not so much as one of them. There wasn't one of them who

went into the sea that succeeded in coming out on the other side to be a menace to the

Israelites. I don't . thank we necessarily gather from this that there wasn't one of them

who managed to get out on the side toward Egypt. (studant. It says there remained none

of them) Yes, it says there remained none in the force that was menacing Israel. Of

this which was attacking Israel, coming through the sea, there was not a single one got

through, they all were overcome. I don't think it says all the hosts went into it, I

think it's entirely possible that all that went into the sea were destroyed, I don't think

it's necessarily true that all that went into the sea were destroyed, I think en

tirely possible. I think its ertain that not even on came out on the other side to

be a menace to the Israelites. And I don't find anywhere in the verse a statement that

Pharaoh himself was included. (student. 5 3/LiP) I think it does, but I don't think it

necessarily would. I think we are justified in looking to the other -cassages to see if

anything tore is added. (student. 6-i) Astonished, no I wouldn't say he was astonished..

I'd say you can expect, I would say that in a poetic passage there is a possibility of

more literal language, more figurative language, than in a narrative. A possibility, I
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don't say that it's certain. That is, you can't turn it around and say there's certainly

more literal language in this than in that, they may both be literal, but there may be

more figurative language in this than the other, and we might very well get further de

tails of importance, we might, but I don't think we do here. Well, I took more time on

this than I should have (7), it got toc1ong, but some were probably interested, and for

their sake 5..m glad we did.

But now Israel in the Wilderness overlaps with V. It covers Exodus 12 to amroxi-

mately the end of Deuteronomy. That is to say the beginning of Jcshua you might ccnsider

they're still in the wilderness or you might consider that they have left the wilderness

and arbn the edge of the promised land, you can't go on exact number (7*)

but I think it's a pretty safe at the end of euteronomy. And so you

have, this section that we're now taking up covers a much larger portion of the Bible

than any section (7k) Israel in the

wilderness. This material then from Exodus 12 to the end of Deuteronomy, from the view

point of Old Testament History is one phase, Israel in the Wilderness, and a ohase which

covers a smaller number of years than the patriarchal period, though larger than the con

test with Pharaoh. But in this section the jajority of material in this section of the

Bible is not historical, and the tendency of oeople today is to run over this whole

section, very rapidly. We have many, many times the attention of our Christian world

oaid to Genesis than we have to the section from Exodus 12 to the end/of Deuteronomy. Many,

many times as much again. Now this is unfortunate. There is much material in this

section that deserves a great deal of attention. Now this section inludes the latter

oart of Exodus, that is Exodus from chapter 12 on. The incidents in the early Tart of

that are well-known to you, they are used a good deal, but after the giving of the law

in Exodus 20, the remainder of that is comparatively little-known (9)

Then the book of Leviticus is the law

hook for the priests, telling about the detailed material that they need for their sacri

fices and it is not a book that is--most of itT-that is very helpful for public discourse.

But for personal lessons there are many (9*)
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far greater value in the details in the time of Moses than it is today (9-k)

The last book of the five, the book of Deuteronomy is the recapitulation of the law

by Moses, and the word deutero nomy is the Greek word meaning the second law, not a new

law but the second Dresentation of the law, and so while this contains some historical

material in Moses delivering it, actually there s just about as much history ;by the end

of Numbers as you have by the end of Deuteronomy. 5o that leaves the book of Numbers.

And the book of Numbers is a book which is very largely neglected by the Christian world.

And I think one reason it is neglected is the very, very unfortunAte name that is given

bo the book. The book of Genesis, the Hebiew calls it In the Beginning, and the Gri?fit

In the Beginning, the Greek word. beginning is Genesis and we call it Genesis. Genesis

describes it, but perhaps your average Christian if you translated it and said Beginning,

it would be more useful, because many of them may not think what Genesis means.

The book of Exodus, the Hebrew simply calls it, These Are The Names, because i starts

with the names of twelve who went down into Egypt, the Hebrew name tells us nothing, the

Greeks gave it a title, Deliverance, or Going Out, Exodus. We take over the Greek word

Exodus, and it's a good description of the book of Exodus. I think there agai, if we

translate it into English and say Going Out, the average person would get more meaning,

because many of them do not immediately recognize that Exodus means the Going Out. The

book of Leviticus, the Hebrew takeshthe first few words which don't tell us about it,

the Greek says the book of the Levites, Leviticus, and it is a pretty good descriptive title

Levitidus. The final book Deuteronomy, the Hebrew takes/ the first few ord.s which don't

tell us anything much about it, And God Called.. The Greek has given it a descriptive title,

The Second. Law. And there again, the average Christian knows nothing of what Deuteronomy

means, but it would be better if we called. The Second. Law, Repetition of. the Law, then

we would know what it was about. The average Christian doesn't because he hasn't leanned

Greek. But the fourth book, the Hebrew calls it In the Wilderness, not the first words

of it, but words taken from the first sentence, and. that is a wonderful descriptive title

of the book, In the Wilderness, because it covers a greater part of the story of the
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wilderness wanderings. The Greeks, unfortunately, reversed the process here, in other

cases where the Hebrew has a very -poor title, the Greek has a good title. In this case

the Hebrew has an excellent title, but the Greeks glances at the first clter, saw it

was full of numbers and called it (12') * Now, if we in this

case, as in the other four books of the Pentateuch, had taken over the word *

why the average Christian * would mean no more to him than Genesis or

Deuteronomy, in looking through the book to see what it's all about. But, unfortunately,

in the one case of the five where the Greek have given a very, very poor title, which

doesn't fit the 'book at all, we have translated the title into English so that everybody

who reads can know what the Greek says, an4 in their very inept and poor description, of

this wonderful book. And an in the one case of the five where the Hebrew has a first

class title, (no there are twa, Genesis) but in this case,the one case where the Greeks

have a very poor title we not only kept the Greektitle, but translated it to make it iU

intelligible to every reader, and I am sure the average reader is scared away by the terrible

title of Numbers, unless of course lie's a mathematical expert, then (134)

And of course it wasn't

originally a serate book. This is a section here which got divided up in very recent

times, quite a logical treatment (13 3/L), but it's unfortunate that the division happens

to fall at a place whore the first chapters, in this part of the section, do include lists

of numbers. And toward the end, there is another chapter with many numbers, but most of

the chapters have very, very few numbers in them, there is law, there's a considerable of

law 1n it but far less than Deuteronomy or Exodus or Leviticus. And the great bulk of

material in the 'book of Numbers is the account of the wilderness journey. That's where

we have Moses (iLij)

And so that description, In the Wilderness, to anybody who might read and loves the

wilderness, there's nothing I'd rather do at any time than tragel in the wilderness, to me

it would be a far more attractive title than Numbers. And I think tbathe average person

with a general leaning toward adventure, even though he doesn't share it he likes to hear

about it, the title Wilderness or In the Wilderness would be much more attractive than

the title Numbers.
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...and there is a reason why I particularly regret this but we'll give that as number 2,

under A. A is The Importance of This Section Now the imortance of this section,

number 1 Historical Historically, it is a section of a fair amount of imoortance.

Through it we have the Israelites in Egypt, we have them in Canaan, how did they get from

one place to the other? It tells the facts, the historical facts, and this has a certain

amount of importance to us 0~ perhaps not as much historically as the events before and

after. Not quite as much because we have no other material with which to compare it, which

an throw further light upon it, we have studies made of places where they were, and so

forth, but that's very, very hard to prove, where certain places were. But the historical

evidence is, historically , of some interest, this fact which occurred, that they went

through the wilderness. And of course the statements in it, the historical statements, are

historical facts. It's of importance to us because it gives the law God gave them, and

much of that law relates to sacrifice looking forward to the death of Christ and we have

our own form of ceremony looking back to it, so they're not such a strange folk to us.

But other parts of it give the great principles of God's dealing with man and the kind of

life he wanted. man to live, and they are of tremendous importance to us, and deserve far

more attention than they get. But that's not a matter of Old Testament History particu

larly, just noting it.

So historically, this section may be a section of somewhat less importance than

some other portions, but Number 2 Spiritual Lessons There is nothing in the scripture

that does not have spiritual lessons. But fror'the viewpoint of spiritual lessons, this

is one of the most important sections we find. We read in the New Testament that all

these things in the Old Testament happened for our edification. They are historical facts

which occurred, but they also are facts thom which God gave as lessons and understanding,

and they are facts that are illustrations of spiritual facts, even

from that viewpoint this is one of the very most important

sections of the Old Testament, from the viewnoint of (2 3/L) spiritual lessons.
The book of Exodus, the first part of Exodus, well Genesis tells of our beginnings

and it's very interesting to know how we began, and there is much of tremendous value in
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the book of Genesis. Exodus, the first tart, tells of the deliverance from Egypt and that

is a most wonderful symbol and illustration of our deliverance from the tower of sin, of

our deliverance from the oppression of Satan, a wonderful illustration of it, and of

great importance to us, from that. But the Christian has gone through that, he wants to

always look back and celebrate how God delivered him from sin, but he doesn't want to stop

there. There's many a Christian who is always worrying about1n, wondering if he's truly

saved, he's back in Exodus all the time, and he should get on -past that and recogize that

God has delivered him out of that, and that he has been saved, and that the Passover has

been accomplished, that he has gone through the Red Sea, that he has been delivered, he

looks back and praises God for it, and he looks back and tells others how to be saved, but

God wants him to go forward to another stage of his Christian experience. Now there are

other Christians who think that they have already come into Canaan, they have already come

into the Promised Land, into the symbol of perfection, into the illustration of the heaven

ly rest which we are to have, they think that they are there, and they are mistaken. Be

cause our Canaan, our heavenly rest, is ahead of us, it is (L)

millenium. But every Christian has a wilderness journey through which he has to go, he

lboks back to the deliverance from Egypt, he looks back to the deliverance through the Red

Sea, he looks forward to the Promised Land, toward which he is on his pilgrimage journey,

but he is now in-between, and so for woiritual lessons, the wilderness journey from Exodus

12 to the end of Deuteronomy exactly corresponds to the position of the Christian In this

life after he is saved. And therefore, from the viewuoint of spiritual lessons, there is

no section of the Bible more important tha Exodus 12 to the end of Deuteronomy, and no

book of the Bible more important for the Christian than the book of Numbers. So I think

it particularly unfortunate that the book of Numbers should have been robbed of a great

-part of its apueal to the average American Christian, by the very unfortunate misnomer

which we apply to the book. If only we had stuck to the Greek and called it (5k) *

at least some people would know what it meant (5--)

Mr. Welch? (student.5-) No, I didn't make myself clear, thank you

for calling our attention to it. I said that there is many a Christian, I don't think the
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average one does, I think it's the minority, but you will ineitably run across some

very glaring instances of Christians who do not, get the assurance of salvation they should

have, but are always worrying about their sin and how the're going to be saved, and I
say we

say they are back in Exodus, and
say we




e through Exodus, we have it to look back to

and praise God for, and to look back to and tell others of it, but we should be through

it and I think most true Christians are, but there are some who are not, and quite a number.

Then I said that there are some, again it's not the rnajotity by any means, who think they

are already in the B.imised Land, they've reached perfedtion, but that for most of us real

ize and all of us should realize we are on the pilgrimage journey, we are like Abram who

seeks a heavenly city. Of course Abràbab was comparatively smaller in illustration, the

Israelites we have here are a better one, because they have the Egyptian experience to

look back on. Yes? (student.?) A very good question. There are these symbols of the

Old Testament, and the sDiritual lessons are primarily historical matters. It is only a

secondary and yet a very important Tart of their meaning, is their symbolic meaning. And

Egypt is the great symbol of opDression, it is the great symbol of the power of sin, of

Satan, in the book of Exodus. But Egypt in Genesis is the means God pDovided to save the

people famine, was to give them a good place to enlarge in. Egypt is historically12

a certain land where certain things hapDened, and it has this greaImeaning to it as a

symbol but that doesn't by any means exhaust the meaning of Egypt. Now Canaan, as they

go through the wilderness, is the great thing they're looking forward to, the Promised

Land, the rest toward which they are going. And to that extent it's the symbol of our

eventual life of perfection, the land flowing with milk and honey, to which we are going.

But it is more than that, it is a historical place into whic11i a historical Deople

came at a certain time and when they came in they were still unsanctified, and, they still

had a long ways to go in their lives, and the historical -olace is very far from being

perfection, but it is the Promised Land to which they look and in comparison with the wil

derness it was the perfect land ahead. And the life in Canaan, while filled with many

important s-oiritual lessons for us, does not have quite as close an analogy to our situation

in our spiritual life, as that in the wilderness. 5o it is particularly useful to us,
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for use in our own life, but I don't mean that everything about it, by any means, must be

an actual comarison with something spiritual, by any means. And certainly not of either

Egypt or Canaan. Egypt was a place where the Israelites were blessed, wonderfully treated

down there for quite a while (9*). The comparison should not become

Yes? (student.91) To some extent. (student.91) Not entirelyiç partly, not entirely.

They had to go through Egypt, they had to get from Egypt out. The wilderness was there

which had to be done through, and we go through it too, and victorious living is a great

putpose of the scripture, that we don't need to be struggling and failing, that we can have

victory, but complete, continuous, uninterrupted victory is something that we don't have

in this life. The most victorious Christian has his faults. And I still believe the

wilderness journey is the best symbol of the whole life in the, though there are many

parts of it which (19*) and when you get to Canaan you

will find other evidences. I thikk in general (iO--)

Well, the spiritual lessons, then, and we want to mention under that, small

a For the Church as a Whole We will barely mention this now, but I do think that in

all our problems of the Church as a Whole, we should look at the story of the wi1daness

journey and see what illustrations God may hage for us there. In Acts 7:38, Stephen said,

sneaking of Moses, this is he that was in the church in the wilderness, and he refers to

them there as a church, and what a wonderful symbol of a church. And that is much in this

wilderness journey that is replete with (11*) for the Christian

Church either taken as a whole or taken as groups of Christians.

b For the Individual Believer. Here is where we as individuals will orofitly

greatly by the spiritual lessons of the wilderness journey for our own individual lives.

c General Features c, I want to look at very briefly. But under c, General

features of the spiritual lessons, number (1 Foindation° ReeJo The Israelites, in

the wilderness journey, are not just a group of people that God is leading, they are a

group of people whom God has delivered from Egypt. The;r are a group of people whom God
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has rescued su-oernaturally with his wonderful signs of miracles of great power and en

abled them to escape from the power of Pharaoh, and this is always in the background of

everything that happens in the wilderness. When they become discouraged, they say did you

bring us out in the wilderness to die? Was it there wereAio graves in Egypt. Their

thoughts go back to Egypt, and. when he give them his law, he says I delivered you with a

mighty hand from Egypt, now if you will honor me here's the kind of people I want you to

be. They are always, they are constantly referring back to Egypt, they are living in the

shadow of the deliverance from it, and though the Christian has been redeemed, his salva

tion is an accomplished fact, his justification is comDlete, Satan cannot enslave the

christian inuch bondage that he would be lost. (13k) Yet the Christian should always

'ive. in the memory of that most important fact in his Christian experience, his beginning,

he is one who has been redeemed by the power of God from the terrible oporession of Satan.

And that should overshadow and illumine everything in our wilderness journey, the found

ation of Redemption as it did on those who had come through the Passover experience and

through the Red Sea.

And Number (, The Goal. The Israelites looked back to Egypt, they looked forward

to a goal. God has promised them not to bring them out to the wilderness bat to die there,

but to take them into the Promised Land. This goal was according to God's plan, God told

them what way they should go in getting there, God had planned where it would be, the de

tails of it were in His mind. When the spies went up there, those with faith saw what a

wonderful land it was but those without faith tried to depreciate it to some extent, be

cause they saw the dangers and the difficulties of getting there. The goal is not some

thing we would imagine but something God has planned. And God has planned the direction

in which we are o go, he has planned the oreoaration which we need for (lL. 3/Li.)

And I think we could say, if we trust him, that God keeps us here in this

life, after we are redeemed because he has, not only work to do for us here, but he has

also lessons for us to learn...
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to be in this land. I think it is as imDortant

as to worship the growth i6ur understanding, the advance we

make in being (3/Lb)

God' s
The wilderness journey had a definite nur-cose in that plan in bringing them to 'die Promised

Land. Th grouo of people that came out of Egypt, this big multitude, these neo-ole who

had had trouble and oppresion, they were hot ready (1)

They came out and it says that he did not lead them in the direct way, lest they war and

become (1*) He led them a different way. He. led them the way that would

prepare them for what he had in mind for them. And so it is well for us to learn that

lessoxfrom our study of this issage, about our sojourn here, as we go thruggh the wilder

ness and the Red Sea. And you say well, why didn't they go right up here through the

land of the Philistines, it was a direct line right straight up, but God has led out

through this way because God knows I'm not ready to go right un, he wants me to go here

because he has experiences for me here (1 3/L)

Then number 3j,_God's_Care_for His People. They had the Pillar of Cloud, the

Pillar of Fire there all the time. They had Moses receiving His word, they had the

tabernacle, they had the food that was given, they had water given on special occasions.

God was caring for his eo-cle all the time, and the Christian in his wilderness has God's

care with him and over him, and God's leadership, and access to the Lord constantly (2*)

and must recognize that the Israelites failed time and time again

to recognize this and to (2k)

And the Christian becomes despondent, discouraged, and sometimes even wants to go back to

Egypt, but God's marvelous care is there and He shows it in wonderThl ways sometimes, but

it's always there, and there's many a lesson in this wilderness journey that we can learn.

Yes? (Student.2 3/4.. Beyond this, though, this rest for the people of God begins on

earth and to that extent Canaan might be, it is a figure of heavenly rest, but the scripture

in the 11th chapter of Hebrews declare that Abraham dwwlt in the land, sojourned in the
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land, for he looked for a city which had foundations, whose builder and maker is God. That

is, that the goal to him was not an earthly goal. It may have begun there, rest may have

begun there, but it was established, consummated in a heavenly city.) Exactly. And when

the Israelites got to Canaan they found that Canaan had been the wonderful symbol of their

goal, the Promised Land, but when they got there they found they were still on earth and

the actual goal is in heaven. It's a 'symbol here for us, of our life in the wilderness.

And then number (Lb) The Giving__of the Law.

God took the Israelites out of Egypt, he delivered them from Pharaoh, he didn't

say now you've got to prove to me you deserve to be delivered. You've got to show me

what fine people you are before I rescue you from Pharaoh. They were retty had people.

They were mixed up in all the wickedness of Egypt , and none were (Ltd-)

but God delivered them. They didn't have to show a -perfect life, they didn't have to show

an obedience to his law, but he delivered them. He delivered them simply because they

needed it and they wanted it, and his great power provided it. He delivered them from

gaqSatan, not because of their goodness, but because of his gess. But having delivered

them, he brought them to Sinaii. And there at Sinai he said if you will be a peculiar

people unto me, if you will be an honor to me, I want you to obey my laws. And God does

not deliver the Christian because he's a good person, because he keeps his law, because

the Christian before he was saved was a sinner, and he fell very far short and many of

those who were saved are worse people evidently than a lot of peo-ole that God never saved.

He delivered, the Christian by his own great love and mercy and goodness to him. It's

nurely of his grace that we are saved, but after we are saved he wants us to be sancti

fied. And if we're truly saved, we're going to be sanctified. The Israelites could

have said, oh, no, you've broughtout of Egypt, that's fine, but we don't want to stay

here long, no don't gie us your law. We don't want it. They might have conceivably

have said that. And if they had said it, it would have showed that they never actually

had left EgyDt at all, Egypt was still very thoroughly in their hearts. The one who is

saved, who is justified, will inevitably go on wh to be sanctified, and. he needs a

pattern. He needs to learn what the eort of life is that God wants him to live, because
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he doesn't naturally know. His cctiscience says do good, it doesn't tell him what the

od is . And he, the image of God that is in him has been so obscured and hidden by sin

in himself and round about him that he does not know how he should live. And God pro

ceeded to give him his law. To give him his law to show him the sort of life that he wants

him to live. Not that he'll get God's favor by living it that way, not that he will be

saved if he lives that way, but that if he is saved he'll want to live that way, and if

he's truly saved he'll go on to be sanctified. And so a very large part of this is taken

up with the giving of God's law and a very large part of the Chritian's life will in

evitably be devoted to learning how God wants him to be sanctified, what sort of life God

wants him to live, how God wants him to deal with the very problems that come before hii

in such a way as to honor and glorify God.

And then number (5), The Story of the Wilderness Journey, is a story that has many

accounts of terrible and rebellions. And as we read how the Israelites whom

God had delivered from the terrible oppression of Egypt, and had brought out into the land

from there, to bring them up into the Promised Land, e-fee4em as we read it, we just

can't help thinking how terrible the way those people acted, the way they said, oh, what

did you, were'nt there graves enough in Egypt, the way they longed for the fleshpots of

Egypt, the way that they turned against Moses and criticised him and rebelled against him,

nd worshipped the golden calf and we read all this, and say w-11, what a terrible people

they were to be brought out of Egypt. Isnt it a wonder that he didn't destroy them in

stead of ever bringing them into the land. And then, he wants us to look at ourselves.

We're every bit as bad. And every one of us in our Christian life, and every goof-off (8)

in our Christian life have been terriblediscouragements, and we have rebelled against

God. But 1 power is great, is sufficient to see us through them, as he aw the Israel

ites through the wilderness, if we will turn and look at him. Now, of course no figure

walks on all fours. A figure is a figure. The Israelites are not in every detail a figure

of the life of the Christian. But a great bulk of what we find here is a wonderful syjbol

of the great features of the Christian life. Now it is true that many of them died in

their reb11ion, and many of them showed that though thrhad physically come out of Egypt
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they never had been truly saved. But as a symbol of the Christian's life, we know that

the one who has truly gone through the experience of deliverance is not going to die in

this rebellion, he is not going to be killed, but he may have some pretty tough experiences
)ack5i5inEsin getting throgh some of the oackoiting and some of the discouragements that he's apt

to face . And these stories will help us from getting an over-conceit in thinking that

we have arrived and we cannot fall as the other person did, and will hep us in having

sympathy for the Christian (9*) that falls into sin. And

maybe t1t sin he falls into we'd neger dream of falling into, can't understand how that

Christian would do that terrible thkng, how he'd fall into it, we just can't understand.

We don't have that -oarticular temptation, we may fall into something else just as bad ae

in God's sight, though perhaps not in man's. And we need to lok with sympathy and corn

passion and help him in true Christian love (9 3/L4), and look to God to give us the help

in the things which we've been falling into. But to realize that even that thing he's

falling into, impossible as it appears to us, we might ourselves fall into it, if we

&rii't stay close to the Lord. Well, we continue there...

O.T.History 164.
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looking at number VI, Israel in the Wilderness; A, Imnortance of this section;

2, Spiritual lessons; c, General Features; (5), Discouragement and Rebellion;__ The

Duration. The Duration of the wilderness journey, according to God's plan. God told

them they would wander forty years ithe wilderness. He did not tell them that when

they came out of EgylDt. I'm sure if he had some would have felt pretty discouraged. But

after they'd been out two years, be told them that they would wander forty years in the

wilderness. Now he does tell us how long our wilderness journey is going to last. Some

njlairns .of us are ke on this earth for a very brief time after we are saved, and some of us

for a long life, we do not know, but it is helpful to know that it is according to His

plan, whatever it is. There are various factors that enter into it, but it is strictly

according to His plan. b0 much for A, the Importance of this sectioni

Now B From Egypt to Inai This is the account that we have from chapters 12 tol9.
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Under that, number 1 The Start the start of the wilderness journey is described in

Exodus 12. There are the, this was before the last plague, that they actually started

their journey: In Exodus 12:37, this is right after the actual killing of the first-born,

that Pharaoh has called to Moses, told him to get out, and verse 37, the children of Israel

journeyed from Rameses to Succoth, about six hundred tIzand on foot that were men, beside

children, and a mixed multitude went up also with them, and flocks and herds, even ry

much cattle. A mixed multitude, there were many of them Egyutians who symthized with

the Israelites, who saw that the Israelites were right in tt situation and joined with

them, went with them out of Egypt, and probably many also of conquered Veeges of other

Deople who were not Egyptians. o there was a mixed multitude that went with them. And,

chapter 13:17-20 continues with the start, in-between we have the account of the Passover.

But in 17-20 we read that it came to pass, when Pharaoh had let the DeoDle go, that God

led them not through the nd of the Philistines, though that was nearer, for God said,

lest peradventure the people repent when they see war, and they return to Egypt. But

God led the people about through the way of the wilderness of the Red Sea: and the children

of Israel went up harnessed out of the land of Egypt. And Moses took the bones of Joseph

with him, for he had straitly sworn the children of Israel, saying God will surely 4&1-IV

visit you,and ye shall carry up my bones away hence with you. And they took their

journey from Succoth and encamped in Etham in the edge of the wilderness.

Thu. in chapter 12 and 13 weve these two passages describing the start of the

journey. There are three points we ought to note about it.

a The Mixed Multitude The mixed multitude is mentioned, the mixed/multitude

continues with them, there were those who came froiraried situations in background. and in

outlook. And sane of them doubtless became very true Israelites and very godly people.

But there were many of them who caused great difficulty to them in the course of their

journey. And whatever you do there is always a mixed multitude. That is a strange thing

but you can never get rid of the mixed multitude. You can cut down your group as much

as you want and youth still find there's a mixed multitude. You will find that your

p'voblems, whatever the size, whatever you do, there is always the mixed multitude, always



O.T.History 164. 3/L) 844.

your hangers-on who may be attracted by your great basic central nurnose but who may be

out of sympathy with some of the lesser nurooses, and this may bause great trouble. Or

who may be attracted by the lesser -our-noses and therefore give lip-service to your main

purpose and not really be at one with you. In a world of sin, in which we all are sinners,

and we all fall short, you cannot get people to be identical, to a walk inife, it is

absolutely impossible. And you have to decide with any group, two things. You hage to

decide what is the range which will be permitted in the leadership. You have to decide

that. What will be the range which will be permitted in the14'ank and file. You have to

decide that. There is a range. There is not an exact line in any groun, but there is a

range.
12he range of your rank and file can b and must be broader than that of your

leaders, or else your leaders have nobody to follow them. It must be somewhat broader,

and you're trying to train them into the range which your leadership has. You hive to

think those through carefully. And if you dot think them through, yoave misery. You

have misery anyway because it's a world of sin, but you'll have more misery unless you

think them through. But they have to he thought through rapidly and seriously, and that's

very difficult to do because circumstances vary and new ones come up that you never dreamed

of when you started out. And so we find the Israelites facing this problem right from

the very beginning of their wilderness journey.

Then b The Route Taken Verse 17, chapter 13, very interesting verse. It came

to oass, when Pharaoh had let the people go, that God led them.$ Now we're not reading

here about Moses' ideas. Moses took a notion, maybe he was right an'maybe he was wrong,

hut it was Moses' feeling. No, this does not say Moses, it says God. These people were

afraid to go the right way, the direct way, straight up through the land of the Philistines,

so theychickened out and went down thraughthe wilderness. No, it doesn't say that. It

says God led them. This is what God did. God led them, not through the way of the land

of the Philistines though that was near, for God said, lest peradventure the people

repent when they see war, and they return to Egypt. And here you have the infinite God

stooping to the weakness of man. You have the infinite powerful God who could have -oick&d.

the people uo and had them be in Canaan in the next minute, if he chose, tou have the
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infinite -oowerful God who could've taken thirty Deople and given them power to overcome

the great Egyptian forces in the region that later he called thed way of the Philistines.

The land of the hilistines, that region u and down which Egyptian ouriers were constant

ly going, from the Pharaohs to their representatives in Pestine and elsewhere. Which

was heavily forted, and heavily garrisoned. Thirty men with the Lord's strength could've

overome that and destroyed it and by pure force, because the Lord can do whatever he

chooses. But the Lord stooped to man's weakness and it says God led them, not through

the way of the Philistines, though that was near. Sometimes God leads us right on the

direct straight route, right to the nearest way to reach the goal, but there are many others

when, as in this case, he stooped to our weaknessand leads{is by a circuitous ronte, in

order that we may take the difficulties more gradually and overcome them one by one, in

stead of facing them all at once. And so God said, let peradventure the oeoole repent

when they see war and they return to Egypt. God knew the people were not yet ready for

the difficulties to be faced in going through the land of the Philistines, even though

God's power was fully adequate for the accomplishment of them. And so he led them this

other way. And it'mighty important in all our Christian line, that we decide how God

wants this done, instead of doing what may seem to be opposite, it may seem obvious to us

to go by the direct route, it may seem obvious to us go the circuittha route, but

either one may be wrong, while the one God wants us to go on, is perfect.

And then, c The Bones of Joseoh Here were these people wanting to escape from

Egytiç wanting to get away fromPharaoh, in this struggle with Pharaoh, and they stop to

take time to get Joseph's bones. What a queer thing. Moses took the bones of Joseph

with him, for he had straitly sworn the children of Israel, saying, God will surely visit

you, and ye shall carry up my bones away hence with you. Well,was there any importance

to this heap of Joseph's bones? Was there any importance to asking them to
Was it

take up his bones. -s just a matter of kindness to Jose-oh? Jose-.)h had done a great

deal for them, this was his dying wish, it's a foolish idea, but it's his dying wish.

Let's do it, let's carry them up. They didn't take the bones of the other peole, there

must have been thousands who had died in Egypt and were buried in Egypt. They didn't
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take the bones of Joseh's children, they were buried in Egypt. They didn't take the

bones of their own ancestors, thousands and thousands of them buried in Egypt. But Moses

took Josenh's bones and they carried them up. W did. they do it? Well, over in the book

of Hebrews we have this referred to. In Hebrews 11 we have an account of the heroes of

faith, and there in that wonderful chapter we have the great things picked out of various

great men in the Old Testament. The great inst.Rnés of their faith. By faith, Moses, when

was come to years, refused to be called theGon of Pharaoh's daughter, choosing rather to

suffer affliction with the people of God than to enjoy the pleasures sin for a season.

How wonderful, what it says about Moses, what it says about Abraham, what it says about

some of these. But what does it say about Joseph? Does it tell about Joseph's trust in

God in Potiphar's house and standing true there. Does it tell about Joseph and (11*)

the dreams? The only thing it says about Joseph himself is verse 22, by faith, Joseph,

when he died, made mention of the departing of the children of Israel and gave commandment

concerning his bones. This is the one thing about Joseph singled out in Hebrews 11 to

show the great faith of Joseph, that he gave commandment concerning his bones. Well, it

seems strange, as many things in this chapter do. But if we want to find what the truth

is, it isn't what seems strange to us and what seems sensible to us, but what does the

scripture say? And what does the scripture teach? And one thing the scripture teaches,

that Joseph gave a wonderful exhibition of faith when he gave commandment concerning his

bones. And so this is a vital thing. Joseph led the people to Egypt, Joseph prealred the

way for them, Joseph was the one whom God used to prepare the pace for them of preserva

tion froiamine, and the place where they could grow into a great nation with all the

natural advantages of Egypt around them. But Joseph knew that in this, it was a temporary

device for God's good. purposes, fronythe great purpose for which God had called them, the

purpose which requires their being isolated from the heathendom of the other nations.

Separated, by themselves, in their own land, where they could keep alive the true religion,

and prepare the way for the coming of the seed of Abraham that was promised, through

whom all the nations would be blessed. nd though Joseph saw the people prospering in

Egypt and getting more jobs and increasing in numbers and influence, he knew this was not
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where they belonged, and on hs death bed, his great wish was not that they put uo a big

monument to remember Jose-oh by, not that they tell people about what a fine man Joseph

was, but that when they returned to the land they carry his bones up with them. And so

oseffthrough the years, after-.eath, when people would tell the story of Joseph, this

would be the thing they would remember, this queer thing, that on his deathbed this was

his request, that they carry his bones u there, and I'm sure many of them said, what a

silly thing, a great nin falls into his dotage, a great man who did wonderful things for

our peole, and God has established in the land a home, but yet he had this queer hanker

ing back for the land of his infancy, and when he died he asked not that as the sons of

Jacob they take hm right up and bury him then, but that when we go u we carry his bones

with us. How silly, we're going to stayhere in Egypt. We have the fat of the land. We

have fine provisions and God has made us leaders in this great nation, we can influence

as great leaders. Why should we ever want to ever-/go off to Palestine. But God had to

send a great oporession to break thenoose from the bands of Egypt and (lL4)

God had to bring a pharaoh that knew not Joseph, had to raise him up and have theonsc1ous

ness of the conflict between God and his reresentatie Moses, and Pharaoh, in order to

break the eonle loose and make them willing to leave Egypt, and (l!4'-)

when they left Moses remembered the great faith of Joseph, that God would work a miracle

and transport these many people from this land of Egypt, up past the (l11 3/L)

to the land of Canaan, the land to which he had called their fathers.

And so it is the great evidence of the faith of Joseph, this command which he gave in

Genesis 5 50:25, which he gave on his deathbed, and which we are here told in Exodus 13:19

they took the bones with them. In Joshua 2L1.:32 we read how, after they conquered the

land, they buried the bones of Joseph there in that parcel of ground, and then Hebrews

11:22 reference is nude to the great act of faith of Joseoh...

0.T.History 165. (?-)

...these references and. what a parallel it is to our present situ-

ation where we have thousands and thousands of evangelical people who believe the scripture
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and who want the gospel preached, who are belonging to churches where the ministers are

trained in seminaries where their faith in the scrinture is torn down, theyre taught

the scrinture is just a combination of errors and flaws and. that it's the newest DhilosoDh-

ies that is the thing the eople need. And these Deople sit there in their congregations

feel
and uncofortable, but this was their ancestors' church and they/Will continue

attending, and after all the family gave so ito build this beautiful building here,

and they couldn't leave where they have all these signs of what their family has citri-
b
buted and. their children sit there and do not get the truth. And to move away from all

this, and. can we have faith as JOser)h had? That if it be God's-will that our Lord. tarry,

He will -orovide a means M-wkem many thousands of DeoPle w&?l-go out from the Dlace

where they do not (1 /L) into fellowship that will be ue to His

Word. and. (1 3/L!.) carrying on the traditional

Joseph's command. about his bones, only mentioned. briefly, but mentioned in these laes

o far a-cart in the scri-oture, has a very real meaning and importance to us in our present

situation today. It shows the faith of Joseph, the faith of Moses. Have we similar faith

tody? Well that's number 1, The Start.

Number 2 The Divine Guidance Immediately after reading about the Start in Hebrews

13 there, the next two verses tell us how God led the peole. They started off into

throughthe wilderness. God. led. them, not e the land of the Philistines, but down thhough the

way of the wild.erness,/the Red. Sea, because it was God's urose that the;, should. meet

their difficulties one by one, rather than too many at once, when they weren't ready for

them. And, so God leads them down and. how does he lead them? Verse 21 and 22 tell us,

that the Lord went before them by day in a pillar of a cloud, to lead the way, and by

night in a pillar of fire, ô give them light, to go by day and by night. He took not

away the pillar of the cloud. by day, nor the pillar of fire by night, from before the

people. Exodus 13: 21,22. Now we have books written today by men who wieh to show that

the Bible is good history, and therefore in order to make it believable as good history,

they try to take all of the sunernatural out of it. I had. a Drefessor in the University

of Berlin, Professor (3-?-) who was considered. a hopeless conservative be

cause he believed the Ten Commandments were actually written by Moses. He didn't think
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anything else was written by Moses but the Ten Commandments were, so they thought he was

a honeless conservative. But Professor in order to make the Ten Command

ments such that Moses could have written them, reinterpreted every one of them until they

were such -orimitive laws that a most primitive backward sociy might originate them,

and they had very little relevance for anybody in our present day. And there are those,

Professor Garstang, University of Lirpoo1,who did some very fine excavation in Palestine,

has written a book on Jericho, and he has an Aneendix to the book written by his son, tell

ing about the coming of the children of Israelites friEgy-ot, and he makes the Pillar f fire

to be a volcano which they saw, they saw this flame going up from the volcano ahead of

them (!4-) and he takes all these

things and tries to give a naturalistic explanation of them. Now we don't want to make

the Bible seem believable by misinterpreting. We must not do that. On the other hand,

we must not say we want to make the Bile just as strange as possible in order to show

our great faith. We want to see what it says, and when God says for instance that he

moved the waters back by a great wind which blew all night, I don't think we're honoring

the Lord by saying the wind had nothing to do with it, it was something entirely differ

ent that hapned. But when it ways that he used the illar of fire to lead they aynight

and a nillar of cloud by day, it seems to me that the logical natural interpretation, is

thah God gave a remarkable, unusual sign, it's not, it is a sign made n of material elements

it's the sort of thing that you might say, a cloud or pillar of fire could occur any time.

There are various ways it could occur, but for it to occur regularly and constantly for

this length of time, leading them in the way he wanted thém to go was certainly an event

showing the direct intervention from God in human affairs. And I think it's very import-
plac in -.

ant we find the correct between these two---of making the Bible as bizarre as

possible, thinking to show our faith that way, and on the other hand explaining away that

which is clearly divine intervention in ways very contrary to that which God usually acts

in the affairs of men. Now we have this pillar of cloud and pillar of fire then which is

very briefly mentioned here, but when we get into the book of Numbers we find it mentioned

much more fully, and here we have, we have two verses here in Exodus, over in Numbers we
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have a long section dealing with it, verses 15 to 23, a section of nine verses. And. these

nine verses don't give us much more than what we have here. They tell us what happened.

about this when the tabernacle was reared. Now it's not new because it had happened be

fore the tabernacle but it continued afterward. The cloud covered the tabernacle by day

and the appearance of fire by night, and when the cloud was taken up from the tabernae,

then after that the children of Israel journeyed, and in the place where the cloud abode,

there the children of Israel pitched their tents. At the commandment of the Lord the

children iourneyed, and at the commandment of the lord they pitched, as long as the ci0ud

abode upon the tabernacle they rested in their tents. And when the cloud tarried long

upon the tabernacle many days, then the children of Israel kept the charge of the Lord,

and journeyed not. And. so it was, when the cloud. was a few days upon the tabernacle, acd
to

ing/the commandment of the Lord. they abode in their tents, and according to the command

ment of the Lord they journeyed. And sn it was that when the cloud abode from even unto the

morning, and the cloud was taken up in the morning, then they journeyed., whether it was by

day or by night that the cloud was taken up, they journeyed.. Or whether it were two days,

or a month, or a year, that the cloud tarried upon the tabernae, remaining thereon, the

of Brchildr/in their tents, and journeyed not, but when it was taken up they jourheyed.

At the commandnt of the Lord they rested in the tents, and at the commandment of the

Lord they journeyed, they kept the charge of the Lord, at th commandment of the Lord, by

the hand of Moses. Nine verses, and it says practically nothing 0 what's in the two

before. Very, very little more. Numbers 9, verses 15 to 23. Nine verses telling what

was in the two. You notice the repetition. Frequently it tells us the same thing. It

exresses it, it enlarges it, where they stayed a day, the cloud stayed a day, they stayed

a day, if it stayed two hours, they stayed two hours, if it stayed. a month, they stayed

a month, if it stayed a year they stayed a year. It just enlarges, dwells uoon it, re

peats the sane ideas over. We have to do that in our preaching. We have to re-,-)eat the

ideas to get them across to people, to drive them into their hearts. And so hre is a

thought the Lord wished to drive home to our hearts. That the pillar of cloud and the

pillar of fire led and. that it was his will that the people should follow as the pillar
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of cloud and. -pillar of fire led, and should stay as it stayed. It is a tremendous stress

u-oon the divine leadershilD uDon the ieoole there and the tremendous stress upon the divine

leadership that he wants us to realize in our lives. We had a speaker in our chapèL

once some years ago who read this -nassage and stressed it and dwelt upon it and he carried

it to a very, very advanced 'noint about being absolutely certain about of getting a new

pastorate or anything, to get the one the Lord directs you to, the Lord leads you to,

that you're absolutely sure, the best human wisdom can err, but if God leads then you

have the right one. And, it is a very, very important thought in the scriuture and worth

stressing and repeating over and over again in the nine verses. And. yet it is possible

to take that thought wh.ch is stressed here and to carry it to such a length that you

get something which is not the scriutural teaching at all, and that chapel speaker I sueak

of gave the impression that he did carry it to such a point. Now, I've heard chapel

speakers talk in such a way that you would think that if the Lord said step this way they'd

step this way, if he said that way they'd step that way, and if he didn't say anything

they'd just stay still for the next few years until they were sure he did, speak, and that

they never used their brains in any way, shape, or form. They always waited for the Lord

to drectl$ and immediately to lead them. Now that, I think, is a carrying of a very

great and vital truth to the Doint where it becomes simply a grotesque misunderstanding,

and there is a danger of our doing that, because if Satan cannot get us to steer away from

he truth and leave it, then he'll try to get us to carry it to extremes in the other di

rection. so we must--right in the scriture here we see how much thiiis stressed and

we must not think we can overstress it, it is vital, it is important. Without the Lord's

leading our work can amount to nothing. Excet the Lord build the city they labor in

vain who build it. Except the Lord keep the city, the watchman waketh but in vain, as

th Psalm says. It is very, very imDortant, we need it in our own lives, to be constantly

be watching for the Lord's leading, the Lord's direction and the Lord's (11)

But does that mean that we just sit back and wait and do not use our brains, do not

do anything ourselves about it. Well',- it's interesting that here in Numbers, well, in

fact, I think to bring this out clearly, the divine guidance, we might make thiall a,
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small a The Pillar. And we won't go into the asnects of it, which is represented in other

ways through the scripture, where God definitely leads in many, many ways, but at all

times he enables his people to have a certainty of following him if they truly desire to.

do so.

But we have, I will make a number b, under this heading, The Dttfang Guidance, the

very next thing in the book of numbers, b The Trunrts Chanter lOd-lO. The Lord sDoke

to Moses saying, make two trumpets of silver, and when you blow with these the assembly

assembles themselves, and when you blow in a certain way they start in to march, and in a

certain they halt. They were to have these trumpets to signal to the people when to go and
it

when to stop. And if all they had to do was watch the cloud and foilow why did they need

the trumpets? Why did they need the trumpets if the leadership of the cloud was all that

was necessary? Bfit the leadership of the cloud shows one very vital truth, but there were

other aspects and so we have the trumpets nrovided. in order that the leader who knows God's

will here better than the followers, shall be able to communicate his ideas to hbe follow

ers and show them how to go together for the glory of God. And than, in that same 10th

chanter of Numbers we have Hobab, c Hobab

We read in Numbers 10:29-32, and Moses said to Hobab, the son of Raguel the Midianite,

Moses' father in law, we are journeying to the place of which the Lord said, I wiligive it

you. Come thou with us and we will do thee go-d. for the Lord hathspoken good concerning

Israel. And, he said tohim, ywill not go but will depart to my onw land and to my kindred.

And Moses said leave us now, I pray thee, forasinuch as thou knowest how we are to encamp

in the wilderness and thou mayest be to as instead of eyes. And it shall be if thou go with

us, y,-.a, it shall be, tht what goodness the Lord hsall do to us, the same will we do to

And then it does not go on to sy that Hobab did go with them, but neither does it

say he left them. But when we get on to the later books, we find the descendants of

Hohab living with them in the landof Palestine. S0 that seems to make it definite even

though not stated that he did go with them as Moses asked him to. Moses said you know all

about the wilderness, you've lived hero all your life, you've traveled through the desert.

You will be to us instead of eyes. What do you need Hobab instead ofeyes, you have the



OT.History 165.. (ik-) 853.

pillarofC you can just follow the iplllar of cloud. Wel1 rou have

the pillar of cloud and 1t is very, very (i)

God wants them to. use Hobab*s eyes, the "informaton. and. the

imatetha1tthtas at least Moses thought so because he asked Hobab to

come ---------------------------------- and the evidence is that Moses did it.

Now under this, The Divine Guidancelsmall d Note regarding the Ark In Numbers 10:

33. Note regarding the ark, this is not (15) a matter of guidance.

O.T.History 166. (record missing)
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.but I don't think there's a contradiction. I think there are two facts there which

can easily be thought of as a contraâ.iction. I am sure the critics do think of them as

a contradiction. And I think it's a warning to us that in life very often we will hear

different stories of the same thing, which contradict each other, sim-oly because each has

details not known to the other (3/Li') and there may be no contradiction at all

but I've heard

people called liars on this matter of exactly that sort of thing, but (1)

(stuient.l) Well, we'll look into it more fully later on, but this is very interesting

Then, number 5, is chapter 16, Manna Given. A rather general heading for chaDter 16.

It's a long chapter, eo I've made a few subdivisions. Small a Muinmu±iLn Verses 1 and 2.

We've already had some murmuring about the water. Now we have the murmuring about the

rood. The people said, would to God we'd died by the hand of the Lord in the land of Egypt,

when we sat by the flesh pots, and when we did eat breat to the full, for ye have brought

us forth to this wilderness, to kill this whole assembly with hunger. And you say, after

all Moses did for these people, leadAng them out, rescuk them from Pharaoh, bringing

them safely out. Of course he did it as God's representative, but he was a human instru

ment and he did it, he brought them out, hr risked his life, he went through tremendous

endeavors and efforts and sacrifices, to bring them out, and now they turn on him and talk

that way. You say, what a terrible people those Israelites were, to act that way, toward

him. Well, it's given for us as a history of the fact those Israelites were human beings

who had human characteristics and human (2k) But it's very important for

us, in our pilgrimage journey, because everyone who ever acconmlished much for God, has

exactly this exoerience that Moses had there. You will have people saying the silliest

things to you, and forgetting all the good things you've every done for them, because

of some miserable, little situation, that may not be your fault at all. And they forget

everything that you've done, and many a Christian worker has become bitter and hardened

by it and quit the Lord's work and gone off and lived as a recluse thinking how miserable

have traated him. And it's mighty good to know in adance that that's what we can expect,
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that we're not serving human beings, we are serving the Lord. And the Lord has the work

for us to do and if the people we 1re doing it for say that's wonderful, how we aporeciate

it, -oraise the Lord, we enjoy appreciation. But if they don't ever sy it but on the con

trary they talk like these people, well, let's just thank the Lord for letting us share a

little bit of suffering for Christ, and go ahead. But Moses had it here and repeatedly

through these chapters and every one who is truly serving the Lord will have it. a, Mur

muring. b Quails The peple murmured and Moses said in verse 8, he said, this shall be,

when the Lord shall give you in the evening flesh to eat, and in the morning breat to the

full, 1$Ø/id and then in verse 12, he refers to it, at even ye shall eat flesh, and in the

morning ye shall be filled with bread. And in verse 13.we have the only mention of quails

in the chapter. It came to pass, that at even, the quails cam1ap, and comvered the camp.

It doesn't even say they went out and killed any of them or anything. It's verynteresting

how incomplete (Lb-) like every other book ever written is.

Here are two long statements, you're going to have flesh to eat in the evening, and bread

in the morning. Two precise statements. Flesh at evening, breat in the morning. And

then we have maybe twenty verses talking about the manna, and all we have about the quails

is, it came to pass in the evening that the quails came up and covered the ground. Nothing

more said about them. Absolutely not another word. To the people there, the quails were

just as important as the manna, perhaps more so. To them the fulfillment of Mes' promise

was a tremendous thing, bbe quails came up and covered the camp. We can imply, we can

assume, they went out with their sticks, these quails, that had been flying over the sea

for a long distance, had become almost hypnotized by the long effort, tired and there,

just landing over the camp. They went out with their sti and they beat them down and

they got all the flesh they wanted. And it was a very, very enjoyable experience to them,

the next morning they looked out and said what's this, what's this onj the ground. What's

this, in Hebrew becomes manna (5)

and so the manna to them was far less important than the quails. But the quails are covered

n ohe brief sentence and the manna has all the rest of the chapter, because the manna

1ow much
continues for forty years. But they didn't.kw then/±"b-a more important it was, but
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the writer realizes how tremendously important the manna was so he goes on ahd tells us

all about it. So the quails, all we'll do now is to mention the quails.

But then c The First Manna Verses 14 to 18. When the dew that lay was gone up, be-

hold, on the face of the wilderness there lay a small round thing, as small as the hoar

frost on the ground. And when the children of Israel saw it, they said one to another, It

is manna, for they knew not what it was. And Moses said to them, this is the bread which

the Lord has given you. to eat. Here is the first appearance of the manna, lL. to 18 tells

how they went out and they gathered every one an omer, that is about 6 pihts, gathered

manna, and you go tothe Arabian peninsula today, and you will find a little thing on the

ground, a little small thing that somewhat corresponds to this descriotion, and in the

course of the winter, in the whole peninsula there may be about half a ton of it, in all,

at that time, which of course would be--it only cznnes for about two months of the year, and

it's a tiny bit compared to a whole multitude like the Israelites, it certainly is not a

continuing thing today, but there is something a little bit similar, It's probably not

the same manna they had, because this, what there is today that looks somewhat like it,

it has quite a strong, it tastes r.ther nice but you can't eat much of it without upsetting

your stomach. It certainly is not the manna he gave, but there s something a little

similar to it there today. And they went out and they said what's this, so he called it

manna, but it was their food for forty years. And (7)

they weren't extremely enthusiastic about it but it was all right, and it kept them alive

for these forty years. The first manna, verse 31 says, the house of Israel called the name

thereof Manna, and it was like coriander seed white, ahd. the taste of it lik wafers made

with honey. And then d A Days Provision at a Time The Lord gave them the manna, he

said gather this much, don't gather any more. And don't leave any of it till the morning.

And verse 20 ShOWm
them

paying any attention to Moses, after all who was Moses?

Their own brains were better than what Moses said, even if he was God's spokesman. So

they hearkenedto Moses but some of them left of it till the morning, and it bred worms

and stank, and Moses was wroth with them.

o The Sabbath Day. We have nine verses here about the Sabbath Day, verses 22 to 30.
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Some people say the Sabbath is simply -art of the law given at Sinai.
1
his is before

Sinai. This is before the law was given at Sinai. The Sabbath was not given at Sinai,

it was given at creation. And we're told about it at creation, but there's no further

mention of it till now, but here before Sinai, we find that the Sabbath is very strictly

observed here in connection with the manna. Well we dan't look further into that now.

We'll look at tomorrow morning. But we have nine verses, 22 to 30, and the importance of

the Sabbath before the law of Moses.

0..T.History 168. (X')

.Israel in the wilderness and we know that the type of piritii&l lesson is involved in

this section. It is important historically but far more important to us because it is so

full of spiritual lessons, both for the church as a whole and for the individual believer.

Now we took up B, From Egypt to Sinai, and we were on .5 of that, Manna Given, and under

that we were at e, The Sabbath Day. And we notice that before the law was given at Sinai,

when the manna was given in the wilderness the principle of the Sabbath Day was made ery

clear, because they were not allawdd to gather manna on the Sabbath Day. In fact, the

Lord worked a miracle there, the Lord caused that this manna hich he caused to come every

mvoning, an abundance for the whole people, fihould not cce on the Sabbath Day, and I

would imagine some of these people got pretty angry about this, and said, looka here,

we haven't yet had the law given, haven't been told about the Sabbath, Sinai is not here

yet, how can he enforce it then by not giving us any manna on the Sabbath Day? But it's

very clear from the incident that the Sabbath had been given, the fact that it's-not men

tioned between the creation and here does not mean that they didn't know. It was known

to them, it doubtless had been largely neglected, but they knew of it, and now was the time

when they were to be God's people, he had delivered them from Egypt and. he wanted them to

show forth his righteousness in their lives. And so he wished them to devote one day in

seven aDart from secular activities entirely and on this seventh day there was no need of

collecting manna, but Ilihey were able to collect on the sixh day enough for two days, and

it lasted, other days it did not last, he wanted them to coblect each day for that day.
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But this day he made it last. Here was supernatural acttirtI on the part of God. In

order, not simply in order to accomplish an historidal purpose in giving them something to

eat and getting them to Palestine, but in order to give a spiritual lesson to them, of the

importance of his principle of periodism. The principle of recurrent rests. The principle

of recurrent periods when they would turn aside fran ordinary secular activities and de

vote their thoughts entirely to him and his purposes for them. And of course it is quite

in line with this that when the ten commandments were given it does not say the seventh

day of the week is a Sabbath Day, it is to be a day of rest, it says remember the Sabbath

Day. Remember it. You knew about it before, Adam knew about it, it was part of the teach

ing of creation,but now you are to be a holy people for God, be ighty sure that you re

member it, keeD it holy. So much for e then.

f A Pot of Manna to be Preserved Yes? (student/LP There's a question here on

whether or not the manna was spoiled supernaturally or preserved supernaturally.) Yes, it

is a very interesting question. Does the sun go round the earth or does the earth go round

the sun. A very interesting question and of course actually the sun ahd the earth go round

each other, but when you draw a mathematical line to show the sun going round the earth,

there's such an irregularity in it, such complexity in it that there's a much simpler way

of looking of it and saying, the earth goes round the sun. Now in this case God caused

that the manna would last on certain days and. that on one day a week, and then on other days

it wouldn't last. Did he first make a rule that manna only last day, and then make an
did he decree that

exception to the rule that it would last two or heeT manna which would ordinarily last

two and then make a rule that except on the Sabbath it would onrbe one. There may be a

logical preference to one or the other, but I'm not at all sure myself that we have evidence

enough ( 5 3/4)

Certainly it was decision, whichever way it was done. Interesting question, but with

my present knowledge I'm not capable of answering it. (student-5 3/4. If we had to dis

cuss it though as a miracle it would be acceptable either way then?) As long as you weren't

dogmatic. Yes, I think that's an important point that Mr. Shellabarger is bringing up.

It is the relation between the natural and the supernatural. People a century ago had the
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feeling, we know all of God's laws, they're allperfectly obvious, these laws God has made,

everything is interpI'eted b these laws, and whenever there is anything different that must

be a miracle. (6k) said there can't be anything different, no

we know that the complexity of the universe God has created is so far beyond what anybody

ever dreamed of a century ago, that we just can't tell what is God's habitual way of doing

things, and what are the particular exceptions that he makes for his special purposes.

Sometimes you can tell, but we know thatin 99 cases you can't. But we know that it's all

of God and that when something is so contrary to our normal methods today, as to find that

one day of the week is something actually different fim the other days, one side or the

other the Lord was working in a very special way. I think there'io doubt about that.

Well, the Pot of Manna to be Preserved, f, chapter l6:32-3U. Have to tallç fast if we

are to get to Deuteronomy (7*) 32- there is right in the

situation God orders that there be preserved something to remind them of it, and I think

he wants to show us the iJportance of preserving eidence of (7k) his faithfulness.

He wanted them to preserve this evidence for future generations to show hs faithfulness

to them in the wilderness. Re wants us to preserve mementos to show his faithfulness and to

pass it on to the next generation. Somebody said, one picture is worth a thousand words,

and it is true that often a tangible thing gies you a reminder muchmore than a whole lot

of discussion and descriotion with it. And here, right at this point, this important

pedggogical principle is illustrated. We go back and I think fifty years, sixty years ago,

every cigar store preathThally in the United States had a great big statue of a wooden

indian standing out front, and that was the emblem of the cigar store, there were thousands

and thousands of them. The time came when the people got tired 'them and they cut the

wooden indians up and used them for fuel, and they disappeared, and then someone decided

that something that was so common in American, we should have some memory of, and they hunt

ed and they had a terrible hunt to find even/one. They had just about omplete1y disappeared.

And our lives are constantly changing in little ways, and we lose the evidence of it.

Here was manna every day, who'd ever think of saving a pot of that for future generations.

Why every day we get it, we've got plenty of it, we're sick of the stuff, we wish we'd
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never see it again, why do we want to keep it? Well the time comes when you don't see

any at all, and mighty find to have preserved some. Some Deople go to the opposite

extreme and they're always saving everything, cluttering things up, I'm afraid that's my

natural characteristic, but you notice it's only one pot of manna they save, they didn't

tell all the eople to save them for their families. There was one saved to recall tb the

whole nation,the future generations, God's providence and. God's care at this time. Now

it's easy, you get a group of people together and you start a Christian organization, and

you could just say let's get together and let's pray. We'll do this in just a very informal

fashion, why have forms about it. Well, forms impress people's minds. You have a day when

you organize, you have a day when you dddicate your building, you have a day when you lay

your cornerstone, you eeuld have a sign, this was dedicated this day, you have a picture

of it, and it helps to impress people's minds, the sign of what's been done, and the sign of

God's faithfulness (10*) And so this was given, like other

matters, for an illustration for us, for our spiritual lives.

Number g, oh, one more point onthat, I think a very good. point in connection with that,
4

I hurry to suggest it, if you have something that you want to do, that you're determined to

do and it's bard for you to do, it's a very good thing to make your resolution, trIte it

down, show it to somebody, get it, have it definite, you're sort of committed, you have that

Ive
thing, you mmite/$ yourself, it's a little help to your growth (10 3/Lb)

But on the other hand, don't just tall everybody about it, talk with everybody about it,

pretty soon you're satisfied you're (11)

There's a point in between, just like the pot of manna is.

Godgave it to us an illustration.

The duration of the Manna Right here at this early point we are told how long

they had the manna. Do you think that Moses wrote verse 35 here? Did Moses write Exodus

l6:35? which says, the children of Israel did eat manna forty years until they came to a land

inhabited, they did eat manna, till they came unto the borders of the land of Canaan. Well,

he hardly wrote it when the manna was first given, because then I think he was expecting

to get into 0anaan within the next two years. He hardly wrote it then. But after (ii 3/Li.)
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after God had said they're going to wander for forty years,

God said,then (12) Moses surely could have written this statement, as

an account of that which God had predicted would happen (12)

He could have done that. He could have done it at the end of his life. Or it is

possible that he said to Joshua,.now Joshua when you quit eating manna put in a verse right

here, say how long it's to he eaten. And Joshua after he wrote Joshua 5:12 which tells

how the manna ceased to come when they entered the land, then inserted this verse here. I

think that it's more likely Moses wrote it. But even if Joshua wrote it, it is Tart of

God's word, inspired by him, written either by Moses or very soon after, and intended by

God to be part of the book of Exodus, therefore true and dependable. But there's ust

as much a problem here as you see, as there is in the account of Moses' death. You can

make a great deal out of that. Deuteronomy ends saying how Moses died. They say how could

Moses have written that, how could Moses have, written the Pentateuch how could he write

the acornmt of his death. Well, God said, Moses you go up in the mountains here, I!) going

to gather yoato myself, I'm going to give you a good look at the land but you gn't go into

it you're to go up here and you're to dim there, and nobody will know where you're buried.

Well, the last thing he did before Moses went up, he could have sat down and written the

pewspaperaccount of it, just as it it had already happened, every does that constantly,

so that when the newspaper comes out it'deeen -e y, Moses knew this, God told him what

was going to happen, he could have done that, and maybe he did. On the other band, it's

entirely possible that the next day lie-&i-e& Joshua did. I don't think it matters. What

matters is that God led, and if it's God's Word it was not inserted a century later, but

was right at the time whether by Moses or by Joshua. Well, so much for g, The Duration of

the Manna.

Number 5 was Manna Given, nubr 6 isWater Provided chapter 17, verses 1 to 7. There was

no water for the people and the people got pretty thirsty and they said give us water that

may drink, and there's nothing worse than to be without water. You can go without food

for a good many days but if you don't have water, you. don't last very long. Yo4ast a

few clays (l1) You've got to have water. The
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people felt pretty bad, but they didn't say well now Moses has got manna, Moses is leading

us, we know that he's going to give us water before desperate, let's put our trust

in him and not get excited. They got excited. They were quite stirred up. Moses waid

they tempted the Lord, and the people. murmured against Moses, and Moses called to the Lord

and said what will I do, this eople are almt ready to stone me And God said to take

the people and his rod and to go and, behold, I will stand before thee...

O.T.History 169. (i-)




Go indicates the 7)r... there upon the rock in Horeb, and thou shalt smite the rock,

gram . Moses struck the/rock, and there came water out of it, thatthe people may drink.

Well how did thts happen? Did God show Moses, this is the rock I want you to smite. Now

you smite this rock, this particular one; all right, Moses went over andmote it. nd the

instant that Moses smote that rock, God created some new water so that this water caning

into existence there on the edge of that rock, pours down there onto that field enough

water for two million people to drink. And God was creating it, we -Gw at that instant

there, right on the edge of the rock? Maybe that's what God did. It's entirely possible,

H certainly could've done it. God could've had water in the air, he cou1dve had water

condensed . caii 4t-o
sei in some form in the air and he e1ehe the surface of that rock to change

into some substance which would attract the moisture from the air and would condense it

and cause it to flow down rapidly at once. That could be the way God did it. Or od

could have planned ten thousand years before, I'm going to bring the children of Israel

to tie wilderness, I' going to bring them to this place, I'm going to bring them here to

show them that they need not be discouraged, they need be disheartened when there's no

when
water, /God is leading them he will provide, and therefore when they get to this point, I'm

going to have it a1 ready so that when they look all around, tie desert is dry and rched

and barren and there's no sign of water anywhere, but I'm going to have water under the

ground preparing all through these hundreds, maybe thousands of years, in such a way that

it is eating away under the surface of this rock and it's radually being worn away so

that there's a tiny bit more to be worn out, that if the people came back a year from now



O..Iistory 169. 2T) 86:3.

the water would have forced its way through and there would be a fountain coming out,

and now, that when Moses with his rod at the precise point which I indicate, the water

whichhas been preparing all this time, will come out. Now the Bible doesn't tell us

which of the two God did. We know that God did it, we know that God provided water when

it appeared to the people that there was no possibility of water anywhere in the area.

God provided it and he provided, it by showing Mhes there to do and by telling Moses to

smite on the rock. The fact that Moses didn't just lift his rod and say let water come,

hut smote on the rock suggests to me the possibility that the way God did it , was to

pre-pare the place for them, so that the water would be there thd1ready to come out,and

the space between the rock holding it back small enough that Moses' rod could hreak it

through, and (3k) Now that is 'purely a conjecture, the other two are

also conjectures, and anybody prefers one of the other two, I think tieyneˆ just as good

as this one. It's a matter on which you cannot* be dogmatic between them. But to be dog

matic in saying, no, God created new water the instant that Moses smote the rod is certain

ly, going beyond (3 /L) If you want to say, it seems to me likely that

way he did, you have just as good a right to guess what you think eWft'as I have to

guess what I think happened. But the mention of smiting the rock suggests various (L4)

that was the method which God used in providing the water. The important thing is

that God showed where it would happen, caused it to happen just at the time he said it

would, caused water to be given to the people at a time when as- ap-as their eyes could see

suggested that there was just no water available at that point. Well, so much for 6, Water

Provided.

7 Victory Over Amalek 17:8-16. And here we have the Amalekites, those rather wild

wandering people, who came and attacked, and Moses said to Joshua,choose men to go out and

fiht with Amalek, and God could have said here to these people, I don't want you to fight

because it's not nice to have to fight, thuch nicer to be peaceful, you just go straight

ahead and forget Amalek. And I can take care of Amalek, and he certainly could take care

of Amalek, but he chose to take care of Arnalek by using the Israelites, as h instru

ments todo it. Some people say we should just let Stalin, or now Kruschev go ahead and.
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attack us, destroy us if he wants, just go ahead and be peaceful and ignore him and hore

for the best. Well, that may be their opinion as the best thing to doç but they cannot

use scriptural evidence that it's the right thing to do, because we have Arnalek coming

and attacking and the Israelites, God could have said I'll take care of Amalek, you go

ahead, and there are cases where he does exactly that, many of them, but in this particular

case, what he did. was to say you go out and fiht Amalek and he used the Israelites as the

means, the Israelites as the means of protecting their families from this terrible menace

of the attack of the enemy. And God used this to drive home to their hearts the fast that

they are living in a wicked world, a world of sin, a world where evil is round about us,

and where pacificism is something that is something that is beautiful and desirable and

necessary in the world when God entirely controlin beenreradica as long as

God permits sin to continue and permits Satan to continue, it is necessary that it be held

in eheck. And God showed the Israelites that racificism was no part of his teaching. Cer

tainly aggressive war is no -cart, but to say that preventive war is not a -cart, to me, is

utterly nonsensical. Wa If war is ever justified, surely preventive war is justified.

Well, in this case God said to the Israelites now you are to go out and you are to ffiive

back.Amalek, and they did it. But God could've caused that Amalek would just simply die

out without the Israelites going into it, he could've caused the Amalekites to have turned

the other way and ignore them, be chose that they should do it with fighting, but then he

could have chosen simply to give them power and that'.s that, he added something else. He

had Moses go up on a hill and hold his arms up. And MQB9S' arms being uplifted didn't

physically help the Israelites the ightest bit in fighting Amalek. It is a sign and a

t"And like so much of this section, it is signs and symbols, not merely for the -people

then, but for us today, to give us the lesson that God wants us to fight against evil, and

God wants us to use physical means to hold back and push back the forces of iniquity, but

that even when we are doing so he wants us to realize that the strength comes from him,

and the victory comes from him and it is only by his grace that we are able to accomplish

anything in this war, and therefore he had Moses hold his arms up, and as long as Moses'

arms were up, Israel beat, and once Moses' arms would get tired and go down Amalek would



O.T.History 169. 8) 865.

beat, and it is perfectly, as you can see, that there is no physical relationship, it was

simoly an indication of the fact that spiritual forces were at work and he wants us to

fight our best and think our best how we're to do it and use thebest ways and efforts we

can, but if we ever get to thinking we're winning the victory by our strength and our effort,

we can be pretty sure the victory won't last very long. He wants us to realize that though

we must fight our best against the forces of iniquity, it is he that gives the victory,

and (8 3/4) he gives the victory and our prayers the mighty force

And so he caused that Moses holding his arms up, Amalek is

defeated; Moses' arms down, Amalek is victorious. And they took two other men out of the

battle line, they took Aaron and Hur, and they stood on both sides, the one on one side and

the other on the left, to help Moses to keep his arms up, and our nations have taken the

attitude at certain times that the idea of the ministry, chaplaincy, and so on, is just a

way of dodging the draft and we have to put up with a certain amount of it but we need

all the men we can get, and in 1944 they told us, they said, anybody who isn't actually

in Seminary by July 1, 1944, is going to be drafter, and we would have no sitMents except

those already in because they needed every arm to fight, and that was the decision, but

then on maturer thought and more careful consideration, it was decided that, and has be

come a definite policy, that the chaplaincy is a necessity, and the investigation they

have made has convinced them that the number of draft do,gers among seminary is very, very

slight, and that actually it is a great service to the war, to the defense of the nation,

to prepare to give spiritual help as it is to prepare to fight (lo)

And that is the attitude our government has taken simply on the basis of

experience, but if that's the attitude that they have found necessary in the world, as it

is consttiuted, how much more important it is that there be spirttual work done of a tyoe

that is real and not the way that so many of the chaplains (10 3/14.)

And here we have three men taken out of the battle, Moses to hold up his hands, Aaron nd

Hur to help him hold up his hands, and it is necessary in carrying oh. our great conflict

with evil that we devote a great fart of our efforts to the soiritual end of the battle to

be sure our hands are clean and being sure that our prayer effort before God are maintained

aright. I used to find when I was in seminary that, as I am sure youfind, that there. wa,
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times when it was easy to neglect the devotional life, and easy to slip into lax habits

about the devotional life and to not give as much time to it as one should. But I found

this, that every time that the examination p&riod came around it was impressed upon my

mind, tha absolute importance of maintaining the devotional lice, and for the sake of

passing an examination, to skip one's devotional life and one's time with the Lord, is

sething that the Lord could not possibly honor, and so the attitude that I should have

kept up all the time and wished I had and would like to have all the time, It was impressed

on my mind in these times of crisis that then above all things, it must be kei.tup, that

we must keep up the spiritual end and not think that we can allow the physical service or

the intellectual service to rush it aside from its proper place. That's not of course to

say that a lot of prayer will take the place of proper study, not at all, we have to do the

work, but our work is worthless if we do not have the proper relation with God. Except

the Lord build the city they labor in vain that built it.

Then, number 8 Jethro's Advice Here in the book of Exodus we hae a whole chapter

telling how Jethro, the priest of Midian, Moses' father-in-law who was with them,and. he

saw Moses dealing with the individual problems of the people and sitting there from morn

ing to night, helping the people in their big problems and their little problems, and you

cannot divide betweenethem, because sometimes what is a mighty petty oroblem has such a

big place in a person's mind, that it's more important to solve it perhape than the big

problem. And Moses was sitting there from morning tqüght settling the problems of the

people and many of them, the wisdom that he could. give, any one of their friends could

just as well have given, but they couldn't see it themselves and they needed (i3-)

and they took the from Moses, and

Moses was doing a great service in this, but it was just too mubh. And Jethro gave him

the advice to get assistance and to divide part of his authority up, and have the things

done by- others that iey could just as well do but under his authority and general super

vision, 1cewg in order that be would have time for the more important taks. Some people

say this was all a mistake, Jethro was just a worldly man giving this advice, and it just

has no place in the scripture (iLk) whole chapter
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If it was God's will that we should realize Jethro was wrong, certainly he would have

given us some indication. He take the whole chapter to tell us how this advice was given,and
how it was do e

/and how/little (lL) bit later God introduces a slightly improved form of the same thing, a

little later. But the general principle here, God caused the (lL44)

to become aware of this advice of Jethro, it is a very important thing. If a son is

any good, it is pretty easy to get the idea that nobody else can do (13k)

as well as he can, and often it's true. A person of real ability will find that he can

do a thing in half or tk-thirds the time that somebody else can, and twice as well.

But he can't do everything. He has to learn to have a lot of things done less well than

he could do them in order to have time himself for the more important things. It's a

lesson for us particularly in the spiritual field, a lesson that activities and accomplish

ments (15) in the church of God. There have

been churches, in the last century, there have been churches to which thousands of people

have come and great progress has been made and (15*)

and tremendous accomplishments, and then the minister has died and things just dropped down

to nothing.

0.T.History 170. (k)

...and when you see a case like that it may be that the whole thing has been built upon

the oopularity of a man and wasn't a spiritual enterprise at all. It may be that, but

it doesn't necessarily mean that. It may be that that man built everything upon himself

and did not follow Jethro' s advice and build an organization that could carry on the

principles to which he was devoted without his havñng to do everything himself. So when

God gives a whole chapter t this book of Exodus, God wants us to study it and to apply it

and to realize that it is important or it would not have a chapter in His Holy I

think that, I think the next chapter begins, in the third month, whenthe children of Israel

ware gone forth out of the land of Egypt, they came to the wilderness of Sinai, we shall fin

ish B here, aboutoming to Sinai, From Egypt to Sinai, and we will C, At Sinai.

0 At Sinai Now we haˆ three months which covered these seven chapters, no about
five chapters I guess, covered three months in their lives. What experiences they had in
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tcs tl,reernont s. Tv'ica, of t1.e bulk of the experiences during the four years were

these experiences. Now they come to Sinai and they stay there two years. And their ex

periences at Sinai, C, At Sinai, are described in the areas from Exodus 19 to Numbers 10:10.

Exodus 19 through Numbers 10:10 disuuases their experiences at Sinai. There is also,

frhere's a little reference to it in Deuteronomy but that (2k)

Put this is the narrative of the time at Sinai, these two years.

And at the rate we've been covering chapters lately, this ought to take us the next five

months to cover. B ut our course is Old Testament History rather than Consideration of the

th many tmportantLaw, and we will not have time to go into/very ma/points of the law which is very valuable

to your own study, but we Ire looking at the historical elements of it, and so we will rum

through this noting its main features. But before we look in detail at the features, I

want to call your attention to a few eefe crucial points in% it.

It starts in with chapter 19, and I'm dividing, I will call number 1 The Covenant

And The Covenant will run from chapter 19 to 24, verse 8. Now this is a section which

would be good for you to have in mind as a section of the scripture. Exodus 19 to 24:8.

A portion of this section is called by the critics ,book of the covenant. It has a very

important place in higher criticise. We4re not dealing with that in this class. But we

are (3 3/4) building the unity as it stands in Exodus 19 through verse 8 of chapter 24.

The Covenant. Now at chapter 24, verse Q, you begin an account of the giving of detailed

instructionsto Moses in the Mountain and this runs, this will be called, number 2, and

this will run from Exodus 24:9 to the end of chapter 31. And then the section which I

will call The Golden Calf will run from Exodus 32 to 35:14.. And then, from 35:Li. to the

end of 40 is The Tabernacle Built. Now those are the first sections, all that there are

in Exodus, of this account of what happened at Sinai. The two pivotal points (5) that we

see, are chapters 24:9 where Moses goes up into the mountain, and chapter 32:1 where he

comes down fromthe mountain. Those are the pivotal points and I think you should have

those in mind, because they give you a grasp of the main divisions of this section of

Exodus. Yes? (student.Q) Those two points that I'm stressing in it, are chapter 24:9,

aM 32:1. 24:9 starts my division two here, 32:1 starts my division three. They are
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the points which divide certain main sections. In Sinai, firat,The Covenant; second the;- .

detailed ins tructigis_gen in the mountain th.rA the olenca1f and fourth hT-

ernacle Built

Now the first of these, The Covenant, is one of the most important sections of the

Bible. You might say, God has brought the children of Israel out of Egypt, he has r3scued

them from Pharaoh, he has delivered them from their oppressors, he is feeding them and

caring for them and leading them through the wilderness, now why doesn't he take them to

the Promised Land, and give them the things he's got for them instead of stopping them for

two years out in the wilderness there at Sinai? Why doesn't he do that? Well, the answer

is that God did not simply bring the children of Israel out of Egypt just to show favor

itism and to deliver them fromthe oppressor. God brought them out of Egypt in order that

they should be a peculiar treasure to himself. He brought them out in order that they

should show forth his righteousness, that they shot.d keep alive in the world the knowledge

of the true God, that they should prepare the way for the coming of His Son into the world.

And so that he redeemád. them, he delivered them, he brought them out of Egypt, he promised

to bring them to the end of the wilderness journey, to bring the nation into the Promised

Land and he carried out his promises and he was determined he would carry out his promises,

yet he stopped and took two years at Sinai in order to teach them what kind of lives they

should live, and what sort of Deople they should be, n order that his redeemed should show

forth his praise, and the spiritual example here for the church and for the individual

Christian is very marked and very important. It, there is nothing more important in our

Christian witness than the fact that by simple faith we can believe in Christ and instantly

be saved and delivered from darkness. There's nothing more important. But it is often

presented insuch a way as to give an utterly false impression, to give the idea, here are

the people who are lost. All right, somebody comes up to tie front and says, yes I accept

the Lord, all right, now you're saved, and now go on and get somebody else saved, because

this is done, the task is finished. Well, the ltask isn't finished. The most important

part of the task is finished, yes. T he eternal decision is made, butit is not God's will

simply to take wicked people and call them righteous and be done with it. God does justify
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us instantaneously and give us complete freedom from the guilt of sin, instantIeously.

But for everyone for whom he does that, it is his will and his desire and. his determina

tion that that one shall go on to learn how to live as he waññs them to, and to grow in

grace and in the knowledge of the Lord, and so after God delivers fhe people from Egypt,

and brin's them out into, through the wilderness to a place where they're a safe distance

from Egypt, he then says, now you don't start in conquering Canaan now, you sit down here

and learn my law. You sit down here for two years and find, out what kind of 'oeople God,

wants you to be, and it's a great injury done to Christian work, time and time and time

again, because some wicked man has been converted to the Lord. and it 1s been a genuine

conversion and has come to really know the Lord, and had a wonderful testimony, and then

instead of saying to the man, all right, now you sit down, you study the Biule, you learn

to live the lice the Lord wants you to, and to make progress in your sanctification, in

stead of that, we take that man and say look at this wonderful tropy of grace, iet him

go all around and everybody see him, this terrible criminal who now is a great fine

Christian , and hear his testnony, how many banks he robbed and how much wickedness he

did then, and when you hear all this story you will see how great God is and you will

want to come to him. Yes, God may use that testimony wonderfully, and it may be ç' a

tremendous thing that this man has been saved to witness to the Lord, but before he is

ready to do much of that, he wahts to learn God's law, to learn the kind of life God wants

him to learn, and to make substantial progress in his sanctification, and many a man who

has heen truly conyerted has had his head turned by the adulation of the people who are

brought to hear him tell about the wicked life he lived before the Lord saved him, and

has drifted back into the life of wickedness, when humanly speaking it was the fault of a

poor adviser who took and used him in that way before he was ready to be used in that way

God stopDed for two years at Sinai to give the Israelites the knowledge of what sort of

life they should live if they would glorify him and to be a peculiar peoDle for his honor.

And he wants us, not to be content with justification, but to go on to sanctification, and

in fact, if we really are justified, we will go on to sanctification, and he wants us to

learn what kind, of men we should be, and what his righteous law for us is. And therefore,
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we find that this which we might call The Covenant, is the fery first thing that was

done at Sinai, and the name covenant is a good name for it, and. yet it is a name which

can lead to misunderstanding because it can give the impression that Israel ther' became

God's peoi,le, which they did. not. Israel became God's people when God called Abraham

out of Mesopotamia. And Israel as a people itself was redeemed unto the Lord by their

being out fromthe power of Egypt. He has broght them out, they were his people then,

and this covenant is not a covenant by which they become God's people, but a covenant by

which they can learn how to be sanctified, and how to go forward in the knowledge of the

Lord.




And so under the Covenant here, we have 8 divisions, which I will call a,b,c,d., and

so forth. And a, is The Dovenant Presented That is in chapter 19, verses 3 to 8.

The Lord. said, verse 3, thus shalt thou say to the house of Jacob, and tell the children of

Israel. Ye have seen what I did unto the Egyptians and how I bare you on eles' wings,

and. brought you unto myself. Now therefore, if you will obey my voice indeed, and keep

my covenant, then,2ll Then ye shall be
saved? Then you will be

mliae? Then you will

be brought into the Promised Land? Nothing of the kind. Then you will be a peculiar

treasure, above all people. ThM you will be a kingdom of priests and a holy nation. And.

some Christians think that just because they have raised their hand. in an evangelistic

meeting, they are automatically a holy nation, and God has brought them blessin. If they

truly ha'e accepted the Lord., they will go on to be sanctified and they will receive the

blessing (13*) but they have to go on. Yes? (stuent.l3+) Reference,

Exodus 19. And he said, these are the words thou shalt speak to the children of Israel,

and. what did the people do? The people said, oh no, we don't want that, we don't want

tht, we want God to do everything for us and not have to bother about keeping his law.

No, they didn't do anythi of the kind. The people said, all the Lord has spoken we will

do. And. over in the book of Galatians somewhere, there is a footnote inthe Scofield Bible

which says that Israel rashly accented. the law. And I think when Dr. Scofield wrote that

note, that he was overtired, he was overtired and a bit irritated. and he made a slip of

his pen, because there's nothing like it in the Old Testament (11),in connedtion with

Exodus. And there's nothing



O..istory 170. (ii) 872.

inthe scripture here about it, whatever. But ái' such( thing as that, there was no rash

acceptance of anything, but there was an attitude of the people which any people delivered

by the Lord would have to have, if they weally were delivered.

0.T.History 171-
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to be what God wanted them to be in order to be a holy nation and a peculiar people.

And. so the people said all that the Lord. has spoken we'll do, that is, we want to be a

people (k) , we want to be a holy nation, we want to be the Lord's.

Now how can we do it? So the covenant was presented in Exodus 19:3-8, and then number 2,Or

b Arrangements for the Declaration of the Moral Law the rest of chapter 19, 19:9-25. And.

in these verses you read how God wanted to impress on their midda the seriousiess of his

law, he wanted to impress on their minds the importanle of his standards of holiness, and

that is something that we want to do'Christians, we must, to impress on their minds,

not his law that we will be lost if we break and say that we keep, nothing of the kind.

Because weave all broken it and we're all lost for breaking it, and it's only through the

grace of Christ alone that we can be saved. But his law which is the represantation of

the type of life we must live if we are to be glorified to him. And honoring to him. And

to see what the standards of holiness of God are, and how far short we come of them, and

how great his power and his majesty and. the importance of his will. And so he had the

mountain shake and fkaes and smoked ascend and a line nut about that nobody must cross

over and nobody could touch the mount, and if so much as a beabt touched itould be stoned

and shot through, and so on, all this and the rest of thater 19 in order to impress on

their minds the tremendous importance of what we're talking about. And, so than, C, small

c is The Moral Law Proclaied chapter 20:1-17.

In chapter 20, verses 1-17, God speaks in such a way that all the people can hear

his words, he speaks with all this background of this fire, smoke, this noise, this setting

ax*rt of the mount, in order to im'oress on their minds the tremendous importance of his

moral law. He did not now promulgate the moral law, he declares to them the 'orinciples

which are established in the nature of the universe that he has created. Those prtnàiples
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which are true and binding upon all ople whether they know the Lord or not. Those

principles for breaking of which,all mankind is lost. He declar7ral principles to

them in verses 1 to 17. We call them The Ten Commandments, but different people disagree

as to what a"e the particular ones of the ten, that is, the division of the ten, there are

three different rlaces you can divide them. It isn't so important how you divide them, as
that

you takelI the whole thing that's there and realize its importance. The presentation of

the moral law, which is contained in it. And it is tremendously important to be familiar

with the moral law, t understand it, we attempt to follow, we pray the Lord to help us in

following. If we take it and make it a means of salvation, if we make it a means of winning

God's favor, if we take it as that by which we are saved and forget the death of Christ,

then of course we are using it utterly wrongly, and of course that is what is said. to be

being under law. We are putting outselves in a relation to the law which God never in

tended us to be under, and. which Paul strongly attacked but he's not attacking the Old

Testament or attacking anything God ever set up, he's attacking the misunderstanding of

the Scribes and the Pharisees and the false attitudes which they had and which many, many,

many a Derson has had and does have today. But that doesn't mean we should scrap it as the

law (La) but that we should understand what it is, and use it rightly. And so we have

this wonderful moral law presented on which we could take about six months looking into the

details of each part of it but we will have to leave that to other courses, or to your own

study. And to go on to d The People's Pear.

This is only three verses of chapter 20T-18 to 21, four verses, but it is a little

separation between the giving of this great moral law and the going on 4ha to give appli-

cation and (5)

The people's fear, 20:18-21, and then small e Regulations br Worship Here we have

verses 22 to 26. And 22 to 26 is an arrangement for temporary situations there in the

wilderness. How different in importance from what preceeded. The principle of worship

in it is tremendously important, but the particular ruleI here given in 22 to 26 is a

temporary rule for the special situation of the 40 years in the wilderness. He is saying

now you should keen yes. It's wonderful, we're going to keep this great law,

yes, but now you're in a particular situation, here's what you do now. Here's your
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immediate situation of worshipping God. Your immediate situation of the kind of altar you

build here in the wilderness. It is a local, temporary enactment for the forty years

immediately following, and God wants us not to get our heads up in the clouds so much in

his great eternal values that we forget immediate, necessary matters that ap1y only to

this immediate time. And so chapter 20 has got the great moral law, the statement of the

people's fear, and the regulations for wthrshi-o, principles of lasting validity, but the

application auulying only to that immediate situation of those forty years. That was e,

22 to 26.

And then f The Judmen Now these are the judgments which thou sàlt set before

them. The judgments are chapter 21:1-to 23:19. And the judgments are applications of the

moral law to the immediate situation of the life of the people. They are far less vital,

you might say, because they are immediate dealing with much temporary sitn*tions that no

longer existed,in other cases repetition of great important principles, but applying these

principles to their immediate situation, and the Sabbath is brought out again there, brought

out a little more fully, applied here through the day and, through the year. The principle

of alternation, not only in our days but in our years, planning our lives to make them

accomplish the utmost for God. Now you notice this doesn't tun to the end of chapter 23.

It runs to 23, verse 19, and that is very important. The Judgments, 21:1 to 23:19, and

then comes The Promised Conquest Chapter 23, verses 20 to 33. After these laws given,

then lL. verses that tell us how God. is going to bring the people into the oromised land,

and he's going to drive out the enemy before them, he's going to establish their terri

tories there. A wonderful promise here, one of the gems of the Old Testament, but buried

away and lost to most critics, who never look at because it comes right at the end of a

long oerod of temporary judgments dealing with particular situations, which most people

'pass over. It's too bad the Archbishop didn't start a new chapter with verse 20. 20 to

33 should be a chapter by itself. It is distinct, it is vital, it is important, if we

had three years to give this course instead of one, I'd. take a whole week to study those

fourteen verses. It would be well worth while, I hone you'll all do it sometime. -Out

now I want to get this important matter of the general structure of this passage before
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you, and so the Promised Conquest, and then h, The Covenant Formally Ratified chapter 24,

verses 1 to . They, Moses writes the words of the Lord, he presents them to the peolDie,

the peoDle say, all the words the Lord has said we will do. He has a sacrifice, takes the

blood and sprinkles on the people, reads the book of the covenant to the people, he pre

sents it formally, and that is again--it isn't to advance their salvation, the fact they

did this, forms and ceremonies don't determine our life but our relation to the Lord.

But these forms and ceremonies help to drive home to our minds the things that God wants

imDressed upon them, and they have an important place there. It gives an example of the

orderliness which he wants us to observe in our churches, in our religioilife, to have

orderly forms and methods a a help to the carrying out of his will. Now we'll have to

stop for this semester. We won't be able to eainne the rest of the structure of this

passage but keep in mind the divisions in the rest of Exodus which I've already given

you. And I'll be much interested next week to see whether you really know them, whether

you have an understanding of these matters, and we'll meet again after exam period.

O.T.History 172. (1)

.We are starting the second semester of 0. T. History but we have a very few new students
135

with/this semester and so I should say a work or two introductory to the semester, although

in general I would say that the work is to be continued (1*)

our enumeration will go right on from here, and new students will just pick up at this

point as we proceed on. not like entering a language in the middle of the year, e4e

4ag because in a language every day builds on the day before and if you don't have the day

before you can't et the things following, but in this course we're dealing with differ

ent sections of the Bible. I have even sometimes given this course in reverse order, and

started with the last half and given that first, there are certain real advantages, 3/U)

we get certain very va1ua1e matters of method. in the last half of

this that we really need before the first. That's why I gave you just a brief glimpse

into the archeological connections of 1st and 2nd rings last semester, just a very brief

glance I gave you into it in order to show how archeology first began corroborating the
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scripture before takingY'he more involved see 9n Genesis. I often find it difficult

to decide in which order to take it. There's a great advantage in taking the second half

first and yet I think oerhaps it's more natural to go the way we are now. (2k)

are not at this point at a great disadvantage, it is simply we are

dealing with a different portion of the history. It's like in Church History I don't care

which semester a person stops in 0hurch History, because each is a different section of

the whole body of the church. But now for new students with us I would say that our

contents
methods in this course is to survey the main eeee;e of the historical books of the

Bible, and to notice particularly the history contained in those books. We are interested

in giving an idea of the main features of it, that is very vital,most of that I'll expect

you to get yourself,t we need class for is to study particular points of interpretation.

To get the proper focus on the history, to see its meaning (3k)

and to see the way to answer certain of he vital attacks that are made upon the Christian

religion by way of attacking certain features of that history. And so I assign matters

of skeleton from time to time, and I am very strict that you get them, but we don't keed

to spend much time in class on that. We need them, they're very vital, but they don't

have to take a lot of time. Like your bones, if you don't have your bones you'd just fall

in a heap, but we don't have to see the bones. We spend the greater tart of our time

dealing with that witch is above bones, that is the way that we are continuing in this

course.




Now this is the stn of Old Testament History and in order to learn Old TestAaant

History you have to go to the soirces of it and the main source of it is the Old Testament.

That is where Old Testament Kistory originated. The English, like any translation, can

only be an approximation, there is no such thing as an exact translation. And, hence this

course should require a year of Hebrew b'fore it, We find it convenient to give the course

to all the students at once and conseciuently, for those who are in the first year we make

certain allowances. But we expect all those who have had. a year of Hebrew to use it in
connect on wjth this
eaPaiyv-e course, and the others, now being in the second semester, will of course be

able to use it to some extent, this semester. ( 4 3/Li.)
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Anyone who is entering who hasn't yet had Hebrew will be able to get a great part of value

before final trades can
from the course,/VIll need to do certain special work we-eM- e-;e-tme-w] be given,

beeause (5)

in connection with the course. Now the work of the course consists of assignments, lectures

reading in the Bible and reading in other sources. It is a three-credit course. That

means, three-credit hours, does not mean that you sit here for three hours a week and one

course you. sit there for three hours a week and the professor assigns you twenty hours of

work outside, but in another course you sit there three hours a week and. do nothing else.

That's not what three credit-hours means. Three credit-hours means you do approximately

nine hours of work per week, now it may be a little less thanthat, but approximately nine

hours of work a week. And of that nine we might spend the whole nine here lecturing, or

we might give you the whole nine to spend in reading and in study. We divide ih up in

whatever ways seem best adapted to the material. So if we have four or five hours of lec

ture in one week, think you don't have time to get the lessons, you're not expected

to put over nine hours work in any week. It will average (6)

Some other week, like two weeks from now, you may not have any lectures (6*)

I know you like good recreation and start the

first day of school this semester in this hour. Mr. Smitley said you certainly didn't

need ordinary tye of recreation since you had Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday for that,

and I will be away week after next and was anxi&ua to (6-1)

Now maybe I should say before we proceed with the lecture, just a word about the

final examination. (6 3/11 to 13, remarks on final examination.)

Now we continue then witour discussion and before going to a new (13)

I will say that we have been dividing the material of our lectures into Roman Numerals.

And we are on Roman Numeral VI, which is entitled, Israel inthe Wilderness. And. this

section we are (l3-) from xodus 12 to the end of Deuteronosr. Under

that A (which we don't need to worry about), The Importance of This Section; B, From

Egypt to Sinai: C, At Sinai. We were at Sinai look when the examination



O P.History 17ˆ. l3 3/Li.) 878.

overtook us. So C, At Sinai runs from Exodus 19 to Numbers 10110. And we discussed last

semester under that 1, The Covenant I believe we were right on the Covenant, I believe

we had taken under that a, The Covent Presented, Exodus 19:38; b, Arrangements for the

Declaration of the Moral Law, Exodus 19:9-25; c, The Moral Law Proclaimed, Exodus 20:1-17

Had I gone beyond that? d, The People's Fear: e, Regulations for Worship.

Now f, f, was a section which we called The Judgments, that was a very interesting

section which would be well worth the time to study carefully but it is not...

0.T.Hlstory 173. (3/Li.)

...had I mentioned f, I mentioned it in the last few days, I didn't say much about it,

I think I will just repeat that much about it, thank you, Mr. Adams. But yet, the Judgments

is a section of three chapters, two and a half cha$ers, which we would mention at length

in a course in Old Testament Law, but in this course we merely note ties presence (11)

to note its presence and its difference from section c. c, was the Moral

Law Proclaimed. That was given by God's weM laws, that was the declaration, not of some

uarticular rule that God wanted people to maintain, but of the moral law which always has

been binding upon all eople but which was presented in clear form by the Lord at Sinai.

Now this, number 1, The Covenant, includes both, includes the moral law which was c, and

it includes the judgments, f. But the difference is that the judgments are stecific

apulications of the moral law to particular circumstances. And so there's some overlapp

ing between f and c. In giving a regulation for a particular circumstnace or pituation

you may very well stress a part of the moral law which is binding at all times. But you

also may give something which may have no validity exceot in the particular circumstance

in which you find yourself. And so these judgments contain elements of moral law, but

they are given for a rarticular time. The moral ]w is not given for any particular time,

it is timeless, it is a declaration of the character of God. But the judgments, which are

contained in these chapters are given to the peoDle as they are starting their wilderness

journey, and so they deal particularly with situations in the wilderness. Now tey do not

give you a full detailed account of (3k) That comes later.
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They give you that which is vital to know immediately. They don't give you the precise

detailed regulations that the leaders need to know. They give you the matter that the

people should keep in mind in that situation. Now that is extremely important for the

study of higher criticism, we're not studying it in this course, but this course should to

some extent lay a foundation for that course. And so it's very vital that,I believe, that

every Christian teacher should know just where the book of the covenant is, this section

of Exodus, in cotrast with other sections of Exodus, which would be called by different

names. And that it includes the moral law and the judgments, as separate divisions of

different nature. Then I mentioned g, The Promised Conquest, chapter 23:20 to 33, 14 verses

telling them that God is going to bring them in to the promised land. In other words,

what precedes is a temporary legislation. Critics will tell you that when you have, in

chapter 23, verses lLi to 19, three great national feasts described, and that when you get

over into Numbers and find six (record jumps) ...you can't have three feasts and

seven feasts, it's a contradiction, therefore there must be two different documents, written

at different times, and contradicting each other. Now you see, this is the judgmiets, or

the laws given to the people as they start the wilderness journey, to drive home to their

th~y know now,
minds that which is vi- Much of it may be very important at later time,

but some of it may be of no importance later, but it all is very important they know right

away, and it's not very vital they know about the (5*) less important feasts

which can be mentioned later in the wilderness. But these that they must have in mind right

now are stressed in the judgments, so there's no contradiction, though later more detail is

given. The book of the covenant is a law for the whole people at a particular situation,

as they start their wilderness journey. Then Moses, when 20 to 23, at the beginning of their

wilderness journey, turns their eyes to the future and tells them, gives them the assur

ance that God is going to take them into the promised land, that God. will deliver them

from danger, that he will protect them, that he will indeed bring them in to the rand of

their journey. This is a peculiar thing, right here at the beginning of the wilderness

journey, to give the assurance of the conquest. But I think it is given as a guide to us

in our Christian life, as (6) in the Old Testament. It has a
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definite important historia1 meaning n the immediate situation but they also have

a soiritual meaning. And as we begin our wilderness journey through this life, after we

have accepted the Lord, been saved thrcigh his precious blood, been redeemdd from evil,

it is vital, not merely that we know what God's law is, how he wants us as the redeemed

by the blood of Christ to live, hut that we know that the end and the goal is certain,

that he has promised to bring us in to the oronuised land, that we can depend on it, and

that he that has begun a good work in As will carry it out, The person who begins the

Christian life in immediate, great confidence, grateful for all that the Lord has done,

tends to think I'm going to live a perfect life right from here on, I'm neer going to

sin any more. Then they fall into some sin and immediately they get discouraged and

despondent and they think how am I ever going to (7*)

How am I ever going to reach the goal,

And right at that point, just as God at this point in the covenant, gave the assurance of

the conquest and the deliverance, of his bringing hem into the uonuised land, he wants

us to lay hold on his promises that he who has done a good work in us will conrnlete it and

will carry it out, We do not have to say, oh my, if I can keep my eyes on the Lord, if

I can% follow him, if I csi do his will I1'b safe, bt my, live got to be careful I

dip. We don't have to say that, we mustn't say that, we must say I have been saved

and I'm his child, and I want to do my very, very best to live as he wants me to, and I

want to do my best to grow in grace, but I know I'm going to slip, I know I'm goling to

fall, but L know he won't let me stay down, I know if I live close to him that all will

be well, but I know he's going to bring me in to the promised land, because I'm his.

And so this is vital in their journey, even though it had no immediate relevance in physical

fashion to their lives, but great relevance to their ideas and attitudes, to their un

derstanding. And it has great PibèvaaB relevance to our understanding, to have this at

the important beginning of our wilderness journey, and to hd it before us constantly

tbroh our wilderness journey. And so then, we have the covenant formally ratified.

Chapter 2Li.:l_8. h, The Covenant Formally Ratified. The Lord said to Moses, come

up unto the Lord, thou and Aaron, Nadab and Abihu, and seventy of the elders of Israel,
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and worship e afar off. Come up, Moses, Aaron, Nadab, Abihu, and seventy elders of Israel,

and worship afar off, and Moses alone shall come hear the Lord. And they came and Moses

got the words of the Lord, Moses wrote all the words of the Lord, and rose up early in

the morning and built an altar under the hill, and, verse 6, Moses made sacrifices and

took the blood and put it on the altar, and took the book of the covenant and read in the

audience of the people, and they said, all that the Lord has said we will do, and be

obedient. Weren't they rash, though, tb say all the Lord has aaid we will do? Wouldn't

they have been wiser to say we won't do what the Lord has said. It all depends on the

tone of voice in which you say it. If you'd say, in self confidence, all the Lord has
and very wrong,

said we will do, it would be very rasli(; but to say, sh.wing the purity of (10)

and your desire to serve the Lord, all that the Lord has said I want to do, I

will do my best to follow him, that is the attitude which a true Christian not only can

take but must take. If you say, all that the Lord has said we won't do, in a tone of

defiaoe b God, it's pretty good proof you've never really been saved. But if you say,

all that the Lord has said I know I won't be able to keep it now (io-) but I know that

he's going to change me from glory to glory until I reach that stage when I can do it,

then you have a picture of your Christian life. And so whether it is in determination or

whether it's in (10 3/14.) pretiction, makes all the difference in the world. They ratified

the covenant here, they declared their desire to accept the Lord's provision, and Moses

took the blood and sprinkled it on the people and. said, behold the blood of the covenant,

which the Lord has made with you concerning all these words. These words are not the

words they said, they're the words of God., the words of the ten commandments, the words of

the judgments. And as a Christian, we are sprinkled with the blood of Christ, we are

saved from our sinsto Him, every one who is a sinner, but we are tied to the word he has

given us, we are tied to the picture of the great moral law which he wants us to farry on

as well as we can now, and eventually be carried on fully, and. we are tied to the judgments

of his law, these declarations that we find in the Bible, and for us particularly in the

New Testament, giving us the detailed (11 3/L) emPhasis of our Christian lives, as it is

necessary if we are to walk as he wants us to.
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And so you have here the covenant ratified and this concludes then the giving of the

covenant.

, Detailed instructions given in the mount Here we have included in this section

Exodus 24:9 to the end of chapter 31. Detailed instructions given in the mount. There

are (l2)

for this particular time. And so under that there is 24:9-18 a Moses Goes up into the

Mountain And, verse 9, Moses, then went up Moses and Aaron, Nadab and Abihu, and seventy

of the elders of Israel. And can't yoi4magine Moses, 38 years later, at the approach of
nd

the end of his life, looking back to this occasion when the covenant was ratifiedb/as he

reads some of these letters, or as he writes them down, or dictates them to his secretary,

he says, then he says at the beginning of the chapter, he said to Moses, come up unto the

Lord, thou and Aaron, Nadab and .kbihu, and seventy of the elders of Israel. They went up

Moses, and Aaron, Nadab, and Abihu, and 70 of the elders of Israel. And. when Moses comes

to the end of his life, Aaron has already died, but Aaron previously had rebelled against

Moses and God had strongly rebuked Aaron for this rebellion. And Nadab and Abihu had

rebelled against Moses and God had killed them, and yet here in the book of God's (14)

of his great

of Moses, and. Aaron, Nad.ab and Abihu It is a terrible warn

ing to us (l4)

and it is a word of encouragement to us which we need. to have because it gives (114)

unto the Lord, and. if he allows you to live many years in this

life, you can look back on your life and say I remember that day that I went up before

the Lord with Aaron, Nadab, and Abihu. (14 3/4)

O.T.History 174. (-)

..




some
48ta manifestation which God gave to these men which he did not give to the

ordinary people. They did not see God as you and/ee each other, because God does not
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have a body in the physical sense the way we have. And, for that matter, when we see

each other, what we see is an external manifestation, it's not the real you. The clothes

that you're wearing today, when I look at you three-fourths of what I see is clothes.

And the chances are that ten years now you won't have one of those particular clothes that

you have now. Three-fourths or five-sixths of what I see is clothes. And they say that,

in the course of seven years, that our whole body, that every cell is replaced and so it's

different cells, different (1k) What you see 6f

each other is a manifestation of, we have a permanent manifestation as long as we're in

this life, that God's given (l-)

but God, is not tied to a body. We can only reveal ourselves through the body he has given

us, but he can reveal himself in whatever way he chooses, and it would be interesting if

he had given more details. That bald statement, they saw the God of Israel is difficult

to understand. When I was a boy up in northern Michigan, they had. a long series of letters

in the newspaper. Somebody wrote and said, how can you believethe Bible, such a book of

contradiction? It says no man has seen God at any time in John, and here it says they

saw the God of Israel, and they went ahead and quoted statements to show how many contra

dictions there were, but whether you see God or you don't see God, the fact is youdon't

really see God but you see such manifestations as God chooses to make known to you, and

we must infer that God gave them some very wonderful, speciA manifestation beyond what

(2'') These, if
-Theee

you're going to (2 3/14) verses, contradictions, and the Bible's full of the as any other

hook (2 3/LiP) that ever was written, you have to interpret a book as a whole, to relate

but that takes time, it takes thought, it takes consideration,

and so when we come to (3) like this, please don't hesitate to

raise because if it's

vital It's hard for me to know

just which particular one is bothering you at a particular time. We can't take them all,

it would take forever, but the outstanding ones (3) that occur to you, ulease raise
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them. If I'm intending to in the next day or two I may just go ahead with them

then, and skip them days later, or I may tell you we'll have them later, or I may decide

I will deal with them when I wouldn't ordinarily take the time. But that is a point I

think we need to be clear on. God reveals himself to us, we can see the God of Israel.

We cannot see God as we see another human being. And è.t there's a sense in which even

that, he can be seen, because we don't really see each other, the real you is not this

flesh or these clothes, it's something deeper and more elusive than that. Well, a, Moses

Goes Up In To the Mount, 21:9 to 18.

And then b Directions for the Tabernacle xodus 25:1 to the end of chapter 27.

Now here are directions given for the tabernacle and then when we get over a few chapters

later we have the acoount of how the tabernacle was made, and you find verse after verse

repeated almost word for word. It gives you in great detail God's commands how to build

the tabernacle, and then in great detail how the tabernacle was built. Why all this about

the tabernacle here, what difference does it make? Why is it important? Well, it was

important for the wilderness journey, that the Israelites be taught dertain lessons there.

And the way to teach them, one way to teach them those lessons was through visual objects,

that's a thing we're just learning now, that you have to work out systems of visual ob

jects to get thought across, but God knew it from the beginning and put it right there

in the wilderness, gave (5) gave them these

visual objects to teach them lessons. Well, now the tabernacle was important, not sinrnly

for the objects, it was important for the activities which were in themsetes objects,

it was a place where the worship could be carried on, it was a place where the Deonle

could be gathered toher in unified worship of God., where the great truths he wanted them

to know could be itven home to their minds and their hearts, so that the directions for

the tabernacle are important simply from the viewpoint of having a place to worship God.

They are important simply from the viewpoint of having a way of carrying out the service

that God wants you to do. And if you're going o±t and organiz4ñg a group of people to

gether and serving the Lord, you may have to find a place fot them to meet, you may have

to build one, but it's a real Christian service to do so. God gives all these chapters
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totalling how they did this. And it's very important. Some people scoff at building,

they say the church isn't a building, the church is a lot of people, Well, the fact is,

our word church means a building, the nglish word church is derived from the Greek won

(6k) * which means the building that belongs to the lord. So it

is a building. But of course the real church is the building made without hands, the

building made up of believers, but as long as we're in this earthly journey, there is a

real importance of having a decent place to meet, although very secondary to what you

do when you get there. And it's necessary to have the material arrangements made and

a missionary, a miister, must give a reasonable amount of thought to it. So we have

these many chapters here about the tabernacle, to have a definite arrangement for carry

ing on the work. Then beyond that of course,4 the worship itself is tb direct the

people's hearts to the Lord, the important thing is that the lifting up of a sacrifice
nd

is the relation of the heart to the Lord, but the sacrifice conveys lessoth ideto

them now and portrays in advance what God is going to do, in the real sacrifice, to

open up the new and living way into the Lord's presence. So it is primarily a matter of

teaching, a matter of representing that, and. so it is important that every detail of the

tabernacle be just right in order that it be substantial and strong and able to last,

to give them a decent arrangement for worship, in order that it carry out the lessons he

wanted given to all people in all lahds, and in order that it carry out certain oarticular

lessons that might aDply only to them in the wilderness journey. And you can't always

tell in which detail of it a particular matter lies. Now there are people who study the

tabernacle ahd who try to find a meaning for every little tiny detail of the tabernacle.

they think
Every tiny detail4 4 has a meaning, which of course is absurd, but certainly the details

are for the purpose of having a continuing place that would last and they don't hae any

meaning. And certain of them may have had a meaning for the peoole at that time and have

no meaning for us today, and to try to find a meaning in every detail of the tabernacle

is very absurd.. And I have known graduates of the Seminary who've gone out and taken

a little church somewhere and found that some of the people there were concerned with

working out every little tiny detail of the meaning in the tabernacle, and I 'ye known
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certain graduates who've keen so disgusted that they seemed to think their greatest

duty in this life was to get those Deople away from that habit of mind, and it grieves

me when I see it. Because even though it is an error to try to find a meaning in every

little detail of the tabernacle, it is a far greater error not to see the greathat

is in the great essential features of the tabernacle. And far better to find too much

meaning than too little. I think U84ea -0 people by getting them out of the frame

of mind that looks for too much detail of meaning, but don't do it by attacking it. Do

it by putting the stress on the big points which are so definitely (n the tabernacle,

representing the 9) great brazen altar -4-4 by which alone you

can come before the presence of God, (9k)

and showing the way into the Holy of Holies that can only be made through blood. And

there in the Holy of Holies no statue, no heahha representation of any kind, but there

the ark of the covenant containing the Word of God. The (9 3/Ls) where

the blood is entered only through the blood, and the Word of God en

shrined there in its central place in the life of the believer. These are bhly a few

of the great lessons that are in the tabernacle and it's good to know th. great lessons,

and don't go overboard trying to get meaning olt of every little detail, but when someone

else does, don't take silly attitudes of thinking that you can give them a great bless

ing by attacking them. Take tMher the attitude of praising God. they're interested, but

getting them to nut their stress on the big things and not 4e-w to read into little

things meanings that aren't there at all. So we're not going, in this class, into details

of the tabernacle but I want you to know, because this is history, but I want you simply

to know where the tabernacle is in the scripture. The Directions run from Exodus 2511 to

the end of 2?. That was b.

And then c Directions for the People You need the building but you need. people in

building. You need people doing a service for the Lord. You need people carrying on the

work of the Lord. I was reading Marshal Montgomery's account of his victories in Africa,

and he said he put fully one-third of his time studying the character of the men who

were in subordinate positions under him, irOrder to determine who was fit for one sort
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of position and who was fitted for another, and who would make a first-class captain but

o would be very, very poor as a major, and who there was who was a fairly good. captain

but who had the qualities that could make him also a good major. He suent onethird of

his time studying those men in order to fit the right man to the right position. If you're

going to serve the Lord effectively, it's going to be a great part of your work in deal

ing with other people, and. lear)hat are the gifts God has given them and how can those

gifts be used most effectively in his service. How can you lead them into the place where

they can serve the Lord effectively, and how can you keep them from wrecking themselves

and the Lord's work by trying to ö. that most Darticular aspect of the work which they

may be tremendously anxious to do, but are not actually, do not have that particular gift

to earry out. Well, now the Lord (12*) priests for them

including the arrangements about the incense, are chapter 28:1 to the end of 30. And

then d Workmen provided by the Lord Chapter3l, verses 1-11. The Lord told Moses how to

build this great tabernacle, gave him the directions for it all, but the Lord said, see,

I have called by name Bezaleel the son of Un, the son of Hun, of the tribe of Judah, and

I have filled him with the spirit of God, in wdoin, aid in understanding, and, in knowledge,

and in all manner of workmanship, to devise cunning words, to work in gold, and in silver,

and. in brass. That Old English cutting (13*)

is sort of tricky

skilful, to devise skilfully, cutting (l3)

God. has prepared the workman for this work. We want to learn what the ]fl

work is to do. Where each of us fits in. And we want to help others to get into the

work, and. to prepare for it, but we must remember that it is He who prepares us.

And if God has called, you, to do a work for Him, it is important to know what the work

is, and how to do it, but it is also important to find the work which you might

If He has really called you to that work He has prepared

But it is a mighty good thing for most of us to realize that

God has prepared those to lead us who

'F Moses took 40 years studying at gem cutting, he might have become very skilled. ThatI5
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not what the Lord. called Xini to do. The Lord had called him to other things. The Lord.

had prepared. him to do his specific work. We have those people who are

, and who are builders , who are agriculturalists, men who are doing all

sorts of work. Men who

175-




1 think Itve mentioned it, but I think it is worth mentioning again.A man I knew

who was such a wonderfully young evangelist. I don't mean he went out and held

campaigns and was noted as it, but he went out and he spoke to the fellows and whenever

he gave an evangelistic message people listened. He was a wonderful evangelist. But

he felt the Lord had called him to be a semitic scholar. He spent the last thirty years

now studying Semitics, and made a contribution to the service. But he hadn't

made a fifth of the contribution that someone aloe might to whom the Lord had. given

the gift for this work. And I1ve known other men who had. the gift for the Semitic

studies, who have definitely had it, but who have felt that nothing counted except

direct evangelism. And as who have spoited. a good scholar, in order to make a third.

rate evangelist. What you and I feel like, doesn't tell us what God wants us to do.

Re wants us all to be his spokesmen, his representatives. But the particular part of

the work, whether it is cutting gems, whether it is arranging the (2), whether

it is fixing up the tabernacle, whether it is giving the sermon, no matter what it is,

God has a work for us. It isn't necessarilly the thing that we feel like doing.

But the thing that He fitted us for, and very often, others can tell better than we can

what the specific gift we have for it. Well, God. provided the workmen, d. 31:1-11.

And then e. The sabbath rest This is interesting here, that in the midst of these

detailed instructions, after speaking at about the priesthood, and the tabernacle,
wording

before mentioning the *mra*im of the tables of stone, there are six verses, 31:12-17,

in which the sabbath is stressed. We've already had the sabbath given, in the ten

commandments. But before the ten commandments were ever given, God. had told them in

the wilderness, they 4 must not break the sabbath by gathering manna on that day. And

when he gave the sabbath commandment, He didn't say I'm going to establish a sabbath.

He said, remember the sabbath day which God. established at creation. And. here, in t1

connection with the preparation for the tabernacle, He puts this special stress on the
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sabbath. Now there is a very definite reason for that in connection with Israel,

because Israel was going to be ods people to keep the memory of the true God. alive,

through those years, in which He was hardly known outside of Israel. And. Israel was

to have that great work to do for Kim there, and they were to have the sign as an

evidence of God. and of standing for Him, and of course the greatest sign is true

Christian love, and of a life of purity and of the carrying out of His law. That's the

greatest sign to the unbeliever, but we all fall short of that at times. But here was a
in

sign which was a visible sign which set Israel apart Sam the heathen world., was their

setting aside of the sabbath. And. it made people all over the world. think of them as a

very peculiar people. A people who one day in seven, stopped and rested, and worshipped

the Lord. And they were known in Rome, at a very early time, as the people who would not

work one day in seven. It was a very special sign that God. have these people to call

other's attention to their religion, and. to the amount that they were willing to stand

for that religion.

And then there is a great importance in the stressing of the sabbath, here, and at

the beginning of their wilderness journey, to stress the lesson that the sabbath

signifies. That God wants our time arranged in orderly fashion. He wants it not to be

hit and. miss. He wants a regularity, things done in their proper time, and in their

çroper place, and. He wants a certain time set apart, at regular intervals for His

service, for His worship. And a certain time set apart at regular intervals for rest.

Now the people at large might worship God. on the sabbath day and might rest on the

sabbath day, but the priest that had. to slay all those nabh sacrifices didn1t get any

rest on the sabbath day. They had. their rest on some other day. But the principle,

there are two principles, there is the principle - of course, we should always worship

the Lord, but we should. have recurring periods of special stress for worshipping the

Lord,and the other is that God. has so made us, that we need recurring principles of rest.

And. if we are specifically in the Lord's work, and can't take the time of rest at the

time when others do, we still should take the time of rest in oMer to keep the body

that God has given us and. the abilities that He gives us in such condition that we

continue to be useful in His service. Godts teaching was never a matter of here are
these precise regulations. You follow the exact thought of that and you are
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right, but if you depart a little bit from that, you are in danger. They always were

great blessings, great principles that He wants us to learn, and to follow. And, the
in the life of every believer.

sabbath principle is a principle that is mighty vital *m *im

(question: Couldn't we interpret the sabbath thinking that God. was trying to

prevent man from working the day, the seventh shall we say, because he could reason

that they were working for the Lord. and. building up the temple. They could bring this

amma excuse.) Yes, it is a thing that it is very easy for a seminary student to fall

very short and. it is very easy to figure that all of the Lord's work is your work

anyway, so you might as well make Sunday just like every other day. Well, you are

definitely not doing what the Lord. does not want. He wants you to have particular times

set apart for your worship, for your private devotions, and. He wants you to have the
7

courage, period of rest. But for the people in general who are not in the specific
service

direct% of the Lord, there is a much more rest than for the Christian worker. You

may be rushing from church to church on Sunday, and you get the rest some other day.

But it is a mighty good. practice as a general practice to rest as much as possible

from that which is specifically connected with your lessons on the sabbath day.

(question: Dontt you think that this was not only for our spiritual rest, but

also for our physical rest.) Very definitely it was, and for the average person you

can very easily get them both on the one day. But for the Christian work it is very
As?

necessary to get them on different days. If it is, you are carrying out the spirit

and the purpose. Many a person says, bat the spirit kills, that is the letter kills

and the spirit gives life as an excuse for ignoring the whole business, letter and. spirit.
(8*)

And God. does mot want us to ignore the . The principle is true, that it is

not a specific minute carrying out of regulations, but it is the understanding of the

principle and the applying of the principle in a way that is often . Well,

this is the sabbath stressed. C.3l:12-17.

f. The tables of stone That's only one verse, but that certainly is worth a

special heading. *He gave unto Moses, when he had made an end. of communing with him

upon mount Sinai, two tables of testimony, tables of stone, written with the finger of

God."



O.. History 175 891.

3. 1'h; Golden Calf And what a contrast. Moses on the mountain, worshipping God.

Receiving the tables of stone, written with the finger of God., and the people, down in

the valley saying to Aaron, "Up make us gods, which shall go before us; for this

Moses, the man that brought us out of the land. of Egypt, we wot not what is become of

him. And so he is going forward with the Lord's work, and. they instead of following

him, are iii turning away and leaving. AM how different the Bible is from what you
have written

and I would look. What a beautiful Utopia, men m mm", the picture of perfection that

they imagined. that it ought to be, but God. gives us a picture of life as it is. AM

despite rebellion, despite turning aside, despite failings by the wayside, He pushes

forward towards the goal. And here is Moses, up on the mountain, receiving a message

from God, and then coming down to see the people turning away, and. we will have that

experience. But dont let it make you bitter. If your eyes are on human beings you

are going to get bitter soon enough anyway, but if your eyes are on the Lord, there is

no reason to ever get bitter, because you will find that the p.ay person that you trust,

will prove to be made of flesh. And. don't make it make you feel too bad, because he is

probably feeling the same way about you. But God is the one you can trust. And. you

can learn that lesson from Exodus, and if you learn it there, you are going to be

saving yourself a lot of heartaches from now on.

A man said to me once, a woman said to me once a few years ago, oh, she said,

when we found that our idol had feet of stone, she said, it just about ruined. our

lives, she said. To see that one we trusted so much, who fell in this error. And. I

felt like saying - I diàn1t, but I felt like saying, serves you right for having an

idol. We should not have a human being at mind.. Praise the Lord. when someone is

wonderfully used of Him, but we are still falliable weak human beings, and. they may

fall. You keep your eyes on Rim, and. not on man, (End. of class.).

0.1. History. 176.

Last time we were speaking about number 3. The Golden Calf. And. this runs from

Exodus 32 through 35:3. So under this, subhead would be the first treat apostasy

Israel Exodus 32:1-6. Who would. ever have believed that a people so recently rescued

from Egypt, with the recollection behind. them of the plagues of Egypt, of their
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deliverance from the pppression, and of the rescue through the fled Sea, would fall into

this worship of the golden calf so quickly and so easily. It is hard. to believe if one

knows nothing about life. It does not fit with the simple scheme that any of us would

make to explain how life ought to be, but as life is you find, it repeatedly. It is

simply the way, the fact that sin is in the human heart, and the, even when we are saved.

there still remains plenty of Egypt in us, and. you will find that any group that you work

with, that repeatedly, you will have experiences similar to this one. You will not have

as bad as this, this was the worst that perhaps Moses had, but he had. many others which

were very bad. And so we have the first great apostasy of Israel. And that describes

of course the story that doubtless is well known to every one here, how the Israelites

got Aaron to make this calf and they said, these be thy gods, 0 Israel, that brought

thee a out of the land. of Egypt. And when Aaron saw it, he built an altar before it,

and. Aaron made proclamation, and. said, To morrow is a feast to Jehovah. And. they

rose up early on the morrow, and offered burnt offerings, and brought peace offerings,

and the people sat down to eat and to drink, and rose up to play." If he turned away

from the worship of Jehovah/i in order to worship a golden calf, why, did. he say, well

now, is the feast to Jehovah? And they proceeded. to have this festival. Why

did, he introduce it that way? There are scholars today who say that this was not a

turning to another god. That they considered this to represent the god Jehovah, who

had. brought them up out of the land of Egypt. They say that the invisible God of

Israel was imagined as standing over the il calf, over the golden calf, and we do have

of course, in the Northern Mesopotania, we have found. remains from around this period,

a in certain places where they did worship, where they had. the gods represented as

standing oh the backs of animals. And that's what gave the idea to certain modern

scholars that this is .(Z4 thought of that until recent years.

It was also, I Imagine, was thought by most, that this was simply another god,

substituted by Jehovah, but you notice Aaron says, "Tomorrow is a feast to Jehovah."

Prepare for it, and the next day they had this festival. If this idea of these

scholars is true, then it was not a. breaking of the first commandment, but in such a

case, it was certainly a breaking of the second. commandment. It was the making of a.
calf and bowing down before it, and a breaking of the second commandment, if not of the



b.. History. 176. 895.

first, and actually it is pretty hard to break the second without breaking the first.

ecauze you may think you are worshipping the same god, but when you worship im in a

method different from what e has prescribed, and when you depart from what Re has

designated, it is pretty hard to be sure you are still worshipping Him.

There are missionaries who go to Mohammedan lands, and say, well, the Mohammedans

believe in one god., we believe in one God., we all worship the same God., it is just a

matter of difference in how we worship. Well, Moammed as claims that it is the same

God. He claims that Allah is the God who was active in the Old Testament days and

leading the Israelites,and who was active in the time of Christ, and he represented.

Christ as the greatest of all the prophets next to himself. But he denied. His deity,

He denied. His atonement, but he would claim that this is the same god. Actually, the

missionaries say that when they see how the worship of Allah is carried on, and when they

see the teaching of (6*), it becomes very apparent that Allah is

not the same god as Jehovah at all. He is a different god. from Jehovah. It is actually

a breaking of the first commandment. And if the god. of the Mohammedans and the god of

the, gods of the Hindus are different gods from the *od we worship, much more is it true

of the modernists. They do not have the God. that we worship. So whether this is a

breaking of the first commandment, or of the second commandment, in the end it amounts

to a breaking of the first, and it is a definite apostasy against the Lord.

b. Moses first intercession It is very interesting that immediately we have

this first great instance of Moses Intercession. The Lord says to Moses, "Get thee down.

Thy people which thou broughtest out of the land of Zgypt, have corrupted themselves.

They have turned. aside quickly, out of the way which I commanded them: they have made then

a molten calf, and have worshipped it, and have sacrificed thereunto," The Lord said.

unto Moses, "I have seen this people. Behold, it is a stiffnecked people. Now therefore

let me alone, that my wrath may wax hot against them, and. that I may consume them, and

I will make of thee a great nation." Immediately Moses doesn't say, Isn't that awful.

Isn't that wicked? Those people ought to be destroyed. They ought to be wiped. off the

face of the earth, for what they have done. Moses speaks mighty strictly to the people,

when he comes down. He deals very fully with their sins. But before he deals with them
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in judgment, he deals with od in intercession, and fle prays to aod. that e will aa

spare the people, that He will deliver them, that He will rescue them, out of the

wilderness. Moses is the great instance of the great righteous man standing for God,

surrounded by these wicked people, but Moses is a great example of the intercessor

and. would be an excellent study, to study Moses, the intercessor, to see through these

chapters what we learn about how he prayed for the people and he sought the Lord, and.

thought of all the arguments and. reasons he could why the Lord. should spare these people

and should not entirely destroy them. And we read. in verse hi, "And the Lord repented

of the evil which he thought to do unto his people." This word, repent here, is a word

which in the Old. Testament, has a very different meaning than the word repent in the

New Testament. Now this word repent in the New Testament is used of man. It couldn't

be conceived to be used of God. God, could not have Godly wrath and. Godly sorrow for

sin and desire to turn away from it. Tat what repent means. Sorrow for sin and

the desire to turn ay from it. God. could not repent in that sense. God does not

sin. God does not sorrow. He has sorrow for our sins, but He has no sin for which

to be sorry for. But this Inghish word, repent, I think is quite unfortunate that

the translation of he Hebrew word. b11 , and. )JT(3.,, as I mentioned. in connection

with Genesis 6 in the light of the context, seems to me, seems definitely to be the

turning ay from an unhappy state to a less unhappy state in view of something that

has happened or something that one has decided to do. It is an emotional .10

The same word is translated, be comforted. in Numbers. And. the meaning is much nearer,

he comforted, rather than he repented, but it is not exactly like comforted. And it is

used in the Piel, it is used. in two cases in the Niphal, and. in the Piel. The Piel is

the causative. That is what we have in Isaiah 40, where it says, "Comfort ye, comfort

ye, my people." Before I knew Hebrew, I thought it meant, when you say comfort ye,

comfort ye, my people, what is meant was, be comforted by comforting my people. That's

not what it means at all. That's with the niphal. ThAs is with the Piel, which means

comfort my people. My people is the object of it. It is the causative idea. T0 cause

that they should be comforted. And so the same sense can be applied. If you take the

people in exile and show that God is going to lead them to less unhappiness
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because they know what God is going to do.

uEstion God. does not go back on His promises. God says to Abraham, I will

make of thee a great nation. Now suppose that God, should destroy all the d.escend.ents

of Abraham, except Moses, and then made of Moses a great nation, Moses is still a

descendent of Abraham, but still a great nation shall be made of Abraham.

Well, now that's b. Moses' first intercession. , is Moses return,to the ca

32:15_2L,. And in the course of these verses here, concerning Moses return to the camp,

there are two particular matters that I want you to notice. One them is the

destruction of the first tables of stone. "Moses turned., and went down from the

mount, and. the two tables of the testimony were in his hand.. The tables were written

en both their sides; on the one side and. on the other were they written. And the tables

were the work of God., and the writing was the writing of God, graven upon the tables."

And then, in verse 21 19, "AM it came to pass, as soon as he came nigh unto the camp, that

he saw the calf, and the dancing, and Moses' anger waxed hot, and. he cast the tables out

of his hands, and brake them beneath the mount. And so Moses destroyed the tablets of

stone that God. had prepared. And. Moses (l3'). Was it Gods

purpose that these tablets should be destroyed.? That some good. purpose would be

gained by it? Was it an object lesson to the people of how terrible they had done by itt

To break these tablets. We are not told. Was it simply a reaction of Moses, which

anyone of us is apt to have in a situation like that, to be terribly disgusted and angry

at something, to just destroy that like a little child. And so we cant build anything

upon this when we are not told. But this we know, that God had. given these sacred,

precious tablets to Moses.

177.




(Question: Yes, that's a very good point. God says, I will destroy this people,

and make a great nation out of you. And yet, as Mr. Myers points out, Joshua was

among them. Doubtless many were irritated and disgusted about what was happening.

We can get into all sorts of difficulty in the Scripture if we take the strong statements

and. take them as (1). I got a letter once, which said., how can you.

believe the Old Testament? It is full of contradictions. Rehoboam took the golden

shields out of the temple and they were attributed. to Shishak and he put bronze "H5
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shields in their 1 stead, and then it tells about another king later on when someone

came and attacked them, he fought him off, with taking all the precious vessels out of

the temple, and. se'ling them and giving them the money, and it tells that about six of

them, and then it tells at the end that all the precious things in the temple were carried

off to Babylon. And he says, how could they carry off these to Babylon. They'd given

all these things wholly to others. He tried to make out that there was a string of

contradictions. Actually the language is not meant to mean every single one. And it is
it says

a very easy error to fall into. There are some who say, that/God is not willing that
and even the devil will be saved.

any should perish, but that all should come to repentance, and there are those who make

strong application.

Here, Moses had. been given these commandments by the Lord, and. Moses was serving

the Lord, and leading these people here, and. after this was all over, God. takes Moses

up into the mount again, and gives him two more tables of stone. But very seldom are

you and I In a aft situation, at all prominent to that. And it is very easy for us to

be angry and upsöt in the emotional excitement of a particular situation to destroy the

work of a long period. It is very, very easy for us to do. I think that we should

watch and guard against it. Here were these precious tablets which God had. written.

The ten commandments, for us. What a momento, what a treasure in days to come, what a

wonderful thing they were, and. just to take it and throw them down and destroy them,

might it not be more important to preserve the tablets of stone, the moral law for all

future ages, even if all of Israel were to tm go off to their sin, and. how would it

hinder their going off. How were they spared in this that Moses did.. !ventually Moses

gave way to this sudden rage that came up in him, in a situation that would. have tried

the patience of anyody, and. God told him, Moses as a result of this, you aren't to go

into the promised land, eventually in a very similar situation where Moses gave way to

wr$th. In this case, it may have been just the same trait in Moses. Moses was one of

the greatest men who ever lived. He was a man of flesh and blood just like ourselves.

And God. does not mean us to take any person except the Lord Jesus Christ as perfect, and

that everything that be does is worthy of imitation. He wants us to see what he does

right, and, imitate it, and see their mistakes, and notice the results. And. I think that

it may have been God's will that Moses break those tablets. We don't know.
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But it certainly is is will, that in general we take it as a horrible example to

avoid, and not an immediate situation let ourselves forget things that can be very

important, permanent lasting importance. Well, the tablets of stone were now broken.

They were $ replaced.

Aaron', lame- excuses. This is one of the most natural things, human things,

in the Scripture, and. when you read all the wonderful things about Aaron and what a

great man he was it seems hard to believe that anyone who thought so highly of Aaron,

as the writer of this book did, would have included these verses. But the Bible was

not written by a man who admired. somebody and therefore tells us everything good. about

him, or detests somebody and. therefore knocks him all the time, but it was written by

Godts representative who told us things exactly as they were. So we read in verses 21

2!,., "Moses said unto Aaron, What did. this people do to you, that you brought so great

a sin upon them? And Aaron said, Let not the anger of my lord. wax hot: thou knoweet the

people, that they are set on mischief. They said to me, Make us gods, which shall go

before us, for this man Moses, the man that brought us up out of the land. of Egypt,

we wot not what is become of him. And I said unto them, Whosoever bath any gold, let

them brek it off, so they gave it me, then I cast it into the fire, and there came out

this calf." And. Aaron is trying to make excuses, and. they are just about as silly, as

most people's excuses are. Aaron had sinned, he had. done wrong, and the more be tried

to excuse it the worst he was.

(Question: The people said, make us gods. You means as to whether it was the

first commandment or the second? What do you mean? I'm afraid I don't get the point.

That that would prove that in Aaront s mind these were actual gods than representing
under.

actually what the gods were And on the other hand. you have Aaron saying to

the people after he made this. Come all to the feast of the Lord. Come all together

in front of this and. celebrate. So I think we can draw opposite conclusions from two

statements Aaron made. I doubt if the evidence is sufficient to one of them for us to

reach a conclusion. Aaron probably wasn't a hundred per cent clear in his own mind, in

the whole situation. I certainly don't think Aaron was a ring leader who planned this

thing, and tried to lead the people into apostasy, but I think that Aaron went along with

them into it, and in going along, he probably partly convinced himself, and partly didnt.
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(question! floes the Hebrew have make us the gods? There is no the. But it could

be, make us nod, or make us gods. As far as the Hebrew is concerned the form would be

identical, whether it would. be make us gods, or make us God, or make us a god.. That is

God., may be just the same thing as the God.. But often, the word. God, has a the before

it. So you can't say it isntt the God, but you cant quite as if it had. a lee way.

Yes.




J. VeAgeanc WAV2,e,- 32:25-29. "Moses stood in the gate of the camp,

and said, Who is on the Lord's side? Let him come to me." And we read that all the

sons of Levi gathered themselves together with him. And he commanded them to go

through and to slay of the others, and. they did it according to the word of Moses

and there fell of the people that day about three thousand men. The vengeance on the

people at that time. It was very, very small compared to what the Lord had suggested,

wiping out the entire nation, and making a great nation of Moses, even though of the

entire nation, there might still have been maybe a hundred thousand left that had not

bowed the knee to the golden calf. It was very small compared to them, and yet it was

a terrible punishment, and it is easy to look at it from one of two views. Here we

see Moses, persuading the Lord, interceding with the Lord. not to m

destroy the nation, and only this small number being killed. And. on the other hand,

here we see Moses in his wrath and standing for the honor of God causing that this

number should be killed. The fact is this, we cant go to the Bible and. judge whether

the Bible is moral or not, to judge whether its principles are right. That?s the habit

the modernists have. So the modernists say, well now, I don't like the ethics of the

Bible. The Old Testament has got a low stage of ethics. It hasn't reached our high

exalted viewpoint, and so they start in trying to criticize the ethics of the Bible,

criticizing this, that, and the other thing, and then they go on, and. the next step is

they lose their ethics altogether. In the early stage of modernism their claim to have

a high ethics that goes down in their writing, in the later stage you will find that

they wrote exclusive, and explain away any sin whatsoever. There is no ethical standard

left, as modernism goes on. But the question is, where do you get your ethical standard.

You must get it from the Word of God. You must not try to take a standard., that is not atrue standard, or is not a workable standard. We don't get our standard. out of our head,
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we get it out of the Bible. There are those people who make up a standard of ethics,

that it is sinful to have any use of alcohol. There is no such statement taught in

the scripture anywhere at all. It is clearly taught in the Scripture that drunkenness

i a sin. That is clearly taught. And. of course, in a civilization like our present

one, there is a very good argument that can be made, that it is a wise policy to

abstain from alcoholic beverages altogether. But there are people who ma very much

of any touching of alcohol as being sinning, a that they overlook the really great

moral principle by insisting on certain a, b, c1s, that they say are very clear and

simple to the Christian, but are not the Divine standard. We must get our standard

from the Bible, not from other individuals.

Well, vengeance on the people then. The Levites stood true. The Levites had

been the cursed by Jacob. Certainly Levi had been cursed. He said, I was scattered
abroad ?
of God. in Israel. Simeon was scattered. abroad and disappeared. Levi stood by the

Lord and was scattered abroad, for blessing as Gods representative. The curse was

turned into a blessing. Levi stood. true to the Lord. God will fulfill all of His

promises. He will fulfill all of his blessings. What He declares will come topass.

They will come to pass, but no one can say, I am under the curse. There is nothing

I can do about it." He has mercy for anyone that looks to Him regardless of their

background. No one is loss, except by his own fault. There is no one who can say

God would not (lZi). Jesus said, I would gather you under wing, and you

would not. Every man is lost who would not have the blood atonement.

. lurther intercession, And we have further intercession, described from

chapter 32: 13- 33:23. NOn the morrow Moses said to the people you1ve sinned a great

sin. Now, I will go up to the Lord, pervenà.d.venture I will make an atonement. And.

Moses went, confessed their sin, and yet, now if thou wilt forgive their sin, and.
me

blot Akan out of thy book-".
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The Lord said, to Moses, take the people up. ll give them the land. I promised.

1111 send an angel before you, and I'll drive out the people in front of them, but I

wontt go up in the midst of you, for they are a etiffnecked. people, lest I consume them

in the wilderness. When the people heard these evil tidings they mourned and. no man

did. put on his ornaments, For the Lord had said unto Moses, Say 'into the children of

Israel, Ye are a stiffne&ed people. I will come up into the midst of thee in a oment

and consume thee. And t we have Moses' intercession continuing, described to the end of

chapter 33. Now there are two matters, we won't take time to go into detail on this.

I hope you will all spend at length sometime, but I want to bring out two points, in this

here, we have already had. a section in which God. has described how the tabernacle shall

be built. You recall, just a little bit earlier. Now when was the tabernacle built?

Read verse 7. "And Moses took the tabernacle, and. pitched it without the camp, afar

off from the camp, and called it the Tabernacle of the congregation." Was the

tabernacle made in between the directions that were given in the mount7 to Moses? And

the time when Moses came down and found. the people worshipping the golden calf? Or was

it between the time when they were worshipping the golden calf, and. the time when this

is described. in this verse, or when was it? Mr. K'irtz, would you have an idea?

How did the tabernacle get into this verse? That he took the tabernacle and be pitched

it outside, where did. it come from? Mr. Myers?

Here we find, it in Exodus 35.14., begins the making of the tabernacle, it is described

in 35, and in 36, and. in 37 and in 38. And 39. And the setting up of the tabernacle
chapter?

is described in verse 140. And he made it all according to the pattern shown to him in

the mount. But he did. that after he went up to the mountain again. It w,s after this

time that he built the tabernacle. Yet here it said, he took the tabernacle, and be

pitched it outside the camp.

The English word, Tabernacle, is to my regret, was used by the King James

translators, to translate six different Hebrew nouns. And the long description that

we've already had, of the building of the tabernacle, includes perhaps 15 or 20 cases

where he speaks of the tabernacle as the
/2)

tIP) the dwelling place.

And later on where it tells how the 4msme&ie tabernacle was built, it includes maybe
15 or more where it refers to the tabernacle as the the dwelling place.

/-r.'
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But there are in both of those a very few cases. I believe only two or three, where it

is not called the , but the , which means tent. The English word

tabernacle simply means a tent. But the tent that Moses put up, we call it a tent,

because it had these coats, skins on the outside, so it looked like a tent. So we

call it a tent. But it is ordinarily not called a tent. It is ordinarily called the

dwelling place. God's dwelling place. The " The place of the Shekinah glory.

And to my mind, the King James version would be far clearer, if i when they had.

they would say, dwelling, with a capital D, and if when they said

they would say tent, instead of saying tabernacle in both cases, Now in this particular

case it is the word. 9I' , the word which is not a common word, the word tabernale,

but is occasionally used for the tabernacle, that Moses used. And it is rather peculiar

Lamunaa the .y it simply says here, that Moses took the tabernacle and pitched it

without the camp, and called it the tabernacle of the congregation. It doesn't tell us

what tabernacle it is, but if you translate it as it literally is, took the tent, you

can conclude, it isn1t the great tabernacle, they built according to the directions on

the mount, because that wasn't yet built. It must be some tent. Now was it Moses,

tent, in which he ordinarily lived, or was it a tent, in which he had ordinarily used

as a center for worship? Which is it? Now he took it, we don't know. Now I have a

commentary here, the New Bible Commentary, so called, published in England, by the

In*ervarsity Fellowship, the commentary on the section of Exodus there, I looked up

this verse, and what it says about this verse is, Moses removed his tent outside the

camp. His tent, which the Lord was going to use as the place for meeting the mr
(712)
,and. Moses would make his intercession to the Lord. But it was Moses' tent.

Now, that's that mants view. Maybe he is right. In fact, I think he is right. It is

Moses tent. But is it his ordinary tent, his dwelling tent, or is it his second tent,

he had near, which he had used for this maps purpose all along. I don't know. But

it says, he called it the airi.*I tabernacle of the congregation, and I think that

that is extremely unfortunate, that the King James writer translates it, the tabernacle

of the congregation. I think they were great scholars and did * a grand job with the

King James version, but I think they made a few rather serious mistakes. And I think

this is quite unfortunate. The word that is here translated congregation, well the word
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congregation, the ring ,7ä.mes translators used to translate six different Hebrew words.

And this word is used very rarely, except in this connection. it means a

meeting place, or the meeting itself. Now there is an entirely different word,

which is used. for the assembly called together, which is more of what we think

as the congregation. But this is not a congregation in the modern sense. We say a

congregation, we mean a group of people together, but the word. congregation can just as

well mean, the coming together, as actually this is doubtless the coming together of

God and. Moses. Or Moses making intercession with God. and. God, revealing Himself to Moses.

The tent of meeting would be a more literal rendering. The tabernacle of the congregation

is all right if you understand congregation as being the sense of congregating, Moses and.

God congregating together, rather than in the sense of a lot of people coming together.

So it is an unfortunate term as far as modern usuage is concerned. Now maybe in the

King James day it would fit exactly the right idea. I can't say. But I think that it

is too bad anyway, they used the word. congregation, to give three or four different

Hebrew words, and they used. the sne word tabernacle, for the six different Hebrew words.

So in this case, it is a different tent, and. it is quite important that you have it in

mind., because all the critical books bring out that this is a mangmaga contradiction.

Here is a tabernacle already there, taken out of the camp, and yet you read. later on
tabernacle

that they built the itaaraima, so it shows that you have two different documents,

that they just combined. together. Of course, the thing that always impresses me, when

they give those arguments is, if they are from two different documents that had different

stories, what kind of an idiot was it that put them together into one book, that be

couldn't see that he made a contradiction when he put them together. In the eyes of the

man who put together the book of Exodus, there is no contradiction. I mean if a man

put it together. Or in the eyes of the man who wrote it, and. I believe Moses wrote it.

Certainly he wrote Exodus. And. it is up to us to figure out what he means, because

anything that any of us writes, can seem to have contradictions in it, and it may have

because none of us express ourselves perfectly, and the English language is not

susceptible to perfect expression anyway. Any (11) is pretty sure to have

contradictions in it, if people want to find them. But if they read. it to try to get
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the meaning, you put them, and assumed you were an intelligeth person who wasnt

making a contradiction, then they can usually figure out what was meant. And. that

is true of the Bible.

say there are no contradictions in the Bible is rediculous, because there are

contradictions in everything that have ever been written. But there is no case where

it is necessary so to interpret the Bible as to find. contradictions. There is always

a reasonable interpretation which does not involve a contradiction. And there is no

book ever written which pam cannot be so interpreted as to find, it contradicting at

different places. So I think that it is very important to have this in mind, because
misuse?

the English is very 'unfortunate in this mixing of the word. tabernacle. Or maybe it

s all right in the King James day. Maybe everybody used it. Map* Maybe a little

boy said, I'm going out and spend the day in my tabernacle with my dog. Maybe they

were customed. to the word, so that it was just a common word. to all, and. it fit

perfectly, but today, it has come to be a word. with a very specialized meaning.

It is used in the Old. Testament to translate Du! b a great many times, to

translate a great many times, and then it is used a very few times to

translate TI , which really means a booth. And. over in Amos we read that God

will raise up the tabernacle of Davict which is false. And. it is neither the word

D "'I or " It is an entirely different word. The critical argument today

about eschatology is based upon that passage and its quotation in Acts 15, and usually

failing to recognize the fact that it is taking our English word tabernacle which is not

really the sense of the word at all. It simply means a booth. It has nothing to

do with tabernacle in the modern sense.

f- The Covenant reestablished C. 3Li:l-35:3. And. in this 34th chapter

wait, I should briefly mention the last 6 verses of Exodus 33, which I include under

the heading further intercession, where there is a revelation of God's glory to Moses,

a rather peculiar passage, showing that Moses could not see God actually face to face,

although it does say later on, never again came a man who like Moses saw God face to

face. They are allegorical. They are figurative. They have to be, because God. doesn't

have a face that we could see. But here we find that God. reveals His glory to Moses in
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a very special way, but in a way in which surely only a portion of

Then. The covenant reestablished. Cl31-33. Here the Lord. told. Moses,

"Hew thee two tables of stone like unto the first, and I will write in the first

tablets, which thou brakest." And come up to the mountain and. dn1t bring anybody

with you. And he did this, and he went up, and then the Lord. proceded to give him

a series of statements, and according to the critics, this is the oldest part of Exodus.

This is the J document. C.3Li, and in chapters 20 is the E document, which is a little

later. And. according to some of them this is the original of the ten commandments.

0.T. History, 179. (o)

They figure ten statements out of Nam these. I think it was , the German

poet, who was one of the first, to work out kkamm this theory. It was not a theory

accepted. by all the critics by any means. lou will occasionally come across some.

According to their theory, these are the ten commandments, in the most primitive,

rudimentary form. Now to compare these with the moral law, really shows how rediculeus

it is. These are particular Alum things that God wanted. stressed., and they were matters

like seething a goat in its mother1s milk, as an imitation of a Canaanite

custom, and. a warning against falling into that particular type of heathenism. And. there

were particular things that were vital at that time. And. then, he wrote the ten

commandments, not the words that we have now, but he wrote the words which were

originally k±m here. But this is the reestablishment of the covenant of Moses, here,

and. it ends in chapter 35: verses 1-3, with a renewed stress on the Sabbath day. The

sabbath day was originated. at creation. It was part of Godts plan. But Israel

being the people out of all the ones, wanting to keep alive the memory, the knowledge

sign
of the true God, it was an important for them something that set them apart from

others, and therefore stressed as one specific thing that sets them apart and. makes it

easy for them to preserve their peculiarity and their distinctness. And so the stress

in these three verses, and then in verses LI, we start a new section, which will not e

g, but Li. Now Li is j tabernacle built And that is five chapters. 35:14., to the

end of chapter 39. If this were a class in architecture, we would. spend a few months
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on this. And it uld be very interesting, and, probably very worth while. nut

actually this was a sign of forms of worship, with the altar. But in Old. Testament
he did. all things according to

History, all we deal with is that thb. the patterns that the Lord, showed him
go on

in the mountain, and .1ma to section 5., tabernacle set . They had. made the

tabernacle. Now they put it up. Exodus hO. And it describes how they put up the

tabernacle, and put the different things in their right places, in it, and established

the worship, and the chapter ends with a repetition of the statement about God's

method of leading them. The tent of meeting which now seems to be used from hereon

for the eentral portion of the tabernacle, where God is thought of as actually meeting

with the representative of the people. That is called the tent of meeting in the side
of tabernacle
m the taImiiviMi as a whole. And the cloud covers it, and. the cloud. leads them.

That is as we see it here.

. Laws regarding sacrifices And these laws were not given up in the mountain.

Because in the first verse of Leviticus, it says the Lord called. to Moses, and. spots

to him out of the tent of meeting saying, and. so God there in the tabernacle,
(5)
proceeded to give directions to Moses as to how the sacrifices were

regularly to be done. That is Leviticus 1-7. And I was, when I was 12 years old., I

started to read the Bible. I read a chapter of Genesis in the morning, and a chapter

in the i!ith evening. A third chapter the next morning, and a forth the next evening,

and I went right through Genesis, and right through Exodus, and then I got to Leviticus

1-7. I think when I got to 5 I got bogged down, and. it was about 6 months later that

I proceeded on. Many people get bogged down in the beginning of Leviticus, because it

is a section of detailed law, which was very important for their proper observance, by

the priests, but not intended to be, for light reading by the people, or for exhortation.

They are for study, not for easy reading. And so you have seven chapters of laws

regarding sacrifices. Very interesting to see the typology in it, but that again is

not the subject of this course. Number is the consecration the -priests

0.8,9. We had the directions back in Exodus, how the priests should be consecrated.
Now we have them consecrated in chapters 8, and. 9 and. then 8 gets ?ack into the
history again.
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These are accounts of the beginnings of services, and. accounts of laws, but now,

8 is The rebellion of adab and. Abihu Chapter 10. We will look at this tomorrow.

(Next class).

Yesterday we had just reached, number 8. This is in C, at Sinai. This is almost

the only narrative section of the book of Leviticus. Most of the book of Leviticus

is made up of law, and. of a special kind of law. They are laws for the priests.

There are laws for the carrying on of the service in the temple, Laws for the lives

of the priests. Or laws for detailed observances, such as it would not be necessary

for the average person to have thoroughly in mind. The critics make contradictions

between the fact that you have such great complexity of law in Leviticus, and. such

comparative simplicity of law in Exodus. And make it out to be m one of more

primitive law, and the other more of an advanced law. The fact of the matter,if you

take the Bible as it stands here, that they are different. They are different kinds

of law. But the difference is not in primitiveness. The difference is in the purpose

of the law. The laws in Exodus are mostly laws for the people to have in mind. Laws

to be driven home to their minds and hearts, and. remembrance by them and. applied. The

laws in Leviticus are laws which apply to particular situations or particular groups of

people, and. need Is not to be known by everybody, but should be available for

application. And. consequently naturally they are more complex, and. more detailed.,

and less interesting. And, you have all the material of this type together, because it

is necessary to have the general law driven home to people's hearts, and. you don't Vant

to mix in it that law which is for reference, rather than for constant memory. Thus

you have in Leviticus, you have a law that every éiira fifty years is a Jubilee. (9).

as the land lie fallow. Well, if you took the people in the 53rd year, and. you taught
everybody, now remember the fiftieth year, the land lie fallow, and from the 53rd, 51h,

55th, through the next ten years, you've drummed that into the people's minds, so no

body would ever forget it, after ten years of that, people would. be so sick of hearing

it, they'd quit saying anything about it. It would have no relevance to their lives.
10

And 35 years later, when the Jubilee came, the that everyone would have

forgotten them. But if you have it in the law book, which the leaders are supposed to

read, and refer to, frequently, then it is their responsibility as the time
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draws near to again be given to be make the people aware of, so there is this vital

difference in the type of law, and Leviticus is a very important book for its

purpose. The purpose is brought out very clearly in the name which we give it.

The name which comes from the Greek, Leviticus, the book that comes from the

Levitical material; that is, the material for the Levites. That is not in the original.

The Hebrew simply calls it " And. God. called. The first word. God. called

to Moses who said, take down this law. Well that word, and. God called, tells us

nothing about the book, except that it is a book of God's revelation. And that of

course, you can say of many books. But the Greek gives it a title which is a very good

title. It describes exactly what it is. It is the book of the detailed law, and. most

particularly of the law, dealing with the temple.

Well, in this book we have this one chapter which it is quite different from most

of them, because it is a chapter which describes an event which occurred. And. this

event occurred fairly (ili) after the beginning of the temple, or of the
tabernacle,
tmima* br the setting up of the tabernacle, after the setting apart of Aaron

and his sons to be priests. That Aaron's two eldest eons took his censer and put fire

in it, and put incense on jt,Iafl offered strange fire before the Lord., which he

commanded them not. And. there went out fire from the Lord, and devoured them, and.

they died before the Lord." Now there is a fact which is not altogether clear to us,

what does it mean by strange fire? Does Aaron tell you, n now here is fire,

and you are to put this in a censer and you are to wave it around., and do this every day,

but you be careful how you do it, because the people who were there last week, made a

mistake and they got burned up. Toud want to know right away, now what kind. of

mistake did they make, and. what does this strange fire consist of? Maybe that was

clear to the people there, but it is not clear to us. We don't know just what it was.

And I don't think it was the Lord's intention that we should know what it was, because
the purpose of this is not to stress particular details af how (13) sacrifices.

But it is to stress the fact that the sacrifice was to be offered. exactly as God

commanded, And what was wrong ih was certainly not that Tadab and Abihu made a

mistake, and got some little detail wrong. There must have been thousand of cases

where priests made some little mistake, and. got some detail wrong, and. nothing ever

happened. But it is an attitude that they showed, of saying, well, this is what God
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commanded, but lets try a different y. ere is something that looks to us as if it

would be more effective. Lets do it our way instead of doing it God's way. And right

at the very beginning of the sacrificial system, God. gave an object lesson, not that

Nadab and Abihu were worst sinners, than perhaps 20% of the priests in subsequent years.

But that that they were doubtless bad. eitizens. They showed an attitude, a wicked

attitude, but not that they were the most wicked men by any means, but that right at the

beginning here, of the sacrificial service, it was vital that the first ones who would

do it be men whose i hearts were right before God.. And. it was vital that the thing be

established on a proper foundation. And somebody may say it was God. who punished Nadab

and Abihu this way, two men who are sinners like many a man is, bad citizens, not the

worst by anymeans, there were worse sinners than they, but that they in subsequent

times should honor God, because everyone of them deserves death. Everyone of us

deserves eternal punishment for our sins. It is only the grace of God. that enables any

of us to escape from death.

O.T. History. 180. (0)

But sin in many cases brings inevitably certain consequences in this life of

suffering, but in a many cases Often the suffering comes in many cases to

the innotent one, rather than to the one guilty of sin. But in this life, when you

have punishment which is a specific intervention of God., ±E gin mat which you do not

ordinarily have, but you do some times it is given, not that he is giving now the

sin, the punishment it deserves, and showing a just attitude of punishing sin in this

life, because all men are judged, when you look over eternity, but that it is done

for specific purpose,here for its affect upon others. And. so in this case, the

punishment of Nadab and Abihu was right at the start, to show the extreme seriousness

of carrying out law as He gave it. And. it is not just a matter of, you want to

watch out. You get these details exactly right because if you make a mistake you
are going to be punished. It is nothing of the kind. But it is a matter of

a heart before God that desires to do God9s will instead of all this thinking that

we've got to work out a better way than our own. That's exactly the sin that caused

Satan to fall. It was Satan's desire to be God., and to put himself in the place of God.

It was Adam's sin that he could see better what was right than what God gave and it is a

fault which people make beginning work over and over. Every young fellow that amounts to
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anything when he begins his life work, immediately sees the areas and mistakes that

everybody ahead of him has made, and so he thinks he can do a tremendously lot better,

and maybe that's true in some cases. And. we can all see mistakes in those ahead of us,

and we should see how to remedy it, when we get into positions where we can remedy it.

But we fail to see that those ahead of us, have a tremendously lot of good. points, which
defections

we haven't even been able to observe. If we would only realize *iiaie their mMm!mta*a,

and we start in immediately where we start something to revolutionalize and. change it

around and do what we think is our way, and we introduce two good points, that am our

predèscessors did not have and in so doing, we get rid, of 50 good points that they have

that we don't have, and this attitude, the attitude of desire to impDove, is something

the Lord wants us to have, but the attitude of changing things around to our way, right

away, before had a chance to learn to do it the way others have thought about it,

is an attitu which often leads to misery and trouble and complete failure on the part

of many individuals. And Nadab and Abibu here started out and the whole thing would have

been changed before long, but God. wanted us to know that this was not just some other man's

idea. This was God's revelation as to bow He wanted His work done, and their part was

to do this work in just the way He said, and in other aspects of His work, they have

plenty of opportunity there in Israel, as they matured in experience, and reached the

point where they could do it effectively. So the account is of what actually happened.

here, is quite brief. It is quite brief, but it is very, very strong, when we realize

what happened, There went out fire from the Lord, and devoured them, and. they died

before the Lord. So here right at the beginning of the priest hood, the first and.

second son of Aaron, had been killed as soon as they started to their worship. And.

it was necessary to the younger eons to take over.

So the rebellion of Nadab and Abihu here in Leviticus is a vital part of the

history of the rebellions of the children of Israel in the wilderness against God.

And a vital part of the narrative of God's dealings with His people, though it is

rather buried in Leviticus, most of which is just another type of material. And Itm

going to skip over the rest of the book of Leviticus.

Itm just going to call it number 2 Other laws 11-27. Now that of course is a
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very summary title and it should be divided up but this is a course in 61d Testament

History, rather than in law, and for our purpose I want you to know the general

nature of the book of Leviticus, and to know where the rebellion of lad.ab and Abihu

is described. And these other laws are well worth study, but for this particular

course, we have to skip over them. I only want however, to call your attention to one

of the chapters which you should be familiar with. That is Leviticus 16. And Leviticus

16 is a very important chapter because it is the description of that great and important

day, the day of atonement. The day of atonement, when the high priest entered into the

Holy Place, with the sin offering, for himself and for his people when be killed the

goat of the sin offering, and when he laid the sin of the people on another goat which

was driven out into the wilderness to carry the sin ay, and thus there is represented

here the fact that even the high priest must have an atonement for his sin, and

(61) and that til the people must have their sin borne by another, or

they cannot possibly receive God's acceptance. The great day of atonement for His

wonderful, pictorial representation of the work that Christ would do. Everyone who saw

this must have realized who thought at all about it, that the killing of a goat, driving
couldn't

another goat out into the wilderness, to say a few words over it, that pompous affect

their sin. That couldn1t affect their reception before God.. Little mumble jumble, thatts

not going to affect your eternal destiny, but it represents something that will affect

their eternal destiny. It is a picture of something which will have vita], affects upon

all the forces of the universe. Something that will be providing for the universe,
be

whereby you can be saved from your sine, and can/received. into the family of God..

And so all of Leviticus speaks of atonement. It all speaks of Christ. But this chapter

is one of the outstanding sections on the subject.

Now we move on to number 10. Preparation leaving Sinai Our section on

At Sinai, C which is covering the equivalent of two books of the Pentateuch, and this

tenth portion of it, I'm including in it, nine chapters or a little more, it is the

first part of the book of Numbers. And I don't think we properly understand this first

part of the book of Numbers, unless we see its place in the history here. m* So I
think it v is very vital that we understand. just what these ten chapters are. These 9

and a fraction chapters. They are preparations for leaving Sinai. Well, what does that

mean? It means that numbers, chapters 1-10:10 is not a story simply of God's dealing
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with these people. There is comparatively little narrative in this section. It means

that it is not a presenti.on of ods moral law for His ma people. The moral law is the

Ten Commandments. Other sections to some extent apply the moral law. It means that

this is not a section simply of worship to God.. That it is not a section simply of

describing how God dealt with His people at various times. It is specif1c preparation

before starting on the main portion of the wilderness journey. And therefore it had. a

great importance historically as showing how God equipped the people and started them

out. And. it has a great importance spiritually for us, in showing us the sort of

preparation that is vital in our wilderness journey. And these nine chapters are full

of important lessons for today. But they are apt to he missed, if we don't realize the

meaning of the section. Now this section then, the preparations for leaving Sinai,

section number 10 here, has a number of subheads in it, and the first of these, a

a is the men of war numbered and. t}ieir -positionj ss Ine.d ", rch 1:1-2:34.

It is from this section that the book receives its name. That is to say that, the

Greek in it, arithmoi a name which does not describe the book, a very poor name, but

it does tell us, what we find in this first chapter. Now it is interesting

historically to note how large the tribe was. But what importance does it have to us?

Why do we care about this section? Well, I think it is important to note that God.

in preparing the children of Israel, for their wilderness journey, caused that Moses

should take stock of what they had. He ha ordered him to take inventory, of the number

of men who were capable of taking part in the service of the army, in defending them

against attack, and in carrying the equipment, with them. They had come in a more or

less helter skelter fashion out of Egypt. Each family was a group to itself. Each

tribe simply came the best they could. They were a ntixt multitude. And they got along

that way, with God's help, as far as Sinai. But it was not His will, that they should
V\

try to do that perment3.y-. With this enthusiasm of youth, or at the beginning of a new

task, you could often jump into it, and grab this or that, and take not hold here, and

there, and. you can make a mighty good job in a short time, but you can't keep that up

permt1y. You have to put things on a steady well organized basis. And the Lord is

showing us that for our Christian work, e wants us to take inventory of our resources,

and find out what we have, and note what is available for the various tasks, before us.
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And it is one of the tragedies of Christian work, both of the lives of individuals, and

of the lives of grouns of Christians, the amount of waste there is in ability and talents

that are not used in the Lord's service, because we do not take inventory and realize

what we have and then se&means of use of it in order that his work may be forwarded.

And so there is a vital lesson for us in the 'orenaration for the wilderness journey,

that God wants us to make similar orenaration. But when David made his census God sent

pestilence on the land and nonished him severely. But here God ordered that a census be

made, and so the critics try (13) exolanation, they say the census

here is simply David's census. They say this is David's census which we have in Numbers.

Well, that's a pure conjecture but most of the present-day critics hold

that view. And they say that the census at the end of Numbers, chanter 26, is very simi

lar to this. You change a few figures here and there and you can get it the same and

they're simoly two different editions of census. Well, that's trying to find an

explaaation out of pure human (131) Actually, this we're told

isthe census of the people at one period., David made his census centuries liter. The

difference between the two isthe most--this is Go ordering an inventory for the nurpose

of carrying out the task which he has assigned. Daid's is a census in order to prove

his glory and his power, to increase his ego, an to gather in the forces that he might

carry on offensive war against other nations (i*)

But Moses'was different, and the nunishment (lL*)

because God ordered it himself here but that maybe Moss was wrong.

with the wrong motive and(l4)

Well, we go into the details of the census. The, not only does it te1l us

here how many there are in each but the order in which they are to march. It is very...

0.T.History 181. (-)

and then to find ten other important tasks that nobody is going to take. Now God

does not want to have everything regimented. He does not want it. But he dons want us
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to enceavor wht our rsources are, and so arrange them to cover thegreatest rossible

*ystem march
ground, so we find here a very well-work'd-out/Tor the moving in the he&r4s of te r)eonle

in general.




dutes described.Then b, is The Levites numbered and their pas* oe-aesne4 That is from 3:1 to

4:&i9. The Levites nubered. and their duties assigned. The men of war were numbered and

the Levites were not included. Now the Levites are numbered. The age from which the

men were numbered was an age selected with a view to the Durposes of the Var. Now the

Levites are numbered from a different age arrangement because they had a different, they

did not take Dart in the war. The Levites directed the service of the DeoDle, and the

Levites carried the tabernacle, and each of them is given a section to do, each r,articular

groun of Levites, a section to carry of the tabernacle. It is a great thing for a man

to be a wonderfulreacher, and able to give messages that will reach peonlets hearts,

and I've known instances where men have nreached with such power and such ability that

the -oeople have come from miles around to hear him. And it was, I think, two different

times in United States history, up in Brooklyn there were men who preached and the neople

would come for many miles around, thousands of neole would come every Sunday to hear

him nreach, but where when the man died,the work just disappeared to nothing, almost

immediately. Because it was stmoly a preaching work, and the two instances I have in

mind, I believe% were real Christian preachers, who gave the Word of God and did a great

deal of good. But it s simply a matter of preaching, and when the man was gone theie

work disappeared. I've known cases where ministers have left a church and where the work

has ended and what was a big, fine work was just drovned down to practically nothing,

bedause it was all built around the preacher. I've known other cases where a man has

not only been a preacher, maybe not nearly as great, but in addition to that he has

known how to organtze his people in order that their talents would be utilized, that

their ability would be harnessed to the task of Christian service, and where the minister

has died or moved to another place and the church work has gone on even under great

difficulty for a long time, or nerhans he was succeeded by another man very different

from himself, but the work has continued as good as it was. The work of the Lord re-
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quires excellent oreaching but it also requires organization and here were the Levites

willing, anxious to do the work, here's the tabernacle, let's move it, and they all jump

in and take ahold and. do the best they can and they could get into quite a ixuo, but each

one has an assigned task, and the order in which they do itêscribed here, the work can

be cone quickly, can be done expeditiously, it can be carried forward effectively. And

it is a thing that is worth giving our thought to, how to organiae our lives to make all

our time count and our effort count, and if you really get to work on this problem, and

work on itlç you'll find that when you get to the end of your life you'll wish you could

start over again at that ooitit,eou could do it so much better, keeping on and con

tinuing (L) from there. But we can all constantly improve in this regard, to organize

ourselves, and it's also true of organizing that which we have to do. If God outs you

into a subordinate positon learn the work that's your work to do and learn to do it well.

And have your eyes open to see how to other parts well when they fall to your lot, but

don't try to interfere with them now and upset the forward going of the organization.

If the time comes when he puts you in a oositkon of leadership then it is vital that you

have some experience and some observation particularly in knowing how to ke ahold, and

to avoid the friction and the unnecessary difficulties that always come when neoole try

to work together. And so this section here does not have a great deal that in specific

detail is helpful'L or imoortant to us today, but the general purport of it has a very

real meaning and importance in all the activity of Christian work today,

And then c , -vee-, chapter 5, we have a section which I call, Reau& of uncleanness

and defilement from the camo That is chapter 5:1-31. Ahd herfter the organization is

described we immediately have this law regarding defilement and uncleanness. And at

first sight you say well, here's another Dart of the moral law given. Here is another

Dart of God's law given for Israel. Well, it is mart of that but that does not give the

answer. This is not a tart of the Levitical law, and it is not a part of the book of

the covenant. This Is a rt of the oreparation for the wilderness journey, and so this

section should be thought of in its relation to the section as a whole, that the Lord is
c\ej ,

making clear here, he is showing the vital fact that'4- organization, excellent
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planning, carefully worked out systems can be comDletely inefective, in fact, can be

completely destroyed by failure to maintain purity and cleanliness within the organiza

tion. Now it's very easy when we didagree with someone else for us to immediately decide

that that other person is unclean or is wicked, but we are too, and whether there's enough

greater wickedness in them than in us to be the cause of èoii failure is a thing that has

to be examined carefully. We should not Jump to conclusions as people are all too nrone

to do. But we must recognize the fact that neither they or we can fall into sort tual

uncleanness or defilement or sin, which can wreck the whole work, and it is imDortant to

be on the watch for that. If you are called to a church and everybody's hauny and you

have a unanimous call, eerybody's a hundred oer cent for you in it, and everything just

looks as if you're going to have just a perfect time for the next twenty yeas, all

working together and winning souls for the Lord, there's no reason to ever think of any

friction in the future, don't let that lead you to go to sleep and say well any arrange

ment is quite OK with me about the organization. Don't try to dictate everything but

get a clear idea immediately exactly what the organization is. Where the control lies,

what is the machinery for settling differences of oinion, and what is the arrangement

in that iDarticular church for taking tare of matters of immorality or of wickedness or of

sin which may develop on thert of pastor or of neople. Have the thing clearly in mind.

Understand what it is, ask yourself this question. Supposing that one of these people

here falls into serious sin, and even one of the leaders of the church, what should be

done about it? Acyourself the question suppose that some terrible difference comes

within the church, what is the machinery for handling it? And when everything is smooth

and nice and there's no difficulty at all, think the thing through and make a suggestion

here and a suggestion there, in order to have things oreTDared to take care of some de

velooments if they whould occur. And we can hone that they never will occur but when

they do occur it's too late then to do anything about it. You have to struggle with the

resources that you have. And so God, at the preparation, the beginning of the organized

portion of the wilderness journey, that is, just after this short beginning of it (10)

at the beginning of the main portion of the wilderness
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journey, God here is giving laws for removal of defilement from the camp, hot here punish

ment for soecific defilement, as in the case of lTadab and Abihu being killed, but giving

laws *h±ch are available for taking care of situations when they begin, and before they

become serious. I remember in the early days of the Seminary when we had a comparatively

small group of students and our faculty was a conroaratively untrained group, and we were

wo.king together in directing it, a number of different sorts of matters would come up

and we would get very excited about different problems that arose and I reached the con

clusion then that one of the most important things in administration is distinguishing

between those difficulties which arise which, if you just let them go on they will natur

ally settle themselves and everything will be all right and there's nothing to worry about;

And those things which begin to arise which you've got to nip in the btd. and take ahold

of immediately, and it's very, very easy to 6* if you act soon, but if you let them go

they develop into somethihg that is very difficult to handle and it isn't nearly so hard

to handle a thing as it is to know what the things are that have to be handled soon, and

what the matters are which it's much better to sit back and forget about and let them

take care of themselves, Otherwise you make unnecessary trouble for yourself and for

others. To learn to make a distinction. And so here the Lord outlins certain types of

uncleanness and of difficulty which are very ant to arise, and he gives the nrocedure for

dealing with them at the ery beginning of the wilderness journey. And so right after

the organization and the evaluating of their resources, next comes the rules for getting

rid of defilement and uncleanness whén$ it occurs. Did you have a question? (studaet.12.

Yes, I did. You said that this was not a part of the Levitical law, you said this is a

orer,aration for the journey. However, some of these laws would be carried through the

old time of Israel, so what I was wondering, just what do you mean by the book of the

covenant, and how does it differ from this rrticular -rrt?) Yes, the Book of the Coven

ant is chapter 29 to 24 of Exodus. The Book of the Covenaññ is the first presentation of

the Covenant to the people, at which the moral law was given first, and then laws were

given which were vital te-.he-aw for them all to have in mind immediately as entering

in to the basis of their conduct. Thats the Book of the Covenant. Then the Lejtjca1
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law is the detailed law to be kept in the book for the leaders to refer to and apply as

the case may arise. That's in Leviticus. Now in this particular law there may be laws

given which are meant to be of i)ermanent validity. But that is the secondary portion of

their purpose here. The purpose here is for their immediate ap-olication to the wilderness

journey and we should not exclude the i)ermanent validity unless we have evidence that they

are (1+)

Now this section then, chater 5, is not a section which is erdinarily studied from.

But it is a section which has a real meaning for us in Its place here, that has a very

great meaning and significance for us. But there is more to it than that, there is a very

definite problem which comes up in connection with it. And this problem relates particular

ly to the section from verses 11 to 3].. The chapter as a whole includes three parts,

first is the removal of defileth -persons, verses 1 to U; then is the removal of guilt

of tresuass, verses 5 to 10: but then verses 11 to 31 are the law of jealousy. The law

of jeolousy, and this is a very interesting section. I hoie most of you have your Bibles

open in front of you. I won't take time to read this whole section but I will try to

glance over it with you in such a way as to bring out the main thought...

O.T.History 182. (MU)

.and the spirit of jealousy come unon him, and he be jealous of his wife, and. she be

defiled: or if the spirit of jealousy come unon him, and he be jealous of his wife, and
three

she be not defiled: Now I don't know whether you caught from these/verses the divisions

because only the last verse which has a cczitrast to all that precedes. First we

have a situation where a woman commits sin against her husband, and there's no withess,

there's no proof, there's no evidence, but the spirit of jealousy comes on the man, he is

suspicious. And she be defiled, that is, his suspicion is justtuied but he has no way of

proving it, or the second mart, of if the spirit of jealousy cane upon him, and he be

jealous of his wife, and she be not defiled. In other words, he is suspicious of her but

he has no real reasorVto be, she is innocent. This is a case then in which there is no

evidence available. Well, why not say, if a woman is guilty of this terrible sin, let her
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be taken out and stoned, and the defilement taken out of the camo. But in order to pro

tect the innocent, letus make it so that absolute proof is necessary and no one shall be

phnished in this place unless there's absolute proof. Well, in thks case there is not only

t absolute proof, there is no oroof. The man is suspicious and all, there is no

evidence on the matter. Well, then, why not say, well, the woman is (2?t) oresunied

innocent? Bedause in this there is not just a matter of whether a woman is uiLy or

innocent. There is a matter of a spirit of suspicion on the part of e- US~gang. That is

And you see this is not a matter of ordinary life, though it has its lessons for

ordinary life. It is a mattr of a march. It is a matter of a progress through the

wilderness, it is preraration for that. How is the army going to move forward there

without difficulties arising which can be fatal to the orogress of the whole groun. And

it is not merely that defilement, wickedness, on the part of this woman, can bring an

uncleanness into the camp, which must be dealt with, it is that a spirit of jealous) on

the nart of the husband which leads him to be sure in his heart the woman is guilty, even

though there's nothing he can do about it, can introduce into the army an attitude which

can be fatal to the success of the work. And so this is not so much the law of unclean

ness here as it is the law of jealousy. It is a matter of handling that sort of a situa

tion here in order to stop it and not allow it o go on and fester and cause great harm.

And so in this situation, here is, we are told what is to be done. Then the man shall bring

his wife to the priest and he shall bring her offering for her, the tenth rart of an eohah

of barley meal, and it describes the offering. And so there is an offering that has to be

given. Everything that we do hould be done in relation to (Li)

It should be brought in relation to that. We should remember that we also are guilty. We

should remember that it is only the grace of God that kee us all from being destroyed,

and we should take that into consideration when we proceed to bring charges agai st other

people. We should make mighty sure that'/ we ourselves are under the blood.. But then it

continues after this offering is made, and the priest shall bring her near and set her

before the Lord, and the priest shall take holy water in an earthen vessel, and of the dust

onthe floor of the tabernacle he'll take and out into the water, and he'll set the woman
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before the Lord, and uncover the woman's head, aM nut the offering of memorial in her

hands, which is the jealousy offering, and the priest shall have in his hand the bitter

water that causeth the curse, and the Driest shall charge her by an oath, and say to the

woman, if no man have lain with thee, and if thou hast not gone aside to uncleanness with

another instead of thy husband, be thou free fromthis bitter water that causeth the curse.

But if thou hast gone aside to another instead cf thy husband, and if thou be defiled, and

some man have lain with thee beside thine husband, then the priest shall charge the woman

with an oath of cursing, and the priest shall say to the woman, the Lord make thee a curse

and an oath among thy people, *hen the Lord doth make thy thigh to rot, and thy belly to

swell, and this water that causeth the curse whall go into thy bowels, to make thy belly

to swell, and thy thigh to rot, and the woman shall say, Amen, amen. And the oriest shall

write these curses in a book and shall blot them out with the bitter way, and shall cause

the woman to drink the bitter water that causeth the curse, and the water that causeth

the curse shall enter into her, and become bitter. Then the priest shall take the jealousy

offering out of the woman's hand and shall 'wave the offering before the Lord, and offer

it upon the altar. Verse 27, and when he has made her drink the water, then shall come

to pass that, if she be defiled, and have done tresDass against her husband, that the

water that causeth the curse whall enter into her and become bitter, and her belly shall

swell and her thigh shall rot, and the woman shall be a curse among her DeoDle. And if

the woman be not defiled but be clean, then she shall be free, and shall conceive seed.

This is the law of jealousies, when a wife goes aside to another instead of her husband,

and is defiled, or when the spirit of jealousy comes on him and he be jealous over his

wife, and shall set the woman before the Lord, and the priest shall execute upon her all

this law. Then shall the man be guiltless from iniquity and this woman shall bear her

iniquity. Now here is a low then which is not a part of the 'vitical law, that is, it

is not contained in the law book which set forth the law that was established for the

condudt of Israel in the days to come. It is a isrt of the Dreration for the wilder

ness journey. We go on into the history and we find no further reference to this law.

There are many situations where it might have been invoked but there is o reference to it
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in the long history through this time and the time of David, or between David and the

going into capt1ity, or up to the time of the Maccabees or on, there is orior to the

destruction of Jerusalem, we find to reference to this anywhere. Mr. Myers, you had a

question? (student. 7 3/L) Yes, that's one question, now what's the second one? (student.

8+)To, she doesn't. Verse 31 is that, if the woman has iniauity in this regard, she's to

bear it, and the man is guiltless from iniquity. The implication is that if the woman is

innocent the man is not guilty. She bears her iniquity, but if whe doesn't have iniquity

to bear here, she drinks the water and she's perfectly all right, nothing haooens, she

goes ahead living a normal life after that, why the man admkts I was wrong in my suspicions,

there were things which looked to me, made me suspicious, I was entirely wrong in it, it

was a woong attitude on my part and I'm going to turn aside from it. The thing is to get

rid of the spirit of jealousy and dissension by susoicion, by making a means whereby it

can be proved that it is a grouññless suspicion and eradicate itlç or by prtving that it

is a deserved suspicion and giving it the punishment which it deserves. But the thing is

that this was not given as a law which was enforced through the history of Israel. I be

lieve there's no evidence that it was. And after the destruction of the Temple, a gener

ation later, we have the rabbis writing the Talmud, gong through the Old Testament and

considering *tery little detail of law very, very carefully, and trying to understand it.

And when they come to this, they say well, now, we don't do this, why don't we do it?

And I forget the exact explanation someone gave but he said, that shortly before the de

struction of Jerusalem that some theory had been advanced on which it had been discontinued.

And they went ahead to say that there was a certain room in the Temple in which this was

performed and certain things like that, but all evidence is after the destruction of

Jerusalem, it is a theorizing (l)

We have no evidence that this was done afterward. It is my persoa&.l conviction that this

was not intended as a law for Israe1istory, but as an arraement for the wilderness

journey. Mr. Welch? (student-10 3/4. In verse 23, how do you blot out writing with water?

You have the writing which would be made with some sort of a pgment which was placed on the

papyrus, and then you put water over it which orobably would remove the writing and take
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the ink or whatever it was into the water. And then you would give this water to the

woman to drink. Which contains the pigment which had expressed those words. Our present

word blot means the exact opposite, it means to dry ink. Well, in this case it would

remove the ink, blot it out, by washing it off. It's not perhaps altogether clear in

modern English. But there's a real problem involved in this, which Mr. Myers has pointed

out. Is, supposing that one of us was in a situation like this. Could we go and sacri

fice something on an altar and then take the dust from the floor by it and take that dust

that had some of the raá.ins of the charcoal from the burnt offering and. it that in with

sme water and then take some ink and put it into the water and write something with the

ink and make the woman drink it, and not only would she get terribly sick and die if she

were guilty, but if she were innocent it wouldn't hurt her at all. I've never heard of

anybody trying to auoly it in our age. There is no reason that I know of to think that

the combination of charcoal with ink in water would produce this effect. And certainly

there was nothing poisonous in the combination because if the woman was innocent it wouldn't

hurt her, so there was nothing poisonous in the combination. That which to one woman would

mean death and misery, to another woman it wouldn't injure her at all. So it was not a

physical effect which certain chemifal elements would produce. It was an effect which

varied according to her gukit or innocenfe. And that is contrary to our normal experience,

because normally physical effects come from '-'hysical causes, rather than from the question

Ef whether the person is innocent or is guilty that was involved in it. I would say that

it would have to be a direct miracle, a direct intervention of God. That God in the tar

ticular case, not that the water did it, but that God did it, but that in order to stress

what he was doing, he had them drink the water and go through this form. And we are told

here that during the wilderness journey, God is going to work a miracle, that he is going

to do something which he does not need to do ordinarily. Ordinarily he exnects us to use

evidence and to consider a person innocent until oroven guilty. But in the wilderness

journey, in order to eradicate this cause which could produce such great difficulty, this

spirit of jealousy, in order to eradicate it, he orovides a means 66 (i-)

and he works a miracle during thts journey in resoonse to this particular (lL4)
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hat
But it is not part of the law of Israeluing the long generations ahead God promises

to work a miracle in every case where a man is jealous. This was one of the great period s

(l4')ofmiracles that we note, there are only a few periods, ordinarily Go4'does not work

by miracles, but there are a few great periods of miracles and one of them, one of the

great ones was the coming out, going through the wilderness of Paran, and during that

time God works in His Drovidence. God used means which he had prepared long ago, but he

also worked with specific supernatural power to bring (114. 3/14.)

and this...

O.T.History 183. ()

...this little group was assembled

and brought up through the wilderness in this crucial time, God worked his miracles when

neeessary in order to prevent the jealousy and the defilement from coming in ai wiping

out the work and destroying the testimony. Now we fan pray, at crucial periods in our

Christian work, that God will work in remarkable providential ways in order to give us

such a system that we cannot ordinarily (i) but at crucial times we can

pray for very unusual assiètance in order that a work that we1re sure is his work will

go forward without being wrecked, and every true work o± God would be wrecked if the Devil

had his way about it.

I have briefly discussed certain Hebfew words lately and I'm sure my pronunciation

would be clear enough he Advanced students would have no difficulty in getting them,

but for first-year students, it might be a little better to write them out. And so I will

write one or two on the board now. This word (2-) * was discussed,

I believe, at our first meeting this week. is the word wiich is

translated repent. It's not a very good translation but I know of no other word which

exactly describes it. We notice that in the (2 3/4) * it means

to be (2 3/4) but it is not simuly it is

the change from an unhappy state to a less unhappy state, which is the result of something

that has occurred or something which onebs determin to do. Tiat definition fits)
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I believe, all the Israelites. And in the (3k) * it is positive, and is

used in Isa. 140, where he says, comfort, comfort yej my Deople. It means cause the peoDle

to change from their unhappy state of their present misery to a less unhar,oy state in view

of the fact that God is going to deliver them. So that word (3-i) *

then we discussed day before yesterday. Yesterday we mentioned the word for the tabernacle.

One of them was the(3 3/1+) * . It is very common in Hebrew to form

a noun by prefacing a name to a verb. There are various methods of doing it, just like in

that'
Englksh you say, eat, the verb, and you say meat is something that you eat. WellWell,/abou

the only Instance I know of in English, it's rather common in Hebrew, to take a--in Englihh

we're more apt to add something on the end like shin or some or something like that, to

make a noun out of an adjective. But here, in Hebrew, you can take a verb very often and

put a name before it and it very generally indicates the place where something occurs,

thnugh it has other meanings possible, but it is a noun derived from a verb. So that

(j,l) * is the -olace where God (1+-k-) * and *

means to dwell, the Shekinah glory is a term used, the glorious dwelling of God.. And so

the (1+ 3/L4* is a term that is regularly used for the tabernacle in

the directions to Moses to build the tabernacle nd the acount of its being built.

Occasionally]; in those passages the tabernacle is ealled an (5) * This

is a word which is used a good deal in Genesis. I don't recall ever striking (5k) *

in Genesis. But * is used in Genesis a good many times, be

cause Abra,ham lived in a tent, and * simply means a tent. But we read over

in the New Testament, the book of Hebrews, Abraham was dwwlling in tabernacles with Isaac

and Jacob, and that doesn't mean they were in religious services all the time. It simply

means tent and woul be a much better translation to say tent. But the word (5 3/1+) *

is used occasionally for the tabernacle in the instructions for its building and in the

account of its being built, but it's used right in between the two regularly for Moses'

tent, the tent of meeting which he moves out frm the center of the amn, out to a place

outside the camp. And we (6) that this tent of meeting which the King

James Version unfortunately translates as the tabernacle of the congregation, the word.
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a they translate congregation, and In Old E1i5h perhaps congregation

was a good rendering, but in today's English it does not. If Mr. Steele wanted to dis

cuss *6th me something that the student body was going to do, we'd get together for the

Purpose we wouldn't say that he and I held a congregation. Not in modern English, but

that is what this word means, a meeting, a designated meeting. This is the meeting of

Moses and the Lord. The tabernacle of the congregation does not convey that meautngtoday.

Tent of meeting is much better for it. Now, those I believe are the r'rincinal words of

which we have spoken.

Incidentall;, it is one way in which you can derive great profit from even a little

knowledge of Hebrew, is in the ability to note the precise Hebrew wot'd which is used and

to see how that word is used elsewhere, and you will find as in this case, it may mean

tabernacle, and it may be or (7*) or in a few cases

it's * Maybe 4shoti1d write that. The word (7k) *

means or tabernacle. It's nearly always translated booth, a booth,

a little ternrnorary shelter, a succoth. And it is used in Amos, the tabernacle of David

which is borrowed. (7 3/L) of the great emoire of David as

something which was tempcvry and (8) which God

is going to restore after the return of Christ. And oeoole try to make out that it's

a Picture of the Christian church rather than a picture of the milienial reign of Christ,

and a good bit of their argument is based on the fact that it uses this word tabernacle,

but in the Hebrew it is not the word translated tabernacle for the place of worship at all,

it is the word (8) 44 * which means a booth and has quite a different

meaning. It's unfortuthte tlatthe King James Version used the same one word for all

three. But, as I say, you'll find an English word which translates two or three differ

ent Hebrew words and when you know that they are, you have a distinction there which is

very helpful in interpretation, even if your knowledge of Hebrew may be quite limited.

And on the other hand, when you know what the Hebrew word is you'll find that it has

various possibilities of meaning which the Particular English word may not, and that

(8 3/14.) So that a Person with just a little
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knowledge of Hebrew can use it extensively for word study and find it extremely helpful.

Unfortunately, I have known people who have known a great deal of Hebrew (9)

much understanding of Hebrew forms and how to give them rrectly aid all that, who have

not seemed to learn this simple thing about it, to use it for word study which perhaps is

one of the most useful pi-ass ways in which it ooens up the Bible and clarifies our under

standing. The other ways are imnortant too, but this is one the simplest ways and one

which has about as many applications as any point there is of use of the Hebrew

s.ince
language. Well, I think it's a good idea when I used Hebrew words we have a portion

of the class that only had a semester of it, to write them on the board. I hone you can

read my writing, it's not narticularly good in any language. Perhaps better in Hebrew

than it is in Xlish, that is, if I take ins with it. Yes? (student.10) Oh, well,

we will take a moment on that, not because it's unimportant because it is tremendously

important, but because actually it should be covered in the course in Introduction to the

Pentateuch. That should go into it, its extremely important tn that connection, although

unfortunately I have found, when I teach that course, that the very important matters

of literary development, to get them clear, is apt to take so much of the semester that

this Dart on the laws, when they get rushed/toward the end, and it is also very imnortant.

So in view of that danger of getting rushed there, I'll take a minute here, but I don't

dare take much though because it is a bit afield from our present subject, but it is very

important. The critical view of the law, of the Pentateuch, is a matter which developed

literary divi1on of documents. And then the two were combined to

gether in this combination, is what we call (11*)

But according to this matter of the law the simile things were exoected. to be called

earlier, and conmiex were exoected to be called later. Well, as you. read the law of

Leviticus, it's very complex, many little details given very precisely. And you read

the laws inthe early Dart of Exodus, it is far simpler, great inciples simply expressed.

And of course, thou shalt not seethe a kid in his mother's milk, nothing complex or in

volved about that. And the lain Exodus, most of them were felt to be much simpler,
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therefore, the critics said that these developed first, were written down first, and then

that the laws in Deuteronomy are somewhat further along and were

represent a later stage, and then that these various complicated laws of Leviticus re-Ore

sent the (l2-)

And so you have the three main stages of development of the law, the simDle, early,

nrimitive law: the somewhat more advanced law, Deuteronomy: and the very involved, de

tailed law of Leviticus. 12hat is the critical view. Now there is a minor sub-section

of that (l2) that involves Exodus 32, right along in there somewhere.

I mentioned the chapter yesterday but I don't remember what it was. That those laws there

given after the incident of the golden calf, are still more primitive than the laws con-

.ned in Exodus 20 to 24. And therefore represent a still earlier stage. That would not

be agreed to by all critics but it is pretty well, because you get a more primitive im

pression from 34 than you do 20. Now the way I interpret those (13*)

that first you have the great general oroclamation of the great orinciles of the law,

given to the oeoole as a whole. For all the people to understand arid therefore given in

comparatively simple form and stressing those matters of oerinanent validity, together

with some that are of soecial importance to the immediate situation. That's the book of

the covenant. Then that after the incident of the Golden Calf, you have a great repeti

tion of some of the laws involving those which are particularly important to stress again.

Therefore (1L)

it's not as complete, it sticks more to immediate physical matters, doesn't touch on the
can

gene-al orincioles so much and7seem more primitive but I take it as actually a repetition

of those matters which need more immediate attention in that situation. And then,you

get the book of Leviticus and that is the law book (114-) for priests with the

details involved for looking things up, rather than the simple law to impress on people's

minds so that they will obey. So that is the natural reason why it is (141--,-)

And then, that the law of Deuteronomy, which we haven't come to yet but I'm going to

at this point, that the law of Deuteronomy is Moses repe-

tition of the law to the people just before his death, with those great messages he gives
them.
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.but it is faitly simply because it is a matter of a spoken message given the oeoDle to

drive it home to their minds and to urge them to obey, and so we have the great stress on

exhortation, much more than you find in (3/Li.)

To/mind that is the natural interpretation of the four sections as they std indendent

ly, and gives a very satisfactory reason for the difference in their manner of presenta

tion, much more so, in my oninion, than the viewuoint which a1l*4t the critics have, that

they represent stages of development from the simple to the comulex. Now that is not our

primary purnose in this course, to deal with this critical nroblem but since it deals so

much with the very material we're dealing with, and is such an extremely important thing

today if you deal with anyone who's had any work in religion in almost any college, other

than very definitely Christian colleges, you will find that these principles are taken for

granted, and taught as fact. And they may not understand the, what's involved, but it's

what has been given them and that way it's a fact. Here are the early laws, here are

the later, and so on, and it is necessary, if you're going to deal with college students

that you have an understanding, so it's well worth not only covering and mentioning that

point of view, but touching upon when we deal with relative points here. Thank you for

the question. Now someone over here had a question also. (student.2) For which? Yes,

for all Hebrew words mentioned in class, the class will be expected to1dcnow all Hebrew

words mentioned in class, because these are, this is very important (2-i-)

Yes? (student.2-) Yes, now Mr. Cohen has a

further question dealing with this matter which I think it's worth our taking a little bit

of time on right now. This is something which should be covered eventually, I mean further

additioh to this point (3) right here. But I think it is worth taking

a little time on now, it leads us a little btt afield, but yet it is vital for our general

understanding of the urinciples. e-et4ee

You notice in these four tynes of laws here, that no one of them has consisted of

he Lord simply giving a perfect picture, perfect balanced picture of moral principles

you might say apart from human action. The law is given in a situation, given in a situa

tion. Man is fallible, man is weak, when Adam was created, God didn't immediately give
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him an understanding of the whole mind of God. od -proceeded to lead Adam by gentle

stages by which Adam would have come in time to a full understanding of God's purpose

if Adam had not sinned. A development is necessary that we be led forward ste-o by step,

so that fallible man may acquire the knowledge God desires mto have. But now a new

factor is introduced, man has sinned, and man's mind and man's attitude is corrupted b3'

sin. And the result is that man's whole inner being is set to do evil. His natural bent

is away from God rather than toward God. The whole world teak put God out of its heart,

(417)only Noah did not, and then after the flood, among his descendants (4)

hrougand God picked Abraham to form a peoplee will keep alive the knowledge of God and

jhhtabring his son into the world. the Bible is not a book in which God has proceeded to

simply paint a picture of ierfect righteousness in order that a perfect man may survey

it ari& fully understand it. He has proceeded to deal with man in a state of sin, and the

state of weakness, and to lead a man forward, giving him information and understanding,

little by little. God never givesman that which is wrong, but he is often giving man

that which is incomplete,&n fact he always is, because if we had something that was com

plete we would have the erect mind and the mind of the infinite God already, which none

of us could understand. We go forward from glory to glory, we go forward from the incom

plete to the less incomplete. We go forward in the sition in which we are, to learn

t handle the orobiems aiid situations that are there before us. Now that is true of all

of God's revelation, it is true of all that of God's laws.

Now the natural attitude of modern man is to think that he understands ethics oer

fectly. He knows exactly what is right and what is wrong, and he looks at the Bible and

he says how can this be God's word, this imperfect book, this book the best men commit
that it,

sins,/the man might lead us to imagine he wouldn't commit, the man who is sayingI terhaps

some of them (6*) he wouldn't, that this book contains ethical

standards which he doesn't think are tn line with his understanding of the proper ethical

standards. Well, the question is what is a prorer ethical standard? A rooer ethical

standard is that which God reveals. God has implanted a feeling for ethics in our hearts

but it has beenrrihly corrupted by sin, and in order to get an understanding of what is
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right and what is wrong, you haze to go to the source of tie author of right and wrong,

the maker of the universe and. see what he says. And so *e study his word to know exactly

what he means and what (7) And we are accustomed in our civil

ization to find thins smoothed over and ignored and thou,oht terrible in another civiliza-

tion. And the fine things that are thought to be so absolutely clear that no sensible

otherman could ever doubt them, which in nny/ner1ods have been greatly doubted, and we go

from our viewpoint of our civilization to judge. And that's wrong. We must go to the

Bible to find what the standard is. So we needn't expect to find it gully given at any

rticular Deriod because God is dealing with sinful man. Now we find,as we go through

this law, that God gives us the condensation of the moral in the ten commandae, and

it's very condensed. Thou shalt not steal. What does that mean? Well, the rinciDle

of private property is surely there. Thou shalt not steal. The rrinciple of individual

ownership and that you have no right to take that which belongs to someone else, that is

there. But how does something become one D5fl5 rather than another's? What is the

basis of transfer? How great is the auhhority oer it? That is not entered into. We

have the general principle given, without the precise details. Thou shalt not commit

adultery. There is a ori'ciple, the principle of keening family relationships clear and

clean. There is a DrinciDle enunciated, the general moral principle, strongly let forth.

But the detail of it is not gone into. And I've seen books and statements which will

take those few words and will build you up a whole system of ahhl.cs on it. And it's good

to build up your system but don't say you get it all out of the oaa verse. You're using

a lot of other sources from which to get it. Well, the principles are in the moral law,

in the ten commandments, but they're given in a very brief condensed form. We need much

more for the full understanding of them and we have to apply them to oarticular situa

tions. Now in one oeriod, or in one group of people, one of these principles may tend

to be completely disregarded and in another group another.

I remember being with Professor Aibright, of Johns Hopkins University, Professor

Lee of (9k) Univesity bn China, Professor (9+) of

Breslau University in Germany, and myself, we were going horseback through the back country
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of Palestine in 1929, examining archeological sites and in between a place where we

stopped to eat, and have our rest and so on, we would discuss all sorts of subjects tinder

the sun, and I remember being much interested in hearing Professor (9 3/Li.)

discuss the situation in Germany as he told the different professors and how a person got

promoted and so on, because the orofessors in their universities are raid by the state,

not what we call well but cmmoared to what other people got there, they were paid very well,

and there was a tremendous lot of honor connected with it. And he made this statement,

he said, now, you take some of these professors of archeology, professors of Babylonian

things and Egyptian things, and he can give you the gossip, telling of the immorality in

the lives of some of them, and the flagrant sin into which they fell, (104)

some of these individuals who had great names in these fields of archeological study or

other branches of science and history, and he was describing and pointing out what he

knew about the lives of these men, and then he said when you get into the theological

faculties of the different universities in Germany, those theological faculties were under

the state too, and they were paid by the state and they carried a great deal of honor.

He said when you get into the theological faculties, you do not find there these immorali

ties that you find among the orofessors in linguistics and oriental studies and these

different scientific studies, you don't find that. Je said if a orofessor of Old Teata

ment or a professor of Church History were to have a marital situation like what I've

d.scribed in connection with that other man, or something like that, he'd lose his posi

tion immediately. NohkLng like that would be permitted in the theological faculty. But,

he said, when you look at some of the underhanded schemes that some of those men do to

adance themselves, and *of get their positions as IDrofessors of theology, and at the

dirty ways in which they treat their competitors and the%I oride and vanity and conceit

that some of them show about the critical books they've wrtt'n and different things,

well, he said, to my mind, the baracter shown is not a bit higher than that of these

other men, if anything lower. And it seemed to me that it brought home very forcefully

the fact that there a'e certain types of sin which, in a narticular civilization in which

certain aspects of Biblical truth have been exoressed, comes to be the oert of thing that



O.T.History l8!. 12) 930.

you immediately think someone is beyond the pale if he falls into it and yet other types

of sin which are every bit as bad in God's sight, if not perhaps worse, tend to be over

looked and ignored. Actually, in the Lord's sight, one type of sin is just as bad as an

other, and there's no type of sin that is worse than pride and self (124)

whether it be intellectual pride or spiritual pride, there's no sin that is worse in God's

estimatesight. Well, now, it is then very difficult for us to the ethical standard, I

mean to say whether good or bad, that comes from God. We must go to et our standards

there, and then judge our own lives and our own activities and judge the standarof

other books according to what we find there. Now, as we find it, we find that Jesus

Christ, when they came to him and said that Moses permitted a man to put away his wife

in a certain condition, we find that Jesus said to them, this was not from the beginning.

He said it was for the hardness of your heart that this was permitted. He said it was on

account of that this was Dermitted, but he said in the very beginning, God said that a

man shall leave his father and mother and cleave unto his wife and they shall be one

flesh. There, then, is the principle which God has laid down the beginning. It is

a -orinciple of monogamy. The principle of absolute devotion of one man to one woman.

That is the nrinciple baid down in the beginning, that w the ideal which God has always

intended. ut man has nver, through the ages, attained the ideal in any field of

knowledge. Since the coming of Christ, as a result of Christian influence, the ideal

of monogamy has come more and more to be stressed and to be accepted as the proper and

right thing, until today (iL*) bigamy here is just about the worst thing

that could happen, in this country. Actually, I think we ee have other sins even in

this sphere that are -perhaps worse than bigamy which are tolerated, but bigamy has come

to be, our laws are very, very strict on it. I believe they ought to be, but it is not

the attitude (lL 3/4)

and for some reason, in the providence of God, God felt that there were certain other

matters which were more important stressed in that area than he did...
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-relationship.relationshio clean and guiltless, that he stresses very strongly and stresses through

outthe Old Testament, but a certain amount of polygamy seems to have been nermitted through

the Old Testament, and the New Testament writrs did not go out with their great polemic

in life, their great purpose of doirg away with polygamy or of doing away with s&&very.

Both were In the Roman world, why widely distributed when the aoostles began preaching,

and we don't find much stress laid on that as a definite objective to get rid of hhese

two evils, but we do find that as a result of the preaching of Christian principles

both of them very soon disappeared from the Christian world, and it was reckoned by

the Christian world that both of them were rit'f harmony with Christian principles.

And not something that would be refognized in line with the Christian (l--)

They are wrong, they are evil, but they are not the (ii) at which the

primary attack was made, and the Lord does not say to Moses, now you go out and just

attack all sin everywhere you find it and don't work with anybody that isn't a perfect

man, because if you did that Moses would be all alone for about five minutes, until he

looked at himself and find he couldn't work with him either. We have an imperfect situ-

i this
ation in which God is dealing with-an Imperfect world with greed in man and bringing them,

as he says, to Christ we can receive justification and we can begin the long road to

sanctification, which most of us have a long, long ways to go on, and ones in a while

you'll find somebody who things he has very little, he's already pretty near theee, and.

often, if you look at him closely, you'll find he has further yet to go on the road.

But it is a long course which he's leading us through rather than saying how we can

step right fronihere right into perfection, in an instant, Nobody has ever done that.

Well, now that, I think, deals with the Cui4 4ai DrIncipl we have in mind at this point,

and they're very vital principles for our understanding of the law, and, in fact, of the

whole Bible. Let's remember that the Bible is not a complete Dresentation of etiis,

or of the character of God or of anyth1ng.{ That impossible to a finite mind, but

it is a nerfect presentation in that it is free from error, there is nothing that is

untrue, but everything is incomplete, and the early is less comDlete than the later be

cause he teaches us more and tore as we go through. But even at the very end, we find
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some expressions which are incomplete and have to be felled out with going back to the

earlier. Somebody has said, you take the great theme of God, the one great creative Dower

who controls the universe, the very center of our religion, and it's DresuiDnosed all

through the New Testament, but not explained or gone into to any great extent. The New

Testament reøb back on the 1d, on this whole tremendously important area of theology.

And if you're going to understand it you have to get it fromthe Old Testament. The New

Testament believed in it exactly the same but did not go into the exrlanation se much,

that was already done, while the New Testament explains other very vital truths which were

already present in the Old but not fully explained, the exemplification and enlargement,

and fuller interpretation. Well--yes? (student.Z) Yes. It is true to an extent.

That is to say, all sin is rebellion against God, and so there is a sense in which all

sin is black and there is ho comparison hetween. There is a sense in which that is true.

That all sin is equally (5) But there is another sense in which some

sin reveals the sinul character of the man more than other does. And tha which is wrong,

but which is done all around a person, he may fall into doing without revealing as much

of the sinful character of his hvn heart, as if the whole culture around him were against

(53-) it, and conseauently it does not, in a community in which it is customary to think

very lightly of human life, and to kill on slight provocation, in a community like that,

it does not reveal near as much a murderer, a murder, the wicked nature of a man's chaact

er when he gets angry and kills another nerson as t* does when he's in a community like

our own, where the general attitude is that human life is sacred and that murder is just

about the worst thing there is. And I think that is erroneous, the Bible nowhere says

murder is the worst thing there is, there are other sins every bit as bad., if not worse.

But that is the habit of mind of our culture, and therefore the n who breaks that in

our culture reeals more definitely the sinful nature of his heart than he might in an

other, while something else that in the other culture would eea immediately strike

him as (64) would reveal there more clearly his sInul nature

than it would here, though it would be wrong in both places. So theieis an element of

real truth to that statement, but as it is meant by most of those who use it, it reduces
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all sin to a relative matter of fitting into the culture and that is of course utterly

(6 3/1) (student.) It ecause it was in error. Paul says I

did not know sin, till the law came. I did Dienty of things not realizing they were

wrong, but once the law came and I knew they were wron, then I'm a real sinner if I keep

on dome- it. So in a way we are making a merit of (7) but the fact is

that they're already sinning against the things that their culture recognizes. They're

already clearly sinners and we ae4y only make it the more clear by showing them how

they're doing it in other ways as well as in the ways of their own culture. And in a
receive

way, they see the disadvantage, but of course over against that they see the tremendous

advantage of learning how to be saved from all sin, which they dc*i't have in their cultnre

at all. So that would far more than outweigh it. That is the tendency of modernism,

is to take the relativistic attitude where everything just depends on how Deople (8)

around. Black is black over here, but the same thing is white over

there. It doesn't matter which you use, just a atter of custom. Carried out logically,

nobody carries it out logically, because if they did (8k)

but they carry it far enough to do a lot of harm. Yes?

Well, maybe we can get baek now to our--Mr. ShellabRrger? (student.811. The basic

cuestion here, why is it essentially that men are convinced that the laws (8 3/14.)

regarded in scriuture is right as against the choice of any other

matters, viewpoint or any God is right be

cause essentially he is right and, not because he has might to enforce his standards,

or enforce We're convinced

that God is right, otherwise we wouldn't serve him. I mean we might &vs lip service

but we would not serve him. We're convinced that he's right, we're convinced that morally

he is right and ethically he is right, and

he is right, why essentially are we...) Dr. R. A. Torrey sayIin one of his books, if

you talk with someone start-with the fact of the existence of God and he says when

you find somebody who does not admit the existence of God, then take u the question with

them that there is a standard of right and wrong, there's an essential difference between
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dferenc
right and wrong. He said when you find somebby who says there is no bee: you don't need.

to waste with them, they're just (9 3/L4') In other words, his belief

was that all Deople have within them somewhere a belief there is a fundamental difference

between right and wrong. Now this relativistic ethics, which is widely taught now, is,

does a great deal towards concealing that belief and hiding it from us, but I believe that

it would be found to be true, that examination (lO--) that there

is in the human heart a remnant bfi the image of God, nut there, such that everyone has

within them a real recognition that there is a difference between right and wrong, and

I think when you take the meanest person, the most brutal person, the person that ordinar

ily rays no attention to anybody else's rights and rides over them roughshod. and does

whatever he fe'ls like, you might think there's a man who believes might means right,

makes right, and nothing matters but the power of the (ii) when you

find somebody like that, you wouldn't be with him very long, if you'd stay with hi all

the time eae before you'd find him conrnlaining that somebody else hasn't treated him

fair et some point, which bf course is utterly inconsistent with his whole background,

but will reveal the fact that he has within him a belief in a fundamental difference

between right and wrong. I think you'll find that is universal. But, when it comes to

the attitude of considering the Bible (lii-)

I think we find that rather widening differences in our country, and in countris with

(ll-) background, that it's just part of the cultural environment.

doubt if that would naturally come to a Derson, a specific Derson, impressed. upon his

mind. I believe it is true and very iVinortant to get out but I don't think it's (11 3/14.)

Well, these a'e very imortant orincinle and relate to much of what we're dealing

with. But in our outlirp we are still at Sinai, and C, was At Sinai, and we last looked

at c.




And then dd, Nazarite gow. And that is chapter 6, verses 1 to 8. Here is a

matter we do not know a great deal about. We had some very detailed laws given here in

chapter 6, but the general bone of the laws seems to imoly that the idea of a Nazarite
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was already known. If somebody wants to become a Nazarite, this is what he is tqtio.

Now that may mean simply God is introducing a sort,-of thing which we'll call Nazarite.

And here's what it is. But the impression you get from it is that it is already present,

that they are familiar with it. Now the root of this work means separate, a person wants

to be seoarate, separated from, it's (13*) An interesting thing

about this is that the rinciles laid down here for the Nazarite vow exulicitly limit

the length of the vow. It is a setting oneself apart for a special consecration to God

for a limited amount of time, that it comes to an end after a certain amount of time.

There are very few cases like Samson, who was a Nasarite from his mother's womb, and

John the Batist, of whom there were special romises made to Zschariah (13 3/LiP)

But in general, it does not seem to be described as something which

a man could pick for himself, to have his life as a whole he the life of a Nazarite. It

is a limited thing, which has a sr,ecific length of time, during which a man agrees that

he will live in this somewhat abnormal fashion. I don't believe that the scritiies

has any real foundationtor the very common thing in Roman 6atholicism of leading ueoole to

take vows upon themselves for their whole life, which they often do not realize the im

portance of, when they undertake, and which lead them to attempt to live in an unnatural

way and a way which often results in great error...

O.T.History 186. ()

.and found it beneficial to them, but there are many individualswho have found it very

contrary to them, and the scripture would seem to give (3/14.)

for a person (3/14.) to nut himself into an abnormal situation

thinking that thereby he would have a chance for greater development of his spiritual

life for a limited r)eriod of time. But not as a "nermanent vow, as the vows of the orders

hasof the Roman Catholic Church are. I think much arm le PRE by forcing on neonle who

desire to serve the Lord, vows of abstention from normal life, often not realizing their

(i) implications.

Now an interesting thing about this Nazarite business is that the two main things
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which the Nazarites kept from, were not matters, in fact the three, were not matters

which were wrong in themselves. The Nazarite had three obligations. The first obligation

is that he separates himself from all use of everythii that comes from the grapevine.

He must not use wine or strong drink, but neither bust he use vinegar, ordinary grape juice,

fresh grapes, or raisins. Anything which comëe fromthe grapevine, he declares that he

will nt touch. This is all in chapter 6: verses 1 and 2. Everything 6 that sort he

abstains from for this limited period of time. No one can get fromthe Nazarite vow the

idea that all use of alcohol is ner se wrong. If it is so are raisins, and they are

equally included in this. This was an abstention from a certain phase of life for a

limited period of time. The second requirement is to let the locks of his hair grow.

Now certainly there is nothing wrong in cutting the hair. The Nazarite for a certain

length of time let his hair grow, and was a public indication of the fact that during

this period of time he was setart. And the third requirement was/to keen himself from

any contact with a dead. body. Ordinarily, members of a family of a dead person were

exoected to touch the body. There are cases in Jewish writings where a Jew was considered

as having done a very (3k) thing by defiling himself in order to give

someone decent burial. So he was set apart for a time, as unclean, for having done it,

he had taken upon himself that uncleanness for a (3-i) purpose, to give the

other person a decent burial, so that touching a dead body was not per se sinful, or per

se wrong, but if the Nazarite even by the most utter accident, if he's walking along

where there's a group of people and one of them suddenly falls over dead and touches him

as he falls, the Nazarite is thereby no longer a Nazarite. If he's out in, if he made a

vow for six months andfive of them are gone and this happened, he touched a dead body,

he has to start all over. His time is all lost that he has srent when it hanoened.

There are very strict rules laid11 the Nazarite but they a e not moral nnles ner se.

't is a type of a senaration unto the Lord, but it is for a limited neriod of time. We

don't know a great deal about it, this chanter seems more to be regulati.g than it is,

regulating it to avoid the extremes to which it orobably had gone in certain cases,

making a definite basis of it, something which was established and which had certain good
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results is kept under control. S0 much for d, The Nazarite Vow.

Then, e Arrangements for the Religious Life of the Camp. Chapter 6:22 to 9:ll.i..

The first of these (1 The__formula for blessing_the_congregation. Here we have a chapter

of 27 verses and the first 21 deal with the Naaarite, and so when a oerson is thumbing

tbcugh the Bible, he comes to the section about the Nazarite, he's not at the moment in

terested in learning about the Nazarite, he nasses on to another chapter. But as our

chanter headings have been out in, the last six verses are left in that Nazarite chanter

which have nothing to do with it. They are irt of the arrangements for the religious

life of the camo. And God there gives that beautiful formula of blessing, the way in

which they ae to bless the congregation. It i.s a very beautiful thing there, Numbers

6:22 to 26. We have two verses introducing/the formula of blessing. The Lord snake unto

Moses saying, sneak unto Aaron and to his sons, saying, on this wise ye shall bless the

children of Israel, saying unto them. And then verse 2? & the end is the conclusion, and

they shall out my name upon the children of Israel and I will bless them. And in between

we }.ave this beautiful formula of blessing, which the critics declare represents one of

the highest noints of spirituality ever attained in the Pentateuch and consequently must

be oart of the P document, the document which contains Leviticus, the advanced, living,

more snirtua1, more comolex section. The Lord bless th¬e and keen thee, the Lord make

his face shine upthnthee and be gracious unto thee. The Lord lift up his countenance

upon thee and give thee peace. A very beautiful 1essing which God gave at this time for

use in connection with the oilgrimage journey. And how interesting it is to note that

this very advanced, highly sniritual formula of blessing which tie critics put in the

later nart of the Pentateuch, while they put the anthropomor'nhism, where God came down

and talked to peoole, and God is dealt with under form, anthroromorohic, they nut them

in the early simole (7+) and this which they nit late for its highly

spiritual form, is as anthrooomorohic as anything in the old testament. The Lord. make

his face shine uoon thee. The Lord lift un his face upon thee. How definitely

anthropo-morphicthat is. God does not hae a face. It is figurative language but it is a

beautiful figure to give a meaning which is very easily understood. And anthropomorohism
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are not a sign that something is irimitive at all, the most advanced and highly

spiritual material is (8) antoomorihiC as

Now it is interesting to note how in this wonderful blessing, there are three in

it.




The first, the Lord bless thee and keeD thee. This Hebrew word keefl, you nrobably

all know, atleast it's one of the first one I used to give when I taught Hebrew (8*)

it really means to guard, or to orotect. And this,you might say, is

the lowest stage of religious life. The Lord bless thee and guard thee. The Lord ro

tet5 the believer, it is a vital thing in the Christian life. I have found many oeonle

have Christian exDerience without having this enter in very definitely to their thoughts,

that God protects them from the evil of the world, something we ought to hav before us

in this world we live in now of airolanes, and rushing automobiles, and dangers of

every sort, if it not for the orotectionttthe Lord gives us, where would any of us

be? It is a very important thought but it is the lowest level of our Chri;tian line.

The orotecting hand of the Lord, without which we would all perish.

But in the second we move un to a higher step, the Lord make his face shine upon thee

and be graciouspnto thee. Make his face shine unon thee, be gracious unto thee. This

can be thought of, very easily, as God's attitude toward the whole world. He makes his

rains to fall uon the just and the unjust, he nours out blessings, and without them,

where would any of us be? It is a step in advance of that in the first verse, but it

is still God's dealing with all men. Of course, this verse surely containlatwhich

is referred, the greatest in which God has been gracious of all, the grace he showed in

sending Jesus Christ to die for the sin of mankind, in sending him to die on the cross

that, whosoover believeth on him might not Derish but have eternal life. Involved in

this second, surely.

But then, the third reaches a still higher point, the definite, oersonal aplication

to the individual, of that which Rod has done. The Lord lift UD his face unon tkee, the

word here translated comes fromthe same root translated face in the verse before, the
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Lord lift up his countenance upon thee and give thee eace. Now teach, shalom, is in

the Hebrew not simoly cessation of war, but it means well-being, it means everything that

is good, a whole, a life that is as it should be, is involved in this worft peace. Give

thee peace. The peace which the Christian has when the Lord nods toward him, lifts up

his fate upon him, this is the blessing of coming to know that Christ has not merely died

for sirners but that he died for him oersonally, and that through Christ he has been saved,

and that through Christ he has peace w4h in his heart, and that through Christ he has

the possibility of moving forward in sanctification and dev]oping his life as it ought to

be. And eo there is a orogress within the blessing, and it is a wonderful program which

God gave here at the beginning of the wilderness journey. That's number 1, the Formula.

Number 2 The Offerinof the Princes chanter 711-89. The whole chapter. The whole

of chanter 7, all 89 verses of it. We'll look at that at 8 o'clock tomorrow morning.

O.T.History 181. (M f/41 (1)

(assignments for the two weeks he is to be away)

The course,as you know, is4 three-credit course which means that it reoresents nine hou'-s

a week of work. Now we cut that a little... (1 3/4) Now next week we'll have one hour

in class, that will be the section hour, the juniors together and the middlers and seniors

together. And probably the same will be true of the following week.. . (2-) Well, then,

for the time time from now and the rest of this week annext week and perhaps the whole

of the following, the work will be mostly in assignments rather than in class lecture.

Of course if we donot take the full time in class for assignments, naturally there is time

available for your own study, but some time should he given in any event to the lecture,

not enough (2 )

where you lose the greater Dart of the value of it. But in the assignment, one difficulty

is use of books... (2 3/4 to 3 3/4) Now the two books inwhich these assignments will be,

one of them is the International Critical Commentary.

Now the International Critical Commentary is a series which was b'gun, I don't know,

maybe sixty-seventy years ago, and it is called international because it includes books
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by British scholars and books by American scholars, and it's critical because it is def

initely and outspokenly written from the liberal view. Of the International Critical

Commentary, it's my impression that the comrnent*y on Luke is quite good, and one of the

editors of the New Testament (Li) wrote 'it, and contains some very, very valuable exegeti

cal material. Ihn it came to Matthew they asked a man named Allen to write the comment

ary and he r,roceeded to write one which was almost entirely devoted to the sty of the

synoptic problems in Matthew, what tarts of Matthew were taken from Mark, what Darts from

Luke and so on, and (4 3/4) of exegeticallvalue in the

International Critidal Commentary on Matthew. I think Palmer himself, one of the editors

was dissatisfied with that, because he wrote a commentary himself not in the (5)

which had some very excellent material, even though there are points where

his critical viewpoint greatly cuts down the value of the material. Now the series as a

whole is not of near the value that I wish it were, in fact, I would say that it's not

one of the most valuable onnnentaries for a Christian, because it has a definiftely liberal

viewDoint, from beginntg to end, it accepts the higher critic4sm, it follows it. And,

therefore, some or many of the books are just discussion of critical theories and are of

ery little value for interpretation, getting to the verses and seeing what they really

mean, but inbthers of the volumes, there is some very good material of stu&T, the actual

material and seeing what it means. And it is always of value to us from this viewpoint,

of getting usually quite a good presentation of the critical viewpoint. Now it has not

covered the whole of the Bible, yet, They have been getting out the volumes one by one,

only the first half of Isaiah is covered, there's no volume on the rest of Isaiah, there's

no volume on Jeremiah. The one on Ezekiel came out about ten years ago. There are a

good many of the books that we don't have in the Library. The one on Kings came out, I

think about ten years agol. That is one of the most faluable volumes in the series, be

cause it *as by Professor Montgomery of the University of Pennsylvania, who, while gener

ally accepting the liberal theories, was very careful about them, very accurate, a man

who was interested in gathering data, gathering facts. Unfortunately, he died before h5
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work was finished, another man edited it for press, and I think that detracts very defin

itely from its (6 3/LI.) and yet, I attended many courses under Montgom

ery while he was preparing the material (7) had. much

of trenndous value even though (7)

Now in the volume on Niiznbe's is by George Buchanan Graves, and Gravew was an English

Professor, was a Professor in one of the great universities in England, who was,

accepted the critical theories thoroughly, was a man who did a great deal of study, work,

and there are certain points at which you'll find a very good presentation of the critical

heory relating to the details of the Dresentation in this (7-k)

and there are two sections of it in which I want youto get the evidence on which he claims

that you have two distinct sbories contradicting one anøther, which have been interwoven

into Numbers as we have it today. I want youto get his theory, that's wh.t I want. What

are his evidences that there are two distinct contradictory stories intèlwoven. And some

of his evidence at first sight is quite difficult to answer. I *on't want you to go

through it with the viewpoint, well, here's a lot of foolishness, let's see what crazy

stuff these people have. That's the attitude that many DA0ple take, many Christians take,

toward these critical theories. And I believe it is true, there's an awful lot of fool

ishness in it, but I believe that in it there's some pretty clever thinking at certain

places. And I believe that many a man has lost his faith in the scrioture, because in

stead of examining the orinciple critical theories carefully to see what the evidence is

and to see whether it will stand, he has rejected the whole thing as a lot of nonsense,

and taken an attitude of just laugh±ñ and ridiculing it, and then he has some day come

face to face with a problem that he couldn't answer, and doing that he decided he was

wrong in his whole viewpoint, and ope over and accepted. the whole business. I believe

that we must recognize that it has certain basic poblems which cannot be answered

just offhand, but must be carefully examined.

Now I think it's a waste of time for Christians to spend moñbhs and years study

ing through the Old Testament, studying all the theories the critife present. I think

that's an utter waste of time, I wouldn't recommend it to anyone, but I think it is
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very valuable to take a few key points and see at each key point, what is thett evidence

and what is the nature of their argument? And see whether their argument stands. And

if you find at a few key points that it can be reasonably answered, then there's no need

in the world of looking into all the rest. On the other hand, if you're not familiar

with the key poitts why you could srend your life arguing about the other points and get

nowhere. To know a few key points is very vital. Well, we won't look (9 3/L4.)

criticism in this class, but there are two points in Numbers that are

very, very inter-sting from this viewpoint. One of them is the story of the sending of

the spies and their imnressions, their reports. Now n that the critics have a very

cleer theory worked out. They have a number of evidences which they claim shows-proof

(1o) of two distinct stories. One of them has this viewpoint, the other

has that viewpoint, and according to one of them there were two sties that slipoed through,

Caleb and Joshua. According to the other, there's only one. According to one of them,

they went clear to the north of Palestine; according to the other, they only went halfway

uo. According to one they said the land was no good and of no value and foolish to try

to take it, according to the other they said the land was very valuable,

the Deople in it were too strong. Different (io) different viewooints,

different historical events with the same general background. That is the critical claim.

Well the asign.ent in the International Critical Commentary will be, find the

evidences on which this claim is based. T0 list those evidences. That assignment is not

a matter of answering them or of investigating them, but of simply knowing what they are.

to do that
So it's not a long assignment. It is e-ae *ith the story of the spies, and also do it

with the story of the rebellion of Torah, Dathan, and Abiram. -eeee This is not the

rebellion of Ahab and Abihu, we've already looked at that, but of Torah, Dathan, and

Abiram. In connection with that rebellion you have there a very involved situation.

We haven't come to that yet in our account. You have a very involved situation, in the

account of Numbers, and they try to disintegrate the two different strands and make two

theories from it. I think we must recognize there are, in a way, two different rebèll

ions there, but I think you must recognize that in just about every rebellion, there are



O.T.History 187. l2) 943.

two different, or five or ten, different movements. That is to say, there are people

who are in it from this viewpoint, thers from this viewpoint. The people o have

this objective and who have that objective, but they get together and they accomlish

somethingi ou do not find a large enough group of unified viewvoints to accomplish

the results as a rule. Possibly there are different groups, there a-re those different

groups which cooperated together (12*) , or are they two different stories? Well, Grey

gives his eidence to show they are two entirely different stories.

And that will be the assignment in K4ge the ICC commentary on Numbers, which I

will give certain men... (l2 3/14 to 13 3/4)

Now there will be another assignment, distinct from this one, and this other assign

ment will deal with my personal examination of this evidence. This will be a little

longer assignment, but the examination which I gave of this particular evidence is con

tained in a rather large book. This book is called The New Bible Commentary. It was

nublished a few years ago in England by the British Intervarsity. It is a one-volume

commen*yy on all the books of the Bible, and they asked me to take auut 30000 words

on the book of Numbers, and so I have in it a discussion of Numbers. This book (11)

Unfortunately, itts only a fairly small...

0.T.History 188. (-k)

...unless you take between two and three hours on this -particular assignment. A little

longer than the others but we'll give the other assignment first and-43/4 to 1~.)

Now, inour discussion, we a"e on C, At Sinai, and in that we are in the Preparation

for leaving Sinai, which is 10, and there under 10, we yesterday stoke of small ci, the

Nazarite Vow. The material thn this is in the chapter. erely stressed a couple of

factors about it, which ae not obvious but I think are clear when you examine it care

fully. Then we went on to e, the Arrangements for the Religious life of the Camp, and

I told about number(l), the formula for blessing the congregation. Number (2) is the

Offerings of the Princes, one of the most tiresome chapters in the Bible. The offerings
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of the princes. If you want to listen to a tiresome half hour, or fifteen minutes,

whatever it is, on the radio, or on the television, you listen when some local pro'ram

congratulates all the little children who have birthdays that day. find you hear how

Kenneth Smith is four years old, congratulations Kenneth. You hear how Henry Brown is

six yea--s old today, congratulatiorB, Henry. And so on. And if you were to listen to

half an hour or an hour of that, I am sure you would be absolutely bored to death, but

I can assure youthat in every one of those programs there is at least/one listener who

is tremendously interested, and gets a tremendous thrill out of hearing his name given

there on the radio or on the television. Now this chanter is like that. In this chapter

we have the offerings of the Drinces, at the beginning of the tabernacle service, and the

prince, the leader of each of the tribes, comes and brings a royal gift, he gives animals

he ives jewels, he gives precious thigs, he gives wagons, it's wonderful what he gives,

and it's all listed in full detail. And you read the whole listing once, and it's quite,

you might say, you could find it interesting, but then you read that so-and-so the nrince

of the tribe of Issachar and he gave, and then it lists what he gave, and it's identical

with what the other one gave, it's absolutely identical. And you have twelve times re

peated the same identical list of the offerings which be gave. And, as I say, it's

therefore extremely boring for us, but it would not be the least boring to the man who

gave the gifts. He would be tremendously interested in every little detaild his service

And I believe it is placed here in connection with the law of God, placed here just as

they start on their wilderness journey, to show to us the Lord's great personal interest

in each individual one of us. And how minutely he records our offerings, how minutely

he reoords our services, our relations to him, he never forgets any of his children.

I I had somebody come up to me the other day and say, Dr. MacRae, don't you remember

me? Well, I couldn't remember the face, but I never remember faces anyway. But I hate

ind so I said, well,to admit it to an outsider like that. Im afraid I don't. Now was

this somebody who I was supoosed to have known very well? Just don't place her. Well,

she said, don't you remember that time down at Harvey Cedars, when I asked you to exblain

a certain verse of the scripture? And I'd given a message about ten years ago, and about
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ten op1e came up to ask about different arses, and she was one of them, and I never

saw her before or since. But I found out later she was terribly hurt that I didn't

recognize her and didn't remember her. Well, I would feel much worse if ten years from

w, I would be sneaking out in Nebraska somewhere and someone would come up and say,

Dr. MacRae, don't you remember me? And I would find that it was someone who for a whole

year had sat in this group, and had sat here in the group for a whole year, and ten years

later I didn't recognize them. I would feel very badly. But every one of you, if you

have much contact with -oeo-nle, are going to have that exoerience. You're going to have

oeople that you're interested in, youwant to help, you're anxious to do what you can for

them, but you just don't recall them. You just lose the recollection of them. Your

mind is not able to keep the personal interest that you're anxious to have in each one of

those which the Lord enables you to bring something of blessing to. But the Lord never

failed that way, he remembers every single one of us individually and is interested in

every aspect of bur lives and every detail of it, and I believe that this long, tiresome

repetition here in this chapter which I read through when I was writing this commentary

on Numbers, verse by verse, word by word, trying to detect ninute points of value, and I

could find none. I believe that it is written for the purpose of driving home to us

that
tsjit

die fact about the Lord's relation to his children, and his personal interest

in us each one, and I think it's a lesson we should derive from it, but I don't think

that you'll read it over for devotional reading every day, not for many days. So we will

not go into the details of this partilar chanter, but we noté$ its place in the prepar

ation.

And then (3) The LamtzLit That's chapter 8, verses 1 to Z. It is a very brief

section in four verses, but the tabernacle has been nut un, it is necessary to nut things

in oneration, and the commands have been given before, they've been described in detail

in Exodus 2, now they are lit before the journey can nronerly be commenced, and I see

auite frequently I see out in the hail there, I see a great big box of stuff addressed

to one of our students, and it says fronithe Mount Vernon Foundation, and I see that great

big box of filing stuff and I say, oh my, there's somebody that's going to do a lot of
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work filing, and you can buy the most elaborate, exnensive, and splendid filing outfits

that there are, you can nit them/on your shelf and you can lock at them every day and

think how much money you spent on them, and it won't do you a bit of good. Personally,

I never felt there was much need of spending all that money on filing. I'm inclined to

think that a comparatively simole filing outfit might be just as good. But I would say I

think perhaps it would be very wise for a person to get the most expensive one you can

find, because if you put all that money into something you'll feel that you've got now to

use it. The important thing in a filing outfit is using it. It's working. And any fil

ing outfit that is worked and used &a of tremendous value, and any filing outfit that's

out up on the shelf and forgotten about is of absolutely no value. There are many people

who have the most beautiful Bible which stan on the shelf and is never looked at, and

it'll never do them any spiritual good, so long as it's not used. And here we have all

the instructions for the tabernacle given, all the details, it's to be made according to
nat tern

the 4ea41e shown in the mount, it's to be made exactly that way, it stands un there, it's

finished, but now they've got to light the lamp, you've got to use it, and the same is

true of your sniritual life. You can't light your lamp and exoect it go on burning,

you accent the Lord, you are His, you are saved through him, you're redeemed forever.

But you've got to keen lighting your lamrsevery day, you've got to keep your devotional

life bright and clean, you've got to keen your fellowship with him constantly. It's a

thing that must be done day by day, and moment by momeht, steadily and constantly. And

so here is all the (io 3/L) of making the tabernacle and now we nause

for the (11) to light the lamps. The or,eration is necessary,

not merely the possession, and true of your Hebrew too. You can out in two or

three hours a year getting a good foundation knowledge of Hebrew,and you can graduate from

the Seminary, and say look at there I've got a dioloma, it shows I've learned some Hebrew.

I got a mark of 95 or 85 or 75 or whatever it was, in Hebrew. I've learned that Hebrew.

You close the Aebrew book and you out it en your shelf, and that Hebrew is not going to

do you the least bit of good. It's just, mayhe you got some (ilk)

training, I don't know. But I don't care what mark you got in Hebrew, I don't care whether



O.P.History 188. ii?) 914.7.

you were a top student or a poor student in it, if you will light the lamp day by day,

if you will take a few minutes every day, using that Hebrew, reviewing a little btt, read

ing a little bit, seeing what light it throws on the meaning of words, and onthe sybtaxical

construction, you will find you've got a tool there that will illumine your understanding,

that will strengthen your siritual life, that will be a blessing to you all through life.

It's not a matter of what you get in it but of whether you use it. And it's important

that we keeo our lamps lit. Ive seen a lot written about learning to read raster. Most

peoDle read too slowly and it's very fine, you can ray, there's a Diace where you can pay

a hundred dollars and they'll teach you to read. faster, and they claim they've doubled

and tripled the reading speed of fleoDle. And I read some about this, they have, there are

bad habits some of us get into, and there are ways of remedying those bad habits. It's

mighty good to find out if you've formed those bad habits and get them remedied. But

I've found this, that seventy per cent of the accomplishments in teaching people to read

faster amounts to this, of getting them to go to a book, to onen a book or a magazine and

say I' going to read faster. It is doing it. It is onening tt uo and saying now I'm

not going to dilly daily over this, I'm going to go through it fast and still get the

point, I'm not going to go so fast I miss it, but I'm going to go so fast that I'll get

all it (13*) and it is that going at it and de

termining to do it that is seventy oer eent of even a comparatively technical matter,

like learning to read faster. And so to light the lamrs. It's a simrle thing, but it's

them
(i3-) it's imnortant. Not just to light/and they're lit forever,

you have to keep furnishing oil, you have to relight them every morning, you have to

tend them (i3-), and the Christian life is a life of rest in Christ, it is a life of

ceasing from our own works but it is a life of constant going forward and a constant
la s.

renewing as we relight our eanxi So this is a little bit in Numbers but it's ery

important.

L±)_L The Cleansing_of_the_Levites_for Service. Chapter :5-22. And in these verses

here we have the Levites cleansed, the ceremonies, and nhysically nrenared for their

work. Again an important part of the religious life of the Camp, the Drenaration of the

men who wrry on the direction of the religious work. And again
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we may preach to others and outselves become (l14)-) There is an

imoortante here for God's servants, it's imnorant for any (iLi) to

keep his life clear.

O.T.History 189. (4)

" .a special importance that we serve the Lord in such a way that we do not by our own

mistakes and errors bring contempt oo the cause we serve, and how many a rson does

that. I will be tremendously surprised if,within the next ten or fifteen years, I do not

receive from one member of this class a letter which says to me, there was one examination

in Old Testament History in which I sat nearer to somebody else than I should, and at an

imoortant point in that examination, I just couldn't think of the answer and I was trying

to think of it and my eyes strayed over and I saw a word out of his oaper which told me

the answer to this, and I wrote it down and I passed and got a good mark on that exam.

And for the last eight years it's been bothering me, and I don't feel I'm accomulishing

what I should in Christian work. Shall I send back my dinloma, what should I do about this?

And it would be, a groun of this size, if there isn't one who might be like that, I will

say there's at least one who has not gotten up the courage to write, at least

one, And what you get on an exam, whether you passed the course, *iether you had to

take it over again, whether you get a 99, or a 7 ts not one-hundredth as imoortant as

whether you sullied your cleanness and your testimony before God, and out pourseif in a

situatbn where it is difficult for him to use you as he should. And if there is one who,

it preys upon his mind for a few years before it reaches the point where he writes to

me about it, that is a hundred times better than for there to be one who covers it over,

and is hardened to it and refuses to pay attention to the fact that he has sinned. We

all sin, we all are guilty of that. But, oh, let us keep cleansing ourselves for service,

and let's pray the Lord to cleanse us, and let's see to it that we keep away from where

it will be easy to look on somebody's naner, try to get a place where you'll not be led

into temptation, try to avoid these things, and look at every morneht to keening yourself
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clean and Dure, in order that God may use you. He couldn't use the Levites unless they

were cleansed and he can't use us unless we are cleansed.

And then (5) The Age of Levitical Service. Chanter 8:23-26. A rather imoortant

thing from the viewooint of the Levites. It doesn't tell, mean a great deal 66 us ex

cent in shows God's interest that these things be done right. The Levites served until

the age of 50 and after that they did lighter tasks, they did not do the heavy tasks.

I've known of fhurches which have had a minister greatly beloved, wonderful man, but he

has kept on after his strength was not sufficient for the work, and he's kept on and the

church has gone down, and gone down because he was at the age when he should be using

the wisdom accumulated to advise others, rather than trying to carry a heavy task. It is

hard for us to realize what God's will is in these days, but this fhaoter shows that it's

a matter we should give consideration to, and we should think not only of ourselves, not

only of how things look to us but how do they look to others and what is best for the work.

Mr. Welch? (student.)41. Was most of the Levitical service of a manual nature?) Yes,

there was not, oh, I would describe it, half or two-thirds of it, they had to lift those

heavy animals, they had to kill them, they bad quite a bit of ceremony, though they had

a great deal that physically was much lighter.

And then The First Passover__After Leaving Egypt Before leaving Sinai, we have

a long descriotion here in chapter 9, verses 1 to 114., of the first asover after leaving

Egyot. The first tassover. They hd been delivered from Egypt, but now they are re

membering the deliverance. They are remembering how God has redeemed them from Egypt

and they are ore-ficuring,in their service, the death of Christ, the Lamb of whom not a

bone was broken, the lamb through whom we find atonement and entrance into the family

of God. And they struck a oroblem here, we read. We read that they found certain men

who had touched a dead body, and according to the law a oerson who had touched a dead

body was defiled. These Deonle, it was no sin in their having touched a dead. body, it

was necessary, it couldn't be avoided, but it did create defilement. And according to

the law, a man who was defiled could not take the ssover, and yet they were commanded.

to take the oassover, anyone could be cut off from his people who did not take the pass-
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over, and yet one who was defiled could not take the rassover, what would they do? So

rut
they brought the ,roblem to Moses and Moses the troblem before the Lord and the Lord

gave them an answer. They had a special rassover a month after the regular one, for the

sake of those who'd been unable to partiiuate for this reason or they'd been off oh a

journey or scnething in the first one. It's an illustration of the urincioe stated by

Christ, the Sabbath was made for man, not man for the Sabbath. The principle, man is not

to obey ±w ordinances. It is not our purpose, the reason Cbd brought us into exist

ence, that we can carry out minute details of serice, minute details of Sabbath keening

or any such thing. All these things are for our develorment, for our spiritual develon

ment, for our edification, and the Lord wants us to follow the spirit of the matter.

Now, ordinarily, you follow the spirit you will follow the letter, but there are many

times when it's very easy to follow the letter and lose the spirit altogether. I was

studying at the University of Pennsylvania one time with a groun of very brilliant stu

dents who were doing some excellent work in the Babylonian study we were doing together.

And nearly all of them were Jews and one of them said to me, they made a remark which

I didn't understand, and one of tem turned to me and explained, he said, you know, he

said, there are certain feast days on which the first-born are supposed to fast, and we

don't like to fast. And he said there are certain days on which they are not allowed to

eat anything because wetre first-born. And he said there's another law that says that

when youY finishieaing an important portion of the scriptures, you are called to

have a day of celebration, and so, he said, when it's just a few days before the day in

which we would fast, he said, we start that many chapters before the end of Isaiah or

some other portion of scripture, and w start reading, and then he says when the fast

day comes, we've just finished this important part of the scripture and we're entitled to

a day of celebration, so he said, instead of having to fast that day we can eat an extra

good. meal instead. Now there is an example of conflict of laws, thereIreA.-a- Pas

one of them you have to fast, the other you're allowed to celebrate, and he said, in wu.ch

a case we just take our nick, we can follow either one we want, so this is the one we

follow, the one we like. And that is the situation these peonle were in with the ssover.
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They were required to take the passover, but they were forbidden to take the passover.

What would they do about it? Well, in our lives, we will often find conflict of laws

(9k) nrobably, -but the answer is that it is to be solved according to the e4"]

purpose of the law, rather than according to the minute details. I was out in Montana

in the famming area, after I graduated from college, and a wnan said to me--I understood

they were good church-going ieoDle, but eame Sunday and their folks were out there liar

vesting their grain, working hard from early morning till late night, and I said well I

thought you were Christian people and were much interested in the church and worked in

the church, and she said, yes we are, but she said, the scripture says if your ox falls

into a pit on the Sabbath day, pull it out. And she said if we don't harvest grain

every Sunday during harvest season, she said we won't have enough to keep them through

the winter, and she said if they die of starvation that's as bad as falling into a pit,

so she said we have to work on the Sabbath day. Well, that is taking the letter of the

law and ignoring the spirit. It's an emergency regulation. If your ox falls in a pit

on the Sabbath Day of course you're not to let it die. You're *o go and pull it out.

The Sabbath s made for man, not man for the Sabbath. But you should plan ahead so that

you can get sufficient work done in the six days of the week without having to Drofane

the Sabbath by doing it. You should plan ahead and you shou&dn't, if you can't get

enough grain by harvesting onthe six days of the week to keep your oxen through the

winter, you've got too many oxen, you'd better sell them. You are, it is easy to follow

the letter and ignore the sDirt. It's easy to pretend you're following the Spirit and

ignoring the letter but you usually aren't, when you pretend to be doing it.

So that we have very im'ortant rincinles here even if the immediate situation

doesn't directly airnly to us. They were very imDortant in the life of Israel and they're

very imnortant for us too. That was (6). And then we take f. e was The Arrangements

for the Religious life of the Camo.

And f The Divine Provision for Direction and Guidance Here there is (1) under

this. The Pillar_of_Cloud_and_Fire. That's :l5-23. And is The Silver Trumpet.
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10:1-10. And you see, the two of them together take un g:1 to 10:10. It's the divine

Drovision for direction and guidance, the right thing to give just as they are about to

start. It's not the first account of the pillar of cloud and fire, we've had that ex

plained two or three times before. It's a thing they were well familiar with, but it is

stressed again, and as we begin any journey it's important for us to stop and seek of the

divine guidance. Does the Lord really want me to make this journey. Am I doing it for
the

my own Dleasure or for His glory? Is pillar of cloud really going before me on this

journey? Am I going n the direction He wants me to go? It's important to start any

journey (12 3/U) And the second rt, The Silver

TrumDet, we should think of th details of the journey. Have we inland it oroDerly?

The Lord wants you to do this, you're quite convinced. But he wants you to work out

the details. And he may work in a wonderful, orovidential way, to work out details in a

way you'd never dream of, but he wañs you to do your best to vo them out as far as

you can. He doesn't want you to fail in your work because you haven't worked out the

details satisfactorily. So we have the Silver Truinr,et, and the il1ar of cloud and fire,

both together here, and I'm just sorry the Archbisho put a chaotr division between them.

Because they certainly belong together, here at the beginnig of this nhae of the wilder

ness journey. It was, it is an extremely imoorant truth for us, it is a oroblem which

any group of this size, we-re going to have some who will be greatly bothered with. How

does the Lord lead? What is his guidance for me? What is His lan? The principles are
time on it

here. We don't take more a-1ve-ftue& now because we discussed this when we first

had the nillar of cloud and fire earlier. At that time I looked forward to this material,

and utilized it in that session.

And so we can now consider, as far as our discussion in class Is concerned, consider

capital C to be complete, and go on toD, which is From Sinai to the Plains of Moab

Now I want to give you, before we go into detail on this, I want to give you a ranid sur

vey of the rest of the book of Numbers. D, From Sinai to the Plains of Moab, that's

10:11 to 22:1. And then E, isthe
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.22:2 to 2:l8. A very, very interesting interlude, that will be E, quite a ways ahead,

but I want to give you the general survey of the rest of Numbers. A very interesting

incident, one that takes a little study to really understand, but is full of imrtant

matters for the church. E The Balaam Incident And then F PreDaration for Entrance

Into Canaan That's 26:1 to 36:13. In other words the last 1]. chapters. Now these are

three major sections yet remaining of the wilderness jom-nyy, no, of the book of Numbers,

and practically all of it is the wilderness journey, we'll have one more section on

Deuteronomy. And the first section of this, D, From Sinai to the Plains of Moab, is a

sectiofl which covers about 38 years, but it is not a dated section, that is to say, when

we start it we know where we are, we're at the beginning of the 38 years. And when we

finish it we know where we are, we're at the end of the 38 years. But exactly where the

38 years comes in the middle, we are not told, we're not given a precise chronology on

it. ne of its outstanding events is the great rebellion of torah, Dathan and Ahiram.

That is dhaber 16. It's an outstanding event, in chapter 16. The great rebellion of

Korah, Dathan and Abiram, but did it come right near the beginning of the 38 years, or

did it come near the end of it. We do not know. Perhaps bne of the most important inci

dents in this section is the sending of the spies and what haptened at Kadebh Barnea.

That, we know, hapDened early in it, that was very soon, near the beginning of the 38 years,

was the sending of the spire and Go& telling the people you're not going to Palestine

now, this whole generation is going to die in the wilderness. We know that hai'rened near

the beginning, a very interesting incident and a very iDortant one. That hamened hear

the beginning of the 38 years. But what hapoened between that and the final incidents of

it, the last few chapters of it. We're told they would wanter 38 years, we're told at the

end they did wander. Did, they during this period, the whole camp, move around through the

wilderness. It's entirely possible they did, using up the nastu,re land in a certain Area,

then moving on to another, makirg nerhans a regular route around. each year. That's possible

On the other hand, it's nossible that they kept the center somewhere near adesh Barnea
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and that they went off in grouos together, to what iasture they could to take care of

their animals but coming back to regular services. That is possible. We know they were

together when the rebellion of Korah, Dathan and Abiram took nlace. But did. it take place

because they were together all the time, or was this one of the times when they came to

gether after acattering (Li) we' just aren't told. I've been asked

the question, was the tabernacle moved constantly during these 38 years, or was it kept

there at Kadesh Barnea, with the people sureading out and returning tq'it The Bible does

not tell us. It's one of the silences of the scripture. It is like the matter of the

early years of Christ. We know a great deal about ha between the ages of 30 and 33, far

more than we do all the rest of his life. Between, when he was a little boy we know very

little about him and between the age bf 12 and 30 we know uractically nothing. There

have been hooks written telling how he went to India during this "neriod and learned the

wisdom of the Indian sages, and came back and built his gospel upon it. Purely imaginary.

There have been imaginary stories written about miracles he did. Purely imaginary. We

just don't know the detailed life of Christ during this period. We're just not told.

And during these 38 years there is nothing, we are not told. T0 my mind, one of the most

imnortant lessons we can possible learn in connection with Bible interpretation is this:

not to approach the Bible with this question Was it this way or that? But with this

question: Does the Bible tell us whether it was this way or that. In other words, does

the Bible answer this question, is the approach, rather than what andwer toes the Bible

give? If you find that the Bible does answer the question, then it's very imnortant to

find out how it answers it. But, as John tells us, that if the Bible told us eeryth1ng

that Jesus did, probably all the books in the world could not contain it. He did many, many,

many things that are not mentioned. God did not intend to give a complete encyclotedia

on it, so the Bible, is the Bible comolete? It is complete because it is the entire revel

ation that God desires to give us. It is what He thought we need for this age, for this

revelation we need nothing more. It is complete. Is it complete? Does it give us a

full answer to any qustion? No, it does not. It is not complete in that sense. It gives

us as much answer as we need in this oresent life, and we may have to dig, to gig out that.
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But a great part of the unnecessary confusion in the Christian church 1% comes from

oeople going to their Bibles with a question the Bible doesn't answer, and somebody says

well, look at this, this looks as if this is the answer. Sombody says look at this, it

looks as if this is the answer, and soon you have two arrayed forces ormosing each other

because ore says this is it, and the other says this is it, dealing with something that

the bible did not answer. That God did not wish to have beoome a divisive point among

his followers. 5o that this section here, if you want a com-olete detailed hisry of the

years, it is rather baffling, it does not give youthat. ut let me ask any one of you

to give me a history of Philadel'ohia in the last ten years, you ouldn't be able to do it.

You could go to newspapers and study them out and then you wouldn't be able to do it.

And you will find forty years from now that some of the most imr,ortant things in Phila-

then
delohia that haopened in these ten years, were not even noticed by DeoDle And peoole

then will be wondering about them and trying to figure theme out, and you wait have the

evidence because nobody bothered to keen it,tha didn't realize its imnortance. God, has

kept that which is important and. necessary for ut to have, and this account of Kadesh

Barnea is of tremendous importance in our Christian lives. There's ery little in the

Bible that's more im'oortant than the account of the events of !kdesh Barnea and what it

can mean to us. And the account of the rebellion of Korah, Dathan and Abiram, is of tre

mendous imoortance to us, in our Christian life, but there are questions about it that

are not answered. And maybe we can find evidence on which to make a guess as to the

answer and maybe we can't. But let's not be dogmatic about them unless we have the evi

dence. To my mind, it is very, very ioortant that we stand on what the Bible says, that's

on of the greatest things we can do, to learn to have absolute confidence in the Word of

God. But for -'hristian leadershi-o there's another lesson that is second in importance,

or maybe third, but it's very high, and that is, *earn not to stand on what the Bible

doesn't say, but to investiga, and to be tolerant of what it doesn't say, looking for

more information, but 1eek4g recognizing the fact that it is one of the

thousands of matters on which God has not chosen to give us orecise information. Well,

I don't know when we'll meet together but I'll post enough to keep you busy so you won't

have to worry.
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.1 tried to give you something to keep you busy for this tiae so that you would keep

learning, and the last assignmefit that I had given out should have been handed in this

noon. And for most of you that was assignment H, getting you into Joshua, which I hone

we will reach soon. or a few of you, a fery few, it was assignment B, which I suread

out, the A's and B's, in order to give you op-nortunity to use the books. I didn't want

to assign everybody to buy a cow of this big book, sim1y for a small section of it that

I had written on the book of Numbers. And espee1ly since the ,resent assignment only

dwells on a few nags tn it. Now we were looking, when we last met, at Numbers which

was the wilderness journey, and under that at D, From Siika44 to the Plains of Moab1

And on that we looked at 1 The First Stage of the Journey, and we discussed part

c, under that, The Ark and the Blessing The critics try to make it out that this teaches

that the Ark flew in front of the peoDle looking for a nlace for it. But of course that

is only a grotesque mis-interrretat ion of th passage here, the assage where it says it

went befo"e does not mean necessarily that it went under its own power. And we look at

the details of the blessing which is given there, blessings which have many lessons for

us today. Then number aRebellion and Di




1, V, i~ L
b4! This was the first of the dissen-

sion and rebellion. In the assignments have covered great rebellions during this wilder

ness journey. And then there was one assignment which you turned in which was a comari

son and discussion of these. And so we will not need to take time to discuss except

certain -points, that I want call to your particular attention. This section, Rebellion

and Disaffection,which I discuss on oage 176 of the commentary, I divided this into four

subjects, Disaffection on the outskirts of the camp, then, In the Midst of the Camp, and

then God's twofold answer to Moses' prayer, But I want to discuss with you, you've

studied all that material in the book, but I want to, in the Bible, but I want to discuss

with you simDly the section D, Rebllion among the leaders. The other, while important,

don't fular1 here for discussion. Yes? (student-1.1 3/U) Poiht 1, under D,

was The First Stage of the Journey. (student.) I thought I discussed the question at

same length. Well, number 11, The First Stage o the Journey, that's charter 10, verses

11 to 26. Under that, small a The DeDarture from Sinai 10:11-28.
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Small b Moses Request for He1 from Hobab.f Chabber 10:29-32.

And c, The Ark and the Blessing. haDter 10:33-36. And this section, a, the hèp
Qn God's guidance

from Hobab, we discussed at length. We looked forwarcito that. And c, The Ark and the

Blessing, which I just mentioned, it says that the ark went before them to seek out a rest

ing y,lace for them in their three. days' journey. And this, the critics interpret, as be

ing a different olan and a different account, where instead of being guided by a pillar

of cloud and a nillar of fire, this is a different vers6n which says they're guided here

by the ark flying on ahead of them, hunting for a rlace to have their camp, but that's

not what the Bible says, it says the ark went before/them, to search out a resting place.

And you see, in interoreting anything there are various nossibilities of interoretation.

't is rarely indeed that anything can be so exoresse that it is absolutely certain from

a few words alone exactly how they must he interpreted. Human language is susceptible

to varioud interpretations and must be interpreted in relation to context. And it is only

sensible to seek an interoretation which fits with contekt rather than one which contra

dicts it, of one which is grotesque and contrary to the general teaching of the passage

which we were taught elsewhere in scrioture, that God so made the ark that it could fly
the Ark

and could hunt things out and so on, it would be reasonable, but it ways here, Ge& went

before them to seek out a resting place for them, to interet it that way. But when

from what is said about the Ark anywhere else, it is reasonable to inter-et it as mean

ing that for these three days, through an area which was not (15)

in having the ark carried in front of them...

0.T.History 1Q1. (?-)

.the other interoretation is not required b the words but would be possible if you take

alone
the words And if you take it that way it introduces something that has no

counteroart elsewhere in the scripture, and fits iwie critics' idea of a grotesque,

mythological account of various contradictory stories. But then you have that beautiful

blessing there, which is given to bless the peonle with, and. it is well worth your study

but we won't take time here but will go to number 2, Rebellion and Disaffection.
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And this section, rebellion and dissaffection, you have studied under two different

assignments, and I'll really give you an outline for it now, and. look at the 4th Dart.

a Disaffection in the outskirts of the camp. 11:1-3. Notice how it begins with this

disaffection in the outskirts of the cam-o. That is the way such things do begin. And it

is the great function of a leader to be aware of such tlings and to decide whether they

are matters that will blow over, because you cannot deal with everything, it's imnossible.

And if you try to deal with everything, you will simoly cause confusion, and dqnore harm

than good, you have to flick the things to deal with, and there's always a certain amount

of disaffection in the outskirts of the cam. Some of the most loyal and devoted neoole

are very free with their comments and criticism and it means nothing, but occasionally

begins in the outskirts of a tyne which, If not stoDDed, will go right into the heart and.

be vry, very dangerous. And a leader who is qualified by his ability, among other things,

to detect that which is vital as it starts and deal with it before it becomes serious.

Now in this case, (record not clear)we're told how didsension brgan in the outskirts of the
camp in three verses. Then told how it came right into the camo.
(2 3/Li.) b Trouble in the Midst of the Canm. 1l:Li.-15. And here we have the oeoT)le weeD

lug, sad because of the misery they're innow, and wishing they were back in Egyot.

And then we have c God's Twofold Answer to Moses Prayer chapter 11; l-3S. It is

very interesting to note the two parts. How he gives Moses h which he asked for,

and he also orovides the food that the oeoole asked for. He gives him, he answers the

two (3-) in orayer, yu have studied this under the assignments, I

trust all those assignments have been turned. in, I haven't checked with Mr. Blizzard yet

on it. If they haven't, they can still be turned in with a slight reduction in mark.

The reduction becomes greater for every day that any of them are late. (student.Li.)

And I ex-nect that about 95 of them are in. (to Li. 3/Li), discussion about assignments.)

Now d Rebellion _Among the Leaders And this is a very imnortant chanter for a

number of reasons, chaner 12. In this chanter 12, we find that the disaffection and

difficulty which was among the peonle had come right into the very leadershlu of the

groun. And the leaders orobably had stood with Moses against the difficulty among the

oeoote. t least they seemed. to stand with him, as far as he had any reason to think.
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But now he finds that there is great difficulty for Moses, in the attitude of his

brother and sister, two of the too leaders of the whole groun. And the cause of this,

which you doubtless have dealt with in your iscussion of the various bebellions, the

causes you noticed are a bit comdex. They are not sim-nie, they are like most things

in life, there are various factors tat enter in. And so it starts with verse 1, tells

us what they saic about Moses, it says, they soke against Moses because of the Ethiopian

woman whom ha had married, for he had married an Ethiopian woman. This is the only ref

erence in the Bible to this marriage of Moses. It would seem that his first wife, who

hac been with him on the way to Egypt, n that imortant incident, had now died. And he

had nrrried again, but we are not given detail about it. We're slmoiy told that on

account of the Ethian woman whom he married, they were cittising him. Well, the

second verse givus another reason for criticising hiu. It says that they said, Hath the

Lord indeed snoken on1y by Moses? Has he not also snoken by us? And here you see the

real reason. When you find that the leadership of a movement of the Lord attacked by

Dersonal attack from individuals in it, by others who should be in positions of leadershi,

the reason, estensible reasons, are like this in the first verse. They are standing off

and objectively criticising things about them, but the second verse shows the real thought

and what is wrong in the majority of cases. Personal Jealousy. Has the Lord indeed

spoken only by Moses? Has he not snoken also by us? And so here we have two tynes of

attack on Moses. And these two types of attack on Moses, as long as they were just the

attitude of two members of his family, you might say it's nothing o get concerned about.

There always are misunderstandings in families and relatives are getting imressions. If

you find a really great nerson who is looked Un to by the nation, then you're pretty apt

to find that some of his relatives don't see why there's all this fuss about him. They

think they're just as good as he ever was, it's nure accident that he ever got in this

position where he got all this orominence instead of their getting it. It's a very common

phenomena. But here much more than that, it is an important matter because there

is a vital movement going forward in which these peonle are in oosition of leaders. And

if they want to criticise Moses to feel in their hearts that Moses shouldn't make the
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marriage he did, or to feel. In their hearts that Moses isn't any better than they are and

yet he's in a better position, in a way that's something within themselves. But when they

are talking about it, they are arousing dissatisfaction in others and making it more

difficult for Moses to have the authority he should have. Therefore it's an imnortant

matter. And so the verse ends, And the Lord heard it. And then we have a verse which

the critics say '-rove that Moses did not write the Pentateuch. Now the man Moses was

very meek above all the men which were UDOfl the face of the earth. And they say that of

MosesCourse/couldn't have written a thing like that, ierfectly obvious somebody else must've

written it. And there's a book written by a very, very fine orthodox Pvfessor of Old

Testament in Eurone, a book written by him against the critical. theory, taking Un the

division into documents and trying to shô that it rests on insufficient foundation and

after he does that, then he has a chapter he calls, Post-Mosaica and. A-Mosaica, in other

Moseswords nassages that were written after Moses and passages/didn't write anyway, and he

mentions this and nuts great tress on it. He says Moses couldn't possibly have written

such a statement as this, and he also uses an earlier statement in Exodus where it says

that the man gases was very great in the eyes of Pharaoh and the eyes of Pharaoh's house.

He says Moses would be one of the most conceited men on earth if he wrote those words.

And I take sharp issue with him on that, I think his statement is absolutely false on the

matter, because it seems to me that the earlier one, that Moses was great in the eyes of

Pharaoh and in the eyes of all his servants, the statement is absolutely tequired in order

to understand how Moses had such great access to Pharaoh's presence. The ordinary
or-weread

son would never get inside the outer gate, and Moses/came right into Pharaoh and talked

to Pharaoh and presented to Pharaoh the cause, and you just can't understand how it

could hanoen unless there's a reason and the reason is that Moses, in the first olace,

his background, his connection with the royal family, which would make the servants very
from Pharaoh

reluctant to do anything against him, unless they knew they had exolicit orders/to do so,

but secondly the way he had come and had done the miracles before Pharaoh and shown that

a supernatural power, Pharaoh looked unon him, Pharaoh didn't believe in God, and did not

look uoon him as God's servant, but he was very great in his eyes, he was a factor to be
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reckoned with, and so there's no (il-k)

that's not a it's merely a statement of his standing, but

this is a moral statement, this is (11 3/4) The man Moses was very meek

above all the reole on the face of the earth. If a man ever wrote that about himself,

is he not one of the most conceited men that ever lived, if he wrote a thing like that.
So

Of course, Moses, we know, wasn't conceited so we know he couldn't have written it. We1,
isn't

this 4e by Moses anyway. Well, it seems to me that one thing we notice is that the Bible

differs from all other books, in that it sneaks frankly and objectively about the weak

nesses and the sins of its characters. You'll find David sinned, David the man so close

to God, his sin is told in clear terms without any glossing over of anything. And. you

find that the evil that Moses tells about his sin, about God's rebuke to him, about his

weakness as he starts, about his murdering a man in Egypt, it tells the evil of the great

characters, of their sins in their lives, and it is an objective book, the Bible, which

gives us the facts as they were under the leading of God. And if it's going to tell the

bad points, it's only reasonable it should also tell the good oints. Not only tell the

evil points about them, but tell the good Doints about them, so it's not at all out of

place for it to state frankly what the situation was. Well, now, in addition to that,

there is this, that Moses is not a meek man, narticularly, when it comes to standing up

for God's cause and declaring God's will. Moses steaks the Word of God with power. And

he attacks wickedness in strong language. Moses is meek when it comes to standing un for

himself, and as Moses went over these words or as he wrote them at the end of his life as

he looks back, and he describes how these oeonle were criticising his marriage, criticis

ing his family, sa;1ng that he should not have married this Ethionian, and so on, he mar

vels at his meekness, he marvels that he could have, in that situation, stood still and

done absolutely nothing about it. And in order take it intelligible to the reader,

it is necessary to show the unusual situation. But Moses here who was standing with bold

ness and with fear of nothing for the Lord, here when his own honor was so attacked that
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it was even entering in to his own family relations, and criticising his wife, the

were, that he, in that situation, simrly sat still and said nothing. The

man Moses was tery meek, above all the men which were unon the face of the earth. Moses

said nothing about it, but it was the Lord who intervened, as verse L tells us, The

Lord sooke suddenly to Moses, Aaron, and Miriam, and said, come put ye three to the tab

ernacle of the congregation. And the three came out. And so the statement there is

not a narenthetical statement insrted by someone at a iter date, or anythngj like

that, but it is a necessary of the narrative to show what hayened in that situation,

where oractically anybody else, when sOmeone started criticising his marriage tLis way,would-

sometimes a man may have misgivings and wish he hadn't married the one he married...

O.T.History 192.




()

...but here inthis situation where these neople were interfering 41 a matter which

was between him and the Ethiopian woman and the Lord, no one else had any right to inter

fere in any way, Moses sinrnly kent quiet and said nothing, but the Lord--Moses stood un

for the honor of the Lord and when it was Moses' honor at stake Moses kent quiet and the

Lord intervened for Moses. Yes? (student.l) There's nothing in scrinture anywhere

that iays it is a ouestion of anybody excent betwen the man the woman dnd the Lord,

if they're being married. And there would be no legitimate argument based on any scrinture

verse. And whether the argument was legitimate or not, the Lord showed by the way he

intervened and dealt with them. Now of course, tiat's notto say that lDeo-le don't make

mistakes in marriage. Many a irson does. Many a ne-"son marries whom they should not

marry. Many a nerson is very hasty in marrying. And it is a good thing for friends to

sometimes give a wise word of caution if they can. ut it's better to give the word

when they start going together, before they become infatuated, to the Doint where they

won't listen to anything that anybody else says. Don't need (2)

but in that case--but it's between them and the Lord, I would say, and there's ncthing

n the scrinture anywhere that says that the color a oerson's hair or his eyes or any

t: ing of that type, has anything to do with whether they are right people to get married

to. Nothing in the scrioture anywhere that does, but this would argue against it, (2)
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wouldn't it, that it's between the indivtduals and the Lord. But now that's

aside from Old Testament History, we can't take much time on that. Yes? (student.2)

It forbids the arriage of the Israelites with those who did not believe in God. It

forbids the marriage of believers and non-believers very strictly but in our Lord's an

cestry we find Rahab the Canaanite woman, we find Ruth the Moabitess woman, we find many

of other races who were involved in the ancestry of our Lord himself. The only re

striction made on marriage in the bible, and that is a very strong, is that the believer

has no right to marry with the unbeliever. That is very, very strong and olain in

both Old and New Testament and that distinction is a thousands times more imoortant than

any other distinction of language or background or any sort whatever. (student-3,-)

When Nehemiah came back from captivity there were eoDle (34) oeople

outside the covenant altogether, and Nehemiah made them rut aside such relationshios.

In this ease we can believe that Moses brought this woman to a knowledge of the Lord,

be&re he married her.

Well, Moses was very meek;instead of steoing out with anger aai he might well have

done, and actically everybody else would have, he was very meek but he was not meek

when they honor of the Lord was at stake. It was n his own honor was at stake that

he was meek. When the honor of the Lord was at stake, Moses was bold. and fearless. Mr.

Shellabarger? (student.14) I'm not sure how good,n argument that it, but it is true,

that John would be offering, it may be a minor offering, that if certainly doesn't men

tion himself in a book, I mean, if a man isn't mentioned in a book, that doesn't orove

he is the author, but it might (*) you have others with it, that a man

is the author of a book and not a book àiibut his activity but the activity of a differ

ent rerson. Then the fact that he rather olayed references to himself might be a good

ettdence of the truth of the argument. I mean it wouldn't be a majon argument. Now in

this case, Moses is the main actor in this story, aside fm the Lord. There's no

cuestion of that. You couldn't tell this story without mentioning Moses because Moses

is the one whom the Lord used. And it tell- us that the nlagues which Moses was God's

instrument in bringing, it tells us the great strife Moses had and the Wa:; he-eam* through
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it. It tells us of case after case where Moses ee (6)

in the book, but in this narticular case it shows Moses acting in a way which would im

tress the avere person who didn't look into it, as out of character, because they see

him standing un boldly for the Lord's honor and onrosing neo1e without education, and

here he orrose anybody, he's just ouiet, but the reason is he was meek as regard

to his own nersonal honor. And he gives the explanation here so that we woi't think it's

ott of character. It's an interesting matter but I don't think there's a contradiction

between it and the-aee (6-) I think there's an interesting

relationship there. (student.61) Yes. I think it's probably a question of how you in-

terpret the verse. If you're saying, now look at this wonderful man, Moses. Here, want
this

you to see hew wonderful quality about Moses, how meek he was. That is rather hard, to

think of Moses saying it. But if you're saying, I want you to understand this unusual

situation, that in this particular situation where Moses nersonally was assailed, Moses

disnlayed a meekness which you wouldn't exoect hardly of any other man on earth. The

man Moses, in this situation, was meek above all the oeonle of the earth. He just sat

down and let them, and took it. He just tok the oersonal attack and said nothing, it

was the Lord that intervened, not Moses. Well, then, we have this verse which I don't

think is a valid argument against Mosaic authorshi-n, either of the book or of the verse,

but which is reouired. in the situation, to understand that Moses did nothing of his own

honor, but let the Lord. intervene in this situation. And so the Lord. called these oeoole

out, the three of them, the Lord was going to show neonle which one it was he stood with,

so he called the three of them out, and then the Lord said hear .m,y words: If there is

a prorhet among youthat is, if either of you is a oronhet, if you ever are used by the

Lord as his mouthpiece, for giving his message) I the Lord will make myself known to

him in a vision and sneak to him in a deam. He does not say that Miriam and Aaron are

not nronhets at all. He says I may use thee as my spokesman, but he says, if I do, they

are in a different category from Moses, because I sneak to them in a vision or in a dream.

But Moses is different, Moses he said is faithful in all my house. Moses, he said, with

him I speak mouth to mouth, even directly, not n dark sneeches. Why then, he says, were

you not afraid to sneak againt my servant Moses? So taken un the second part of
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their comnlaint, has the Lord indeed spoken only by Moses? 4nd the Lord says no, I don't

sneak only by Moses, I sneak by other neonle, I may sneak by you, but he says I sneak

with Moses a different way thañ I sneak with you, he's in a different category altogeth

er from you. But then he takes un the first part, why are you not afraid to sDeak against

my servant Moses? One whom God so used, why were they not afraid to take something

that was only the affair of God and Moses and the woman involved and snread it out like

this and attack Moses on sudh a ground, and tend to lower his dignity and his influ

ence among the neonle he must lead. And so the anger of the Lord was kindled against

them, and the cloud denarted from off the tent and behold, Miriam was lorous, white as

snow. Aaron looked on Miriam and he was lenrous and Aaron confessed his sin,and asked

Moses to oray for Mirarn. Moses prayed! the Lord would he&1 her and the Lord said yes,

she'll be healed but she must he shut out from the caino seven days and after that be re

ceived again. o they waited scven days until this was over. Yes? (student.l1)

Yes. I heard Dean Ingè/ sneak, Dean Inge, the gloomy dean they call him1 London.

I heard him sneak in Union Seminary when I was a student (ll), and his message was on

the verse in Genesis, whall not the judge of all the earth do right?, and. he took un
neonle

various exolanations he-ee14 give toshow there's justice for it, and he showed that no

one of them are done (11 3/L. And then he said there are some neonle who say it'll all

be straightened out in the life after death but we don't want to think abut that. So

hid conclusion, in answer to the nuestion in Genesis, shall not the judge ofall the earth

do right? was we don't ow whether he shall or not. That was his sermon given inthe

chapel of Union Seminary. The great English Dean, Anglican Dean, from London. But

I think, the bible point of it is, that t judge of all the earth does right , if you

take the ctare as a whole including the life after death, and that as far as this earth

is concerned, nunishrnent in this earth is not a matter 'right and justice being done.

There ae two aspects of evil, that is of ohysical evil in this world, one of them is

the direct result of action, which we do something that is cont'ary, and it may hurt,

bring a result o us . Three young fellows commit a very serious sin and two of them

are quite careful and the one is not and the one gets diseased which outs him in misery,
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and the other two do not get diseased. T.t is not in relation to their rightness or

wrongness, it comes as a direct result of what he did., that is one :' , and then another

thing isthat God. in this world brings suffering to us for various reasons, oyof which

may be as an exam-ole to deter us But it is not .n t:is life necessary as a punishment,

a -ounishment for our moral evil. A dentist told me once that he had a girl ,atient *ho

was a spiritualist, and he did like to have her, because, he said whenever his drill

was a little bit dull and the tooth began to hurt as he drilled in, she instead of ask

in'him to be careful 'aid, don't you worry, don't you worry, I'm just suffering for some

sin I've committed. And she a1ways felt that she was getting the just result of her

desserts and it wasn't his fault if it was hurting hr. Well, in nicture (i1.i)

there is justice, but in the nicture just in this life

is from these two other reasons. And so when God (1L)
didni

cruelty it sheul a14 mean that there was no one else in the peonle of Israel who were

not (iLi4) but it meant that she was in a position where

(1L) was making a special effect

and as far as heyL Aaron was concerned we don't know how much sffering he may have

gone through but if you take the nictue as a whole he

Lot his deserved punishment. but in these two irticu1ar situations, in the one situation

where Aaron, the meek man, gave in, submitted to these activities, he was very hel-oful

(lL 3/L) but i the situation Moses

jumned in to stand for the right and Aaron after wavering (15)

then turned over and hel-ned Moses...

O.T.History 103. (i-)

... well it's a go general question. I don't know as it's vitally connected with this

chanter but it's good to have it brought un. Somebody else had a question. Same one

nerhaos. Well, we go on. Tt's all we'll say now about this rebBilion among the leaders.

And then 3 T Crisis at Kadesh Barnea And on that, I assigned it to you for

study and to study the facts involved, and also the princin& arguments about it, as
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contained inthe International Critical Commentary and they make it sound like a

iretty small argument, that there are two different stories interwoven. And then I

assigned you my discussion of their argument, which I think deals with the matter rather

adecuately, and we won't need. to reneat it here. The crisis at Kaesh Barnea I've asked

you to outline it, I believe. I have an outline here in five rts which is also taken

from the commentary here. I don't think I will give you the details of the outline,

but one i,oint in it I nt to draw your attention to rather rticularly. That's what

live called é in the outlinq, small e. The Unsuccessful ReDentance, chanter l:39-U.

Notice that od had. told the Deonle to go un and conquer the land and they refused, they

were afraid, they said why did you bring us down here to kill us in the land of Eg,rnt,

they refused to go up. Then Moses gave them God's judgment, that they were the generation

to die in the wilderness, and now in chanter 1)4;39-c we have the neorle now saying, we

will go u, we don't want to stay here and die in the wilderness, we're ready to go un

and conauer the land. We will go up to the r)lace which the Lord has nromised for we

have sinned. And Moses said, wherefore now do ye transgress the commandment of the

Lord? but it shall not nrosoer. Go not un, for the Lord s not among you, that ye be

not smitten before your enemies. For the Amalekites and the Canaanltes are there before

you. before this they were saying we're (3) well able to take the land. Now be says

the Ama].ekites and the Canaanites are there before you and you'll fall by the sword,

but the difference is because you've turned away from the Lord, therefore the Lord will

not be with you, but they Dresumeito go un to the mount, ur Wetor the hlllton; neverthe

less the ark of the covenant of the Lord, and Moses, derrted not out of the carnn.

The Amalekites came down, and the Canaanites which dwelt in that hill, and smote them,

and discomfited them, even unto Hormah. The unsuccessful renentance, and in it there is

a very, very imoortant message there for every one of us.

The neople were told to go un, God was well ble to give them the land, they refused.

They were araId, they lacked faith in God, they were disobedient. Now God punished

them, now they turn around and they're going to do what he said before but what God

said before no longer held now. Now the situation is changed, and the:.' just make a
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failure of this and suffer from it, and od gives us onnortunities in life which we

have ópnortunity to take ahold of, and possess the land, oDlortunities which never come

back again. Ormortu.nities which if we try to take them later on we are sinning against

the Lord and we will fail. Thisis, I think, a wonderful e"am-nle of the fact that there

is a time element in God's plan. The o'o'Dortunity comes, we have his orders, e are to

do it, if we don't do it it may never come again. But then another thing I think we

should notice about hMs, Kadesh Barnea, a more general thing, is this, that Kadesh

Barnea is not sim'oly a case where a person is confronted with two alternatives, and he

'oicks the wrong one and so he's u'o aainst it. The neonle here made the win, chotce,

they believed the ten spies instead of the two and so God says you go over and die in
recention

the wilderness. It's nob that simole. The peoole, by their eeeteof the spies'

attitude, including these ten snies (5.-) show that they were

not yet ready to go into Canaan. They made lear and evident the fact that they were not,

they were out of Egypt but Eg,i,t was not yet out of them. They were not ready for Go

to bring them into the oromised land. They are nthe situation that most of us are in

in our wilderness journey. God has brought us out of gyDt, we are redeemed, we have

heen justified, we have the merits of Christ apnlieci to us, but we in our actuality, in

our state we are far short of what we should De, and there are many things we should be

able to do that we are not yet -able to do, and we need lessons, we need training, the

Israelites needed that forty years to get Egypt out of them, before they re ready to

to into the wilderness. They heeded that forty years to develop their fatth in God

to the point where they could go into the 'oromised land and to follow Joshua &nd to

-. ngt merely that
conuer. God revealed by the incident fith gave Kadesh arneaf that the oeoole make a

wrong choice and that's that, no. 'Out that the neoole reveal- their characteristics

and the attitude of their heart, and that being revealed that result comes which is

necessary in (6-)

I think that's ary imoortant thing for us to have in mind in all of od's dealings

with us. We're all too ready to think of things that, whether you say the right magic

word you h:ve to take the right attitude in one rrticular situation, and it's very
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easy for people to fall into that errerof making little details be the vital thing, in

stead of the big issue of their relation to God. Well, so much thenfor this long and

involved and important section, nuber 3, on the crisis at adesh Barnea.

And then Number 14 Laws after the Crisis Chapter l:l_LIl. And. this is a peculiar

thing at first sight, here we have thks very interesting story of Kadesh Barnea in chapt

er 13 and ill, then we have the great rebellions in fhapter 16, but chapter 15 is a

chapter of law, but I believe it is put right here for a purpose. The laws are given

here after the crisis, star'ing with rules of sacrifice for Canaan. That is a Rules

of Sactifice for Canaan 15:1-21. And these rules f sacrifice for Canaan are given

here at the beginning of the wilderness journey, not to add any new information, there

is very little in them that isn't already contained in the law given at Sinai for the

priests, but it (8) on the certainty that God is

going to bring his people into the rromised land, just when they failed so njiserably

that God, has had to p1ae thks doom upon them, of a whole generation dying in the wilder

ness, now he gives them a sDecific and de*i1ed reiiiatioriPwhat's going to haprien

after they enter the PDised Land. A renewed assurance of tha7flhat Trod is going to

carry out his promise and that their children are going to go in. I think that's a

very interesting thing that that should be given right at this ooint, and then

b is Provision Regarding Sins of Ignorance That is verses 22-31. Where the Lord gives

soecial rules for the peole for the cases where they sin through ignorance or through

carelessness. This also gives, at the beginning of the wilderness journey, a very im

portant thing for them to recognize, they are sinners, they//$ continue to be

sinners and the sin needs to be repented of as we do, as Christians. We sin, we fall

into error, we need to watch for our errors, *e need to repent of it, but that GO has

a provision for our sins (10)

He wants to teach us to get over them entirely eventually, but e is giving us a pro

vision for them as he did then to them. But be oassage ends with verse 30 which says

But the soul that doeth ought presumotuously, whether he be born in the land, or a

stranger, the same reDroacheth the Lord, and that soul shall be cut off from among his
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people. The presumptuous sin is not included in this rrovision for sins of ignorance.

And then we have an instance.

c An Instance of Presumptuous Sin 15:32-36 is an inst'nce of presumptuous sin.

This was a man who went out and broke the Sabbath law and was ordered to be stoned to

death. They found a man that gathered sticks upon the sabbath day, and they that found

him brought him to Moses and Aaron and Dut him in ward, and the Lord said to Moses, this

man shall surely be put to death and all the congregation stoned him. It wasn't that

gathering sticks onthe sabbath day was such a heinous sin that the man had to be stoned

to death (ll-) it was that this sabbath

law had been frequently reiterated, during the wilderness journey, and thousands of

oeole were observing the law around him, it was a case where there could be no ignorance

involved in it, it was a clear case of flagrant, presumotuous disobedience to God. And

clear cases of that sort must be dealt with or they eaa introduce a$ contagion that

spreads all through, and so it was not that everyone who had to gather sticks on the

sabbath was stoned, nothing of the kind, but that this case was taken as an instance, an

example to show the terrible nature of oresumDtuous sin

And then, d The Ribband of Blue 37-141. The Lord told them, told. Moses to tell

them to put a fringe on their garments, a ribband of blue, which they would look at and

it would remind them of their duty to the Lord and what he had done for them. And it is

a good illustration of the importance of object lessons. That the Lord wants us to put

things up before us which will remind us of his law, his purposes, of his trromises, and

of his commands. All this given at the beginning of the long wilderness journey, after

they had sinned and are told they're all to die there in the wilderness. That, then, is

number 14, Laws After the risis.

And thencomes number 5 The Great Rebellion of Korah Datban and Abiram Chapter 16:

l-50. And this is a very involved story, and a very --so many different elements enter

into it and God deals with them one by one, and the critics try to divide itup into two,

say there are two separate tories but actually you can get three or tour if you divide

that way. But it is a fact that in every true/life situationlç there are various elements
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that enter in, and. the followers of Ta'ah had certain things, the followers of Dathan

and Abiram had other things, they did not necessarily have great syinr.thy with each

other's viewpoints but they were joined together in a common activity at the moment.

And it is true of every (lL) in life, that there are various factors

which enter in. And God deals with the factors often individually.

I remember hearing a man tell me, who was President of a Christian college and he

was there 13 years and he tripled the student body of the college, and he tremendously

increased its endowment, and he did a great deal for it and then suddenly he was fired.

And he told me this, he said, I've never since the day I came/here was

there a time when there not several groups here who were loudly declaring that I should

be fired. But he said, this time they all got together. That is they had different

objectives, different viewpoints. He was during those years (15)

doing what he thought was right and stepping on many toes, and I know the forces that

got him at that time, I was quite (15+) with several of

them and I saw the viewpoints were absolutely opposite...
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...though their were different, their objectives were different, they

strengthened one another by their common ormosition. There are many things that are

imoortant in this section but it enbred into three of your assignments and so we can

assume that you are thovoughly familiar with it and go to number 6 The Aftermath of the

Rebellion 17:1 to 19:22. That section involvád particularly the reaffirmation of the

orivileges and resonsbi1ities of Aaron and the Levites. And God caused Aaron's rod to

bud in order to show Aaron was chosen one for the High Priest, Aaron and his de-
proohets c uld

scendants. The thQght did not come of any one family. God ãi call this man, the other

man, different persons to be a oroohet. He might make a man a proohet a few days week,
P\ LL "

fo a year, or for a lifetime. If a man was a roohet and God chose to use him,he might

be of any background whatever, but the priesthood which was supoosed to oerform the

ceremonies that show, illustrate, these great truths of God's plan, that had to be kept



O.!.Ristory 194. l 3/1+) 972.

In a certain orderly fashion which could only be done by keeping it in one family and

passing on some very strict regulations about it, and therefore it's not so much here

a matter of exaltation of Aaron as a man as it is the singling out of his family to

carry forward that particular aspect of God's plan until the time should come when

we knew the facts about Christ and we didn't need so much of form and ceremony to suggest

them to the mind. And so there God insisted on this oarticular arrangement of a famtly

and. it wasn't so much Aaron personally as it was Aaron the beginning of his family who

was to have this function to perform. Well, we continue there tomorrow morning.

(3) Assignment for Friday. (to 5)

Yesterday we were soeaking about number , The Great Rebellion of Korah, Dathan and

Abiram, and we did not take time to go into that in class here, it is a very interesting

subject and one replete with lessons, but-3-f. you have studied in two different assignments

in the last two weeks and it is included in your paner, in comparing these different

rebellions, the material is ery interesting, very important to your own spiritual wel

fare lives, for your own relations to Christian leadership in days to come, and. for your

own situation, if God outs you in places of leadership in days to come, so it is extreme-
but material which

ly iportant material, so-4-e-e 'eme4 you will get more alue from if you study it

yourself than if I sinmly were to dictate it to you.

And then number 6, The Aftermath of the Rebellion, that is the result of thre

bellion. We learn in it that the Lord vindicated Aaron, his right to the nriesthood

and the privileges and responsibilities of Aaronnd the Levites, and this was not done

on the ground that AaroiWas a hbbter man than (7) not on the ground of

any particular desert on their part, but on the ground of God's divine right to arrange

things as he thought best, justice the receiving of your desserts is something that God

works out perfectly in the world to come, but in this world we need not exoect, in this

world, we are in Satan's world, many will get many good things they don't deserve,

many will have suffering far beyond others who would seem to deserve it more. If we

are sinners, if we have not accepted Christ, all the suffering we could ossiblyI get

in this world is nothing compared to our d41erts. And consequently no one who has not

accented Christ can say that he is unfairly treated in this world, because compared to his



O..History 194. 7 3/U) 973.

sin, compared to his wickedness, he deserves far more than he gets in this world. If

a person has accepted the Lord, has become a Christáan, then he can be assured that there

are tremendous physical blessings for him in the hereafter, and in this world, there are

trndous spiritual blessings for him. There may be physical blessings for him, in fact,

in the majority of bases there are. You take any community which has a lot of ordinary

people and you change them into Christian people, and over the course of fifty or a

hundred years, with very few emceptions, the physical and natural situation improves,

and the people are better off in this world's prosperity than they could possibly have

been if they had not become 0hristians. That is not an invariable rule, but it occurs

in the majority of cases. But I don't think it is this way is because God blesses them

and rewards them for being Christians, that may enter to some extent, but it is more a

direct result of the imoroved. character which Christian*ty gives, because God does not

promise us material prosperity, If we truly are his that's not ê.àt we're seeking, we

are seeking to honor him and to do his will, and to oppose the works of Satan, and some

times V can do that best by enjoyirg material prosperity, whereas in other cases we

can do it best by tasting of adversity, and God decides which is the way in which we can

serve him best. And then there are certain matters in which it is not so vital that the

man best prepared do the job, as that the job be done. There might be many who (9 3/U)

but if you have many trying to do it, you have chaos and anarchy

and it is necessary that there be a certain assignment of tasks, and this task be done

by the one to which it has been given, an that, I believe, the case of the priest-

hood. The prophets' work required very particular ability, God picked a prophet here or

I300d
there, wherever he might see him, and the oroohet/was rarely passed from a father to a

son, very, very rarely. But the oriests' work was the matter of an ordinary carrying on

of certain prescribed ceremonials which anybody of ordinary decency of character, and

ordinary ability could handle, but it was vital that it be carried out as prescribed.

And that it be kept in orderly fashion, and therefore the Lord selected a family for it.

Not as a reward for srecial goodness on the part of this family, but simply as a means

of carrying it on in orderly fashion. And God prescribed that Aaron's family should be
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the ones who did it. And when Korali opposed them, it doesn't say that Korah was the a

necessarily
worse man/than Aaron because none of the deserved anything good, except throughthe

merits of Christ, but God had assigned this task to Aaron and Korah was not rebelling

against Aaron, he was rebelling agaii$t God, in his attitude. And so we have now, in

this next chapter, the aftermath of this rebellion, is a strong vindication on God's

part, of that fact that he had given Aaron the priesthood and given Aaron and the Levites

the iwticular resons1bility that they had, and then there is the reproval of the unclean

eiest ness resulting from the rebellion in chapter 19. So chapters 18 and iq are the

aftermath of the rebellion, and then,

Number 7 Incidents on the Way to the Plains of Moab That's a long section, 20:1 to

22:1. It's not so long in the Bible, and that's why we give it only one head, although

the Rebellion of Korah actually had two beats, but it is long in the sense that it covers

a long space of time, and it is long in the sense that there is a great deal of material

involved in it. Yes? (student.l2-) The stor today is a differet, really a differ

ent work, than either one, but I would ay that the similarity was greater between his

work and the work of the prophet than that of a priest. I should say it was very much

greater but there is a definite part of his work which is like the work of the priest.

We believe that the universal priesthood of believers and every believer is a priest and

that there is no man who has a right to rçresent us before God, as the priest did in

ancient time. But of course the biggest tart of the priest's work wasn't representing

the people but carrying out the ceremonies. And there is a certain amount of carrying

out of ceremonies which impress people's minds, which is a tart of his task today. And

in the eoiscoal church that becomes a very very large part of his work, but in most

of our other churches it is an extremely small rart of his work. And there isan inter

esting thing there, in the episcooal church, in tecent years, there has been a great

turning aside from the faith. And in the episconal church, I've gone to an episcopal

church and seen ceremonies gone through in which everything suggests the death of

Christ, and what he meant for us, and the most beautiful prayers, summarizing our

relationship to God, and. His relation to us and a service which took of the things of
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Christ and. put them before us in striking fashion, and. have it spoiled by the same man

giving a sermon in which he took a strong modernist position or of simly social gospel

which practically denied everything he said, and it must be said that for the last 30

years the Anglican church as a whole, even teaching, has laid very, very little stress on

Biblical teaching. ut it is remarkable how often you come across men who were brought

up in the Episcopal 'hurch and had a background of those ceremonies, the most beautiful

prayers and all that, and some of it found lodging in their minds, and the Spirit of

God later took that which was lodged in their minds and. used it to bring them out to

a full understanding and knowledge of God's plan and a full relationship with His truth.

Now many men whom I know, who are that way, have a great dislike for the episcopal church

from which they came, and of course it is true that it fell down badly on the task it

should have had of bringing this understanding to them...

0.T.History 195. (continued on next page)
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... far rather go to an episcoral church, with forms and ceremonies suggesting the truths

of God's Word, and then even if there is a sermon which deniestthan to go to a modernist

Baptist or Methodist church, in which you don't have the ceremonies to drive home the

trutis, but have the sermon that is (3/14.) attached to that.

I don't think God wants either one, but the work of the Driest in the ceremony, which

is the main thing in the present eiscoal wervices-r--I don't think should be in Protest

ant churches in this age, it should not be--but it does have a definite place but not (11)

It is more like the work of the oronhets. The prophet receives

his message from God, gives it to the people. The minister receives the message from GM

through the Word, and gives it to the people. So he's not identical with the prophet, but

ultj.matethe eJ-y objective is identical with that. Well, the, number 7.

Number 7 lie Incidentson he war to tbe PlaJ.xso14pab It is ènly two chapters,

and it is rather hard to date these two charters. It starts in with a dating, it says

In the first month but it doesn't say what year, and some people say it's the first

month of the fortIeth year and some peoD1e's the first month of the third year, and

we do not have absolute proof. I incline nersonally to think it's the fortieth because

of the fact that it comes so far along in the account. Those who put it the third year

think it hapoened before the crisis at Kadesh Barnea. That seems to be not imoossible

but unlikely. But there is a spaSe of 38 years between the events at Sinai and the

arrival at the plains of Moab, and the scripture does not tell us where that 38 year

space occurred. Was it before the rebellion of Korah and Abirain, was it after that

rebellion? The scripture does not tell and so we do not know. My oersonal guess is that

the rebellion of Korah, Datan and Abiram was somewhere in the middle of the 38 years,

hut that's only a guess. In that case the 38 years would cane partly before that and

tartly after that. *hat we know is that the arrival in the plains of Moab was LO years

after (3) We know that. And just where these things

soacelç we don't know. But we find that in the first month, Miriam died, and does this

mean the first month of an early year or a late year? I would think it likely a late

year, likely the fourth, but we cannot be dogmatic. But that is a, under 7.

a The Death of Miriam I think it most likely, during these 38 years that the people
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roamed through the desert, stayed in one place till the forage gave out, then moving to

another, and probably they oassed through Kadesh several times. But the 38 year

wandering began and ended at Kadesh.

Then b is a very interesting subject. b The Sin of Moses and Aaron Chapter 20:2-13.

And if you would open either your English or your Hebrew Bible to Numbers 20 we will

look at this passage. And there was no water for the congregtion and they gathered

themselves together against Moses and against Aaron. Now this is a rebellion. We've

had a number of them of course. You've been dealing with the/others in your discussions.

And the people chodv with Moses and spake, saying, Would God that we had died when our

brethren died Ie6re the Lord'. You'd think why on earth do these people so often say

things like this, but when you realize that it's s-tread over a period of forty years

and realize that oeople who fall into certain (It. 3/Lt.) phrases they're apt to fall into

them repeatedly, I would simply suggest that when you make an error, when you fall into

some sin, when you make some foolish statement, and. you regret later what you've done,

write do it down, write down what you've done, and. put down the date, and just watch and

see if you don't, within the next forty years, do the same thing perhaps a hundred times

instead of Mybe ten, the way the Israelites did. Maybe if you write it down once, by

about the fifth time you'll be ready to make a positive effort to stop. But people re

peat the same things r and over. You'll find it inevitable, you'll find it constantly.

And. it drives it home to our minds here where *e have the forty years condensed together,

to see how often similar events happened in their rel&tèonship. You will find, if you

dilgo




ggehave a church, you'll find somebody in your congregation who has a problem, he is ej;

he just can't believe that he, the Lord will save him, he thinks it doesn't look as if

it's possible, things are just going wrong. Well, you help him. You're apt to find the

same man having the same difficulty, six months later. You're apt to find him having

that difficulty over and over. Somebody has a different one. You're apt to find that

one reieated over and over. Sometimes it sorely tries your patience, and I'm sure it

sorely tried Moses' mtience to see these same things that these people said, over and

over. And Moses could remind them of God's hand in Egypt, he could remind them how God
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delivered them, he could remind them of what od had doae to give them water and give

them food through the wildarness, and so on, and when they get their eyes on these

things their difficulties seem small and they're ready to forget them, but then they

come back, and it's the same with the neople with whom you deal and it's the same with

ourself. We want to learn what our difficulties are and bring them to the Lord and get

them settled, instead of rushing them aside and then going through the same thing

over and over, without ever realizi. But here the people said this, why have you
of the Lor

broubt the congregation thevi1derness that we and our cattle should die

there? And wherefore have ye 4ade us come out of Egypt, to bring us into this evil

place? no place of seed, or of figs, or of vines, of of pomegranates-, neither is

there any water to drink. And Moses' patience must have been sorely tri9d with all

the times they had talked this way after all the Lord had done for them. It's very easy

to say, oh, those Israelites in the wilderness, weren't they terrible, how superior we

are to them, how we look back and look and say how we never would've been that way.

Chances are we are exactly that way, now, except for the grace of God. And the people

with whom we have to deal are exatly that way. The nerson who himself is most that

way is apt to be the one who is most impatient when God outs him in a position of

authority with others, when they show this sort of attitude. Moses wasn't that way.

Moses was a very humble man, a meek man, a very 'ratient man, when everybody turned against

him, when God was going to destroy the neople, time and again Moses inberceded for them

before the Lord, said, Lord, blot me out of your book but spare this People, bring them

up. Time and again, Moses did that. But Moses simply lost his patience, as any human

being would, and Moses and Aaron vet, went from the presence of the assembly unto the door

of the tabernacle of the congregation, and they fell upon their faces; and the glory of

the Lord a'oueared unto them. And the Lord spoke to Moses, saying, Take the rod, and

gather thou the assembly together, thou, and Aaron thy brother, and sneak ye unto the

rock before their eyes: and it shall give forth his water, and thou shalt bring forth

to them water out of the rock: so thou shalt give the congregation and their beasts

drink. God said to Moses, sneak to the rock before their eyes. And so shalt thou give
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the congregation and their beasts drink. You notice God said, so shalt thou give. Of

course, Moses knew that that meant, so will you be the instrument for God to give the

congregation and their beasts drink. And Moses took the rod from before the Lord, aa

he commanded him, and Moses and Aaron gathered the congregation together before the

rock, and he said to them, Hear now, ye rebels, must we fetch you water out of this

rock? And Moses lifted uo his hand, and with his rod he smote the rock twice: and the

water came out abundantly, and the congregation drank, and their beasts also. And the

Lord said to Moses and Aaron, because ye believed me not, to sanctify me in the eyes of

the children of Israel, therefore ye shall not bring this congregation into the land which

I have given them. There was God's rebuke to Moses and Aaron. Because ye believed me

not to sanctify me in the eyes of the children of Israel, therefore ye shall not bring

this congregation into the land which I have given them. What had Moses done? God said

speak to the rock before their eyes and it shall give forth water and thou shalt bring

forth the water out of the rock. Moses said to the people, Hear, you rebels, must we

fetch you water out of this rock, and lifted/up his hand and with his rod he smote the rokk

twice and the water came out abundantly. Now if you are dealing with electrical things,

and you pull the right switch, the machinery begins to work. But if you pull the wrong

switch or touch it the wrong way, you may get a shock and be badly injured, instead of

accomplishing the things you1wanted. You have to know just how to handle it. '/went into

a big electrical installation and Started in to try to make the thing go, very soon I

probably would have a bad shock, and yet I might be a better man morally than the rained
would go

electricial who was in there and do it without being injured. Is this a situation like

that? Is thAs a situation where if Moses had only done it a little different way, he

smote that rock twice, now suppose he struck it once, then he would. have been all right,

wouldn't he? But he made 4nistake and struck it twice. I think that is very easy

mistake for us to make about the scriptures. The scriture gives certain ceremonies

which are to be done exactly so, but it always makes it ery clear. If they are ceremon

ies, if they are vital, they are done in this way. That is comratively (ll-)

Ordinarily, what God deals b*th is the spirit and attitude of -oeople. It j8
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our spir1t attitude,e-eeD it is not a matter of trecise details of wording or form.

In this case, God did not say smite the rock at all. Well, then, is it wrong if Moses

smote the rock. Previously God had said smite the rock, and it will bring forth water.

Why did Moses smite it t*ce instead of once? I think the reason is perfectly evident,

it was his patience givin way. He was filled with emotion. Hear, ye rebels, must we

bring water for you out of the ck. Moses thought, these people, all the things God had

done for them and. still they're rebelling, still they're murmuring. Here they can't trust

God to bring them water, God loves them, God let them starve, he'll supnly water,

and yet they come and murmur this way. Hear, ye rebels, must we bring water to you out

of the rock, and he brings down his rod and he hits it hard twice. It's the expression

of the emotion. And God says, Moses you should have shown forth to these peonle the

patience of God. You should have shown to them the character of the loving God, that

looks at their weakness and realizes their infirmities, realizes their sin. but brings

them the provision for it, and gives the glory to God for it. Must we bring you water.

Well, God said so shalt thou bring water. Moses did bring water, but he brought it (13)

and he should've sanctified God, he shouldite given God the

glory. Moses failed at his strongest point. How easy it is for us, when we're with
-1

somebody else, to feel uncertain, and think oh I don't need to help this man in this

regard, he's stronger than I am in this regard. I can just let myself go and. relax here,

I don't need to try to help him, he may be having a struggle on that very point, when you

could give him a word of hèln, but instead of that you just take for granted his strength,

and you become the straw that broke the camel's back in leading him to fail at his trong

est point. And Moses failed at his strongest point. And what was his strongest point?

His humility. His recognition of God's power as being everything, and his power as being

nothing. His absolute subjection to God and his sanctifying God all through is a satter

which has never been surpassed, or even attained flrhans by any other person who has ever

lived. But 1-eai here, in Moses' strongest point, Moses failed, and God said yotbave

not sanctified me and I am not going to permit you to take the people into the land. Well,

now that is certainly sin, and it is failure, failure in natience, failure to give God the
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glory, (iL) assumption

that he was giving the water instead of God, and that is not a word in the tnssage to

suggest anything else. While we're on that, pleaseturn to Numbers 27. In Numbers 27

we read, verse 12, and the Lord said to Moses, get thee uo into this mount Abarim, and.

see the land which I have given to the children of 1srael.And when thou hast seen it,

thou also shalt be gathered unto thy people,
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as.Aaron thy brother was gathered. For ye rebelled against my commandment in the desert

of Zin, in the strife of the congregation, to sanctify me at the water before/their eyes:

that is the water of Meribah in Kadesh in the wilderness of Zin. And then Moses goes

on there and its whole heart is for the people. He does not complain of God's judgment,

he doesn't object to it, he simply asks that God shall appoint a proper shepherd to

take his place. There's nothing mose there about his sin. In Deuteronomy 32:4.8_52,

And the Lord stake unto Moses that selfsame day, saying, Get thee up into this mointain

Abarim, unto mount Nebo,whih is over against Jericho, and behold. the land of Canaan,

which I give to the children of Israel for a possession; and die in the mount whither

thou goest up, and be gathered to thy people, as Aaron thy brother died in mount Hor, and

was gathered unto his people; because ye trestassed against me amng the children of

Israel at the waters of Meribah-Kadesh, in the wilderness of Zin; because ye sanctified

me not in the midst of the children of Israel. Yet thou shalt see the land before thee;

but thou sahit not go thither unto the land which I give the children of Israel. And

then in chapter 34 we read how . went up into the mountain and. he looked at the land

across into alestine, and then he died there. Well, these are the passages which tell

about Moses' sin. And there's not a single word in one of them that says anything about

whether he struck the rock onde or twice or no time. The striking of the rock was an

expression of the emotion within him. It was not itself a thing of vital significance.

uod said speak to the rock, on prvious occasions God had said strike the rock, on pre

vious occasions he had struck the rock and the water came out. 1h time he spoke to

the people and he struck the rock and the water came out. It was identical this time
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with the previous time. Yes? (student-2 3/4) If Moses had had a right attitude in

this case, he would not have, and still have smote the rock twie, I doubt if he would've

smitten it twice if he had a right attitude. Because I think the smiting of it twice

was the emotional feeling expressing itself, and I don't think Ie would've expressed it

that way. I think the smiting of It was an expression of his feelings, I don't think it

in itself (33) . Mr. Deslitande? (stucient.3*) All of the good

things that we have come from Christ. Christ is the rock that followed the children of

Israel in the wilderness. He's the rock in whom they found protection, he's the rock from

whom they received their nourishment, he is similarly the manna, and he says in John I am

the bread that came down from heaven , and he is similarly the brazen serpent which is

lifted up that they may be saved through him. Whether the additional point that the rock

was smitten is intended of the Lord as a symbol of Christ being smitten on Calvary and

our blessings flowing from that, I don't recall whether there is any passage in the Word

e4-Ge4 that draws that particular picture, but I'm sure the children of Israel on this

occasion would not have thought that. Phe:r would. get that picture franthe sacrifice which

reresented what God was going to do for them, they would get it from some other things

when it's pointed out to them, but here where they are filled with their thirst, and they
trrible

are in this situation there, ther rebellion, and Moses said God is going to bring you.

water, & am sure they were thinking of God's provision of water, I don't think they were

thinking of atonement for sin then. It's a figure which might conceivably be used sane

where but it certainly would be in prominent place, the figure of Christ as the man8/Qr

of Christ as the brazen serpent would be a much more prominent one because a much more

easily understood one, and. the figure of Christ in the tabernacle would be much more

suited to them. Yes? (tudent.5I) God said speak to the rock and Moses spoke to the

people instead of the rock. He smote instead of sneaking to it, but on previous occasions

God had. said smite the rock and he had done that. There were two cases, one or two before,

where they didn't have water, God said smite the rock, Moses smote the rock, water tame.

Now in thts case, he gets up there, he stands before the rock, he looks at the rock, he

holds his rod, the people are there, he's all excited, now he says, now here we are a
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third time, just like the other two, I should smite this rock and bring water out.

No, that's not right, he didn't say smite this time, did he, he said speak this time,

I shouldn't smite the rock, I should just speak to the rock, well now is that right,

did he say smite or speak, and he'd. try to remember what were the exact words and if

he remembered them wrong, God's going to punish him. I mean, I don't think that's the

figure at all. (tudent.6k) Yes, but I doubt if that is a type of Christ, I doubt Oat

very much. (student. 6 3/Li.) The rock was following them in the wilderness, yes. But

the rock is a type of Christ, just as the brazen serpent is a type of Christ and the

manna is a type of Christ, there are many things that are a type of Christ But whether

ii~atheir eyesthe Darticular thing of smiting would be to the people then s a type of Christ, I really

auestion it. But to us now. So that for us, now, as a type, we could be given, if Moses

would carry out the directions in the new command, but if he made a mistake and carried

out the directions in the previous directions instead of that one, then he got this

terrible punishment. Hardly seems in line with God's normal being, does it? Yes?

(student-717) No, it doesn't say that, it says he was punished because he did. not santtiy

God before the peoDle, that's the phrase that's used (7 3/Li)

(student.) No, but to the expression of his emotions. (student) I don't think that

sanctify would be the word for that. Now there's a matter in which there might be vari

ations of interpretation, that word sanctify. My own impression is that the word sanctify

means, what is that phrase there, he says in chapter 20 here, he says, because )ie be

lieved me not, he sanctif me in the eyes of the children of Israel, to sanctify me,

does that mean to watch out and not, of course, the directions were not to smite the

rock at all, there's nothing in the directions about smiting the rock at all, the direct

ions are speak. Yes? (student-8 3/Li.) I don't think it was the fact of his speaking to

the people, I think it's the way he spoke to them. He says, hear now, ye rebbls, must

we bring you water? I think if he had said to the people, if he had said to the people,

now as on previous occasions, you are losing faith in the goodness of God.. God's always

given you water before, don't you think he's going to give it now? God, is not going to

let you die of thirst, or your cattle either. God has a ncovision for you. God is going
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to supply. Now see this rock here. God has revealed to me that he is going to bring

water out of the rock. Now in that case whether God meant him to smite it and a little

touch might have made it come or whether God would have increased the force back of it

so that it would. have burst out at that instant without a touhh, I don't knaw. But I'm

quite certain that it was the attitude he showed to the people which sanctified God or

failed to sanctify God, rather than the particular detail of what he did. Yes? (stud.e.at.

10) God (10*) a lot of rebels. Certainly

(student.) It is not a crystal clear thing. I think we must say that. It is ant a crystal

clear thing. But it would seem to me that one thing we can be tolerably sure of is, that

it was Moses taking a certain part at least of the glory fem-Ge& for himself, of the

credit to himself, instead of giving the whole glory to God. You did not sancitify me

before the eyes of the people. That that is the i4ae&pa first catastrophe. It seems

to me that that must be important. It seems to me that the imratience and the general

attitude shown is (11) Beyond that I

can't go, but I can say this, that it does not,eem to me to be odts character, after

Moses has led the people for forty years and has done so many things that no other man in

all history has done, and been true to God so marvelously in so many, many ways, and has

served God so wonderfully and shown such humility and such patience, that God would now

say if you don't follow the precise exact woads that I've given you, in the precise exact

form it's to be done, but you vary it a little bit, you're going to get terribly punished.

The reason must be something other than tha%"very ttely. Mr. Decker? (student-11 3/14.)

In order that hight show, yes, show his complete faith in God by watching the new

directions carefully. We had a meeting two weeks ago, there was api meeting of the Execb

tive Committee of the Independent Board, and we have met for years in the office of the

Board down on Walnut Lane. I was talking to the General Secretary, and he said we're

going to save you time this time. I had told him I had to be back for class, I couldn't

stay very long. He said we'll meet in the home, which is about three miles further up

in Germantown, well meet in the home, and there we will meet and. we'll have art of the

meeting around the luncheon table. We'll eat together and. that way we'll save time. Well,
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I got the notice from them, that it would be at the Independent Board Home at that time.

guess I
I went there, I was there the 27th, I said, am I the last one to get here (Ijwas two

minutes late), or the first one? Well, two minutes later another one came. We waited

there, and then we got a phone call, and I think the other five or six, every one of

them went to the office, though the directions said the Home. But everybody went to the

plate they were accustomed to going and had to be told to came uiere, and Ire lost time

instead of saving it. Simoly because, in planning the meeting, it had. not been realized

the inertia of human beings, even very effective, very successful human beings, in

noting a change in their (iLk)

Now, to say that had. Moses done the thing in a precise way (lL)

then to

say, now you speak to the rock, and then, look at here, you didn't do this the way I said,

but a different way, lieu, why didn't you tell me, why didn't yo4.inder1ine it in red,

why didn't you make a special postscript, why didn't you make (lL)

I'd be more careful then. But to say, now, this is a sin that results in your (i14')

I think in

a young person it might be a very good thing, to change the directions slightly and then

you'd be sure to doft the other way and not follow (114W 3/L4)




him that he should
and then give a fairly sharp discipline in order to impress on them-49 be very, very

careful in observing the right...

O.T.History 197. ()

.well, now, there is one more thing I think we should say about this, why is this in

scripture here, why did this happen? W-& There are two, you might say, general ideas.

One, which I don't hhink is expressed in people's minds but perhaps is in them to some

extent, is this: Moses sinned, proved himself wrong, deserves tremendous punishment, he

gets it. Just the bald facts. Now there's an element to that, just the bald facts, that

way. It certainly is a tremendous change fromthe general Moses.

Now the second idea, God wanted to show a type, that Moses would strike the rock once,
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that would represent Christ. Now Moses struck the rock twice, that ruins the type, there-
and do

fore we've got to punish Moses fop lett%p him be killed and not hAve the wonderful (14)

thgs he wants, because he wrecked the type. Well, we should explain the

type (14) in such a case, Make it clear to him, so he won't

make any mistake about it, so that it will be plain what (1 3/L)

rather than bring a bit punishment to him. I believe that the

true explanation is to be sought in a different direction, and that isthis, that Moses,

up to this poitt, had been pictured in the scritures, as he was, as such an outstanding,

such a, so 1oy1 to God, so true, so humble, so efficient, so much of all the virtues you

could ever ask, leading the people wonderfully, standing alone against them when necess

ary, interceding f6r them, blot me out of your book, spare this people--the wonderful

character of Moses, that it would be very easy thing for eop1e to make a sort of a god

of Moses, to make a great saint out of Moses, and take him as ?oerfectly natural, con

sider him as a sort of man that never lived on earth, except the Lord Jesus Christ, the

most rfect man that ever lived. Well, it would be very easy to get the impression

that Moses is a perfect and almost to out him in the place of God. Like Mohammedanism

is the religion of Mohammed, Mohammed is a pronhet of Allah, yes, but Mohammed is in the

center. Where it would be very easy for Ji4aism fo have Moses in the center, and brought

up on Moses' great deeds, on Moses' wonderful character, taking him as an example, put

him in a olace almost like God. The Lord did not wish th to hapoen. The Lord wanted

it to be very clear, that though Moses was a great and good man, one of the fiaet men

that ever lived, yet h. was a sinner like ourselves, a man of flesh and blood, a man

who committed error, s man who deserged. to die, as we all do, and therefore, insteadof

his life ending in a great festival of jubilation oger the wcrderful things Moses has

done inleadtgg the people out, in tarrying them thus far, and. all of the wonderful

eulogies that we're apt to say about a brand old man who's had a great life (3 3/LiP)

instead of that, it ends with punishment for In onMoses to offset this.

That ié to prevent that very real danger of the thdolatry of a man, of putting a man in

a position which, if any man who ever lived deserved It, Moses did. But no man deserves
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it. And. secondly, I think that there was this in it. That Moses, his eye was not abated,

his pe was still clear, his natural strength was not abated, as we read at the end of

Beuteronomy. He was an old man but strong and vigorous and Moses felt oh I want to take

these people into the land of Canaan. I want to lead them in and conquer the land. and

do this great work that must be done. But Moses had done his work. It was necessary
Iv

to have a younger man for this work. It was necessary now to turn him out (14'-L Moses

was getting old, his temper was shorter than it used to be. He just didn't have the

ohysi.a1 strength he used. to have, even though outwardly he seemed to, be didn't have

the nerve force he used to have. Moses needed to be replaced. by a younger man, and.

this failure on his part, which may have been due to quite an extent, from the tired

ness of the long straiof all these years and all he'd gone through, this failure on

his tart, was evidence to1him and to the world of the fact that he was not the man to

lead the people, that they needed another man. It's, to mind, it is part of God's

plan for these reasons I've mentioned, to replace Moses by the man who is God's choice

for this other work, though Moses has done these works in a way that perhaps no man

that ever lived could have done them. And to ruin any possibility of people idolizing

Moses, or 'putti% him on a pedestal when he should. hot be on one, by making the fact

that he was a sinner like other human beirgsrominent at the end of his life. And

clearly put out before them. No, yoq&mve sinned., you have not sancttffed me as you

should, you cannot lead the people into the Pvomised Land. It's all Dart of God's plan.

And I believe that Moses right today is gpa -4e the Lord for his good. sense. He's

recognizing his sins and his weaknesses that he has like all of us, he's praising the

Lord for saving him as he couldn't have been saved, as none of us could Have been saved,

except for the Lord's salvation. He's also praising him for thts part of the plan in

making his sin become evident in this way, in connection with his death, in such a way

as to be a help in saving people from that danger which they/might so easily have fallen

into.

Martin Luther, when be was on his deathbed, said., destroy all my works, read the

Bible, don't read what Martin Luther 'wrote. Martin Luther, the last thing in the world
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he wanted was to have churches named after him. He wanted them named after Christ, he

wanted them to follow Christ. But within forty years after Martin Luther's death, he

was made such a saint to many of his followers that if you varied by two words from

what they figured Martin Luther had taught, you might be thrown into the dungeon, or

even be hanged. He was made an absolute standard among a great tart of the church in

Germany, and while most of what Marttn Luther said was good, and it was a wonderful

thing for Germany to have his teaching, yet at this point the church erred very, very

badly. Calvin, John Calvin, was greet afraid because of the way, towards his death,

the oeoole of Geneva would take anything he'd say, and in fact there were leaders all

over Euroue who would ask his advice about most anything, and whatever Calgin said that

was the last word, and Calvin was afraid that they might make him into a sort of a saint,

so when he was on his deathbed, he secretly gave orders that when he died, his body

should be taken out in the middle of the night and buried with. only two or three people

knowing where it was. So nobody knows, there's a place in Geneva today with a big

monument to Calvin, called his grave but nobody knows where it is. It was put up a hun

dred or more years after his death. Nobody knows where he was buried, because he was

afraid of this danger. And if there was that danger with Luther and Calvin, far more

with Moses, because Moses accomplished a work which at least in the eyes of the world

was far greater than they did. And it s part of God's plan, to do it this way. It
oth

wasn't that Moses s a greater sinner than estrpeople, because he was probably a less

sinner than most people that ever lived, but he was a sinner before God and deserved "ternal

death, and God wanted that fact given, and God. wanted to make it clear even to Moses,

that he was not the man to lead the people into Canaan.

And so, now you will find people in almost any church you go into, you may find

people who are very, very strict on this. Here was Moses great sin, he smote the

rock twice, that ruined the type, he should have done it once. Now nersonally, I don't

think that's the reason, but there are people who get very excited about it, and it's

very, very easy to go into a church and find somebody very excitad aboulthat and think

that your greatest duty in life is to clarify their idea, to change them on that, and
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I think that's an utter mistake. It is, I think that is a conrnaratively minor foible

and I believe that it is very, very foolish to nake a peff fight about tich things. But

I think that in the course of time, to bring people to an understanding of the great

principles of the scri-oture instead of the little details, that God makes his actions

in accordance4' with his doing Deo-ple a favor. And I don't thikk you want to come head

bringon or&ny one point about it, but to w4i them gradually to an understanding. I've known

two or three graduates of this seminary who,having gotten what I thought was a thorough

ly 4eae4 sane attitude toward the Bible, and getting out into a church where they had

a number of very godly, earnest people, who were very hep-ned on certain word-for-word

systems which I think were in error in certain points, but who thought that was the big

thing (lo) And I think they made a bi mistake. The

great thing is to present Christ, and His atonement, and wht blessings we have through

him, that is the thing that we're there for, and we are gradually to lead them into

attitudes of interY)retation which will result in their getting greater blessings from

the scripture than they did before. Well, this new schedule, I'm always forgetting

that class ends at quarter after, so we only have another 30 seconds. So I'll give

you that thirty seconds...

(ii 3/14.) We have nine empty seats onthe first two rows, and nine people back of Mr.

Taggard, what a coincidence that is.

We were sueaking about the Wilderness Journey, and under that we're on 7 which covers

a rather large amount of material but probably all incidents Uhat were on the way, the

final trip Drobly from Kadesh, when they left (13) and headed over

toward the plains of Moab. And so we mentioned all a, The Death of Miriam, and then

b, The Sin of Moses and Aaron, not just of Moses, but of Moses and Aaron who are together

involved in this. Moses struck the rock but Aaron died as well as Moses. They are to

gether in it and they are together punished for it. It is their attitude, it would seem

to me (l3) ways,

there are other things that harn,ened that some of us might think were worse than this, per-

haps they were, but this was not their greatest sin but the point at which the Lord eewe&
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chose to make an example of these two men, to show that they, though great leaders,

were also sinful human beings. We looked ahead at the other passages that thhed on

this, and then, the next matter (lLi.) dealt with in this area here

is c Edom's Refusal to Allow Passage Through the Land 2O:lL.-2l. You've read it in

connection with your assignments, and I merely mention it now, point it out (lJ)

And. then d The Death of Aaron 20:22-29...

O.T.Hlstory 198. ()

.and then e The Victory Over Arad 21:1-3. Thirty-eight years earlier there had

been the attack on the Israelites after the death of the spies. Now this defeat is

avenged and some of the Canaanites destroyed, at the start of the march toward the

plains of Moab, the Lord gives them this earnest of the eventual conquest of Canaan.

Then f The Incident of the Brazen Serpent 21:L1.-9. This is a very interesting

incident. It's interesting that today that area through which they went is still an

area infested with serpents. On this way between Sinai and the plains of Moab, there's

an area there you pass through, P. E. Lawrence describes it in his book, THE SEVEN PILLARS

OF WISDOM, I don't know how many of you have read THE SEVEN PILLARS OF WISDOM, it was

quite a famous book not so long ago, oh I guess it was twenty years now, isn't it, he was

a leader in the first world war in rousing the Arabs against the Turks and he went out

and conducted guerilla warfare leading the Arabs and as a young man he had started to

write a book on the verse in Proverbs, Wisdom has built her house, she has erected her

seven pillars; he didn't get very far in it, so now he decided to use that title for an

account of his war experiences, so he called it RU SEVEN PILLARS OF WISDOM, and he only

printed I think about a thousand cooies or less for his close friends, and wouldn't let

anybody else see it, but in order to make some money, he issued an abridged edition

which he called I believe THE WAR IN ARABIA or some such title. Lowell Thomas made him

famous, went all overrthe world lecturing about hi. And. this abridged edition was

Dublished but after his death, the other was made available to the public, and it's an

extremely interesting book about the war in the desert there, and. his exDeriences and I
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think well worth anybody's reading for the insight it gives there into that section of

the near east. But in it I was very much impressed with one incident where he was going

through this area, He said/Hey camped at night he said every morning the first who would

get up would get up very, very gently and watch closely that he didn't dislodge a serpent

that might be lying right next to him because during the night the serpents in that area

rmth




up and would lieu right next to, them who were camoi.g there, stretch out right

next to them, and of course if you turned over suddenly and aroused it and excited it and

scared it, it might bite you, and they did lose some men through that, so the first one

that got up would get up very, very gently and easily and. then held go and take a big

pole and held come and pole the serpents away fromthe edge of the other men so they could

get up too, and. it was quite an exoerience they had coming through there and they h,-..d a

very vivid picture of the situation in this region into *hich the Israelites came. When

we read that the Lord sent fiery serpents among them, as a punishment for their murmur

ing, and then the Lord used it in order to give an object lesson. He told Moses to make

a serr,ent of brass and out it up on a pole, and the Lord gave them the instruction that

when any one of them was bit by one cf the seroents if they'd look u at this seroent of

brass onthe pole, the Lord would heal them. And of course it was an object lesson of

the way in which 0th in God's provision they would be healed from sin. Later on,

the brazen serpent became an object of worship, it was a wonderful thing, what God used

as an object lesson for his, to show this lesson of God's orovidence, but it became an

objet of worship and like anyi God'i truth, it can become harmful if what

is supposed to be in a secondary place gets the primary place. You can even take a

glorious (5) or a fine aspect of God's truth and put it in the primary

position and it ban become an object of harm. And we know that this haooened because

in 2 Kings L8:14, we read that Hexekiah took the serpent of brass and destroyed it and

broke it in pieces to keep it from being misused. The thing was right in itself but it

was becoming misused, anythbig can be misused. And this was, and so he had to destroy it,

it had become a snare, a source o'injury instead of a beautiful symbol. And that is so
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often true in religious history. omething that starts out as a wondertl source of

good, it has its use perverted and it becomes an instrument of evil. Then the sad thing

is that people, after seeing the evil of that, so often will attach the idea of the evil

to the particular thing instead of to its misuse. We had a man right in our chapel, a

man who was a member of our faculty at the time, who was referring to a church once, and.

he said you know it was the sort of a church where they burn candles, Well, what's

wrong with burning candles. He said this is a church where they had evensong. What's

wrong with having evensong and burning candles. Both of them can be a help tqtis, they

can be an aid to our service to the Lord, but they can be so misused as to become evil.

When they are we have to dror them, but we can use most anything for the service of God,

if it is used rightly.

Now this serpent of brass, of all things, you wouldn't think could be Eisused., but

it shows how terribly it wasuisueád, and yet it remains a vital art of the history

and people forgot the fact that it wasiisused and destroyed, it was mentioned in Kings

but it wasn't nearly as widely known as the story of its actual good. use, and so it was

possible for our Lord to take this, which had become misused and had to be destroyed, it

was possible for him to take and to use it as a symbol of himself. He said, as Moses

lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the son of man be lifted up, that

whosoever believeth on him might not perish, but haveternal life. John 3:lL, leading

up to that wonderful summary of the gospel in John 3:16. Here we have an interesting

illustration, too, of the nature of types and. symbols. What is this a symbol of? It's

a smbo1 of the fact that Jesus becomes sin for us, that he who knew no sin becomes in

for us. So the serpent there,the brazen serpent stands for the sin laid on Jesus. It

hardly stands for Jesus, to compare him to a serpent, to core him to that which bit

them, that which destroyed them, would certainly be ridiculous. He is not like the

serpent, but the sin which is laid on him is like the serpent, and as the seppent was

lifted up, even so the sin of man ust be lifted up, that the sin be placed/on him, and

the sin is represented by the serpent, but it is not the sin we look to, it is the Christ

we look to, it's an illustration of the fact that you cannot expect a figure to be exact-
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ly identical with the thing it represents. A figure represents a thing in one way, it

may in two, it may in three, it may in four, but rarely does it in more than four, and

usually not more than in one or two. A figure takes one aspect of a thing and. drives it

home to the material. So let's not try to make the figures walk on all fours, because

they1 won't, they will be deceptive and misleading if ire try to take/them that way.

So this incident in the wilderness was a very important thing to the people, their being

delivered by the brazen serpent, and it's a wonderful illustration to us of how we can

too be delivered from all of the miseries of life thruugh the Lord Jesus Christ, and. It

is a wonderful example of morethan that, not merely of Christ's sacrificial death for us

but of the central PDotestant doctrine of salvation by faith alone. There was nothing

these people did, &hsolutely nothing, they just looked at the serpent. They could not

earn their freedom from it, they could not earn their deliverance fromthe serpent's bite,

all they could do was just look, in faith, to the God who provided deliverance. And.

that of course is the central theme which Luther stressed in the beginning of the Reform

ation, a thought that has been known to all true Christians through the ages, but per

haps was never so physically stressed as it was by Luther then. And it certainly is

very, .very clearly taught in this picture right here. l.eR

Then, The Mareh around )4oab 21:10-20. Instead of crossing Moab they go clear

around. The results were that they asked the Moabites to let them through as they asked

the Edomites, and when they refused they went around. There are cases where, in life,

we should force our way through obstacles, there are many cases where we should do that,

regarèless of the outcome, for the sake of the Lord's work we must force our way through,

and let nothing stop us. But there are other cases, like the cases of Edom and Moab,

where an obstacle is in the way and. the thing to do is to go around the obstacle, rather

than to waste our time in fighting over secondary issues, to go around it, to leave it

for a time, it may be necessary to deal with it sometime, it may haze to be dealt

with later, but if we're going to clear every obstacle out of our way, we'll never get

to the basic thing, to the main thing, The Lord wants us to use strategy and prayerful

thinking in what we do. That is a thing you'll find mall kinds of Christian work, in
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anything you'll do, you'll find too many -people who have some minor thing that they're

so aroused about that they forget the big things on account of these minor things, or

perhaus things that aren't so minor, but that are not the major things. I've known men

who e so strong in their Calvinistic convictions that they could recognize an Arminian

three blocks away, and yet could walk right straight up to a modernist and not see any-

thing wrong with him. I've known peoule who could do that. They were real Christians,
11

they were earnest Christians, and their effor, I believe, was true on the truth they

were stressing, but they were atressigg it out of proportion, and the result was that with

this disuroDortionate stress upon a secondary thing they came not to rut the stress they

should on the primary thing. I've known many peoDle who were exactly that way. I think

the Lord wants us to guard against (121)

that is a secondary thigg. There are times when we must push on things, times when we

must fip,ht them right straight through, but we want to be mighty sure it is such a time

before we divert our energies from the main thing for the sake of the secondary thing.

And so we have long tiresome marches around Edin and around Moab, instead of going across.

Pather than meet this secondary issue now when it is God's will that they should go

around.

Then, h Victory over Sihon Here was a king who was reigning over the southern cart

of the area, the southern part of the northern half of the area across hsben, an area

that formerly had belonged to Moab but had been conquered by Sihon not long before, and

the area beyond it that he had owned before that. He asked to grant nassage and re

fused and came with an army against Ismael and this time the Israelites attacked. He was

differently placed than Edom and Moab. They could be gone around, he could not. To

go around him meant to give up your Dlan of reaching your objective, and they attacked

him and destroyed him and cciiquered his territory. It was their first real conquest of

territory. Victory Over Sihon, 21:21-32. They could have stopped at Edom or Moab and

could have spent five years here, conquering those territories, but God directed them to

go around them, but with Sihon they stoDped and conquered.

Then i, (hot a câ.pital I which is built like a Roman (ii) but a

uà.].l i which is quite insignificant), Victory over O !ing of Bashan 21:33-35,
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A fine territory north of the River the region of pastureland, the

region a region

which has been one of the most fertile and valuable sections of Palestine at many times

in its history and at other times it has been practically deserted...

O.T.History 199. ()

...and great attractieness but such a drawback that more than makes up for it. And that

drawback in the world of peace would not be a real one, but in the Ondition the world

has usually been in it was a real drawback, and that was that it had no natural (3/Lb)

It was a territory just about impossible to defend. And these cities with these

big walls, and these big strong gates and so on, were necessary over there because there

s no natural frontier. It edges out into the wilderness and how far it's fertile de-

oends on how much rain comes at any tarticular time. It's the finest Dart of Palestine,
and

the most fertile/in many way the best, but not a defensible section, and consequenily

there is a great civilization there which has not lasted long, but has been destroyed.

And Og's civilization had not been continuing very long, Ifore the srae1ites came,

they conquered it, and now they had the whole area across the Jordan in their hands,

And so we come to .1 Arrival in the Plains of Moab Here they have conquered Trans

Jordan, that is the area just across the Jordan, edging u to the desert, they have

conquered that, but the Jordan River is between them and Canaan proper. This is the

arrival in the plains of Moab, and yet tnder our section of the Wilderness Journey,

we have two more parts that I'm going to include. This finished j, under 7, under D.

And so we go on to E. D, was From Sinai to the Plains of Moab. They have now

reached the hams of Moab, but there is a bit more before/the actual conquest of Canaan,

so we ±&clude this in the Wilderness Journey.

E The Balaam Incident It's an interesting interruption to the main narrative.

We stddenly introduce a man we haven't heard of before, and yet we find him to be a

worshipper of God, we find him knowing the Lord, calling him by his covenant name, the

LORD. And. we are introduced to a situa6on which the Israelites could have learned o

only by hearsay because they had. no direct contact, but it is a very interesting section,
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and one which in the Christian circles, as a whole, is not Dro-oerly understood. And so

I asked you to turn in to me a statement on this, in whih I asked you, two or three, I

asked you two distinct questions, in other words, four categories. List all evidence that

could be used to show that Balaam was (1) a true proohet, (2) a false prophet (3) a good

man, and (Z4) a bad one. Now to many people, uroohets and good men are synonymous. Thai

is to say they don't think necessarily that every good man is a proohet but they think

that a prophet is necessarily just about a perfect man, and we're nowhere told that a

prophet was a perfect man, there never was a perfect man except the Lord Jesus Christ.

But what is a proohet? Well-, it's interesting that our explanation of what a proohet

is is given us inthe scripture accordinghe law of second occurrence, we find the second

occurrence of the word proohet gives as a very clear idea of exactly what it means. I

say second occurrence because the first occurrence tells us nothing about the word.

The first occurrence is where God says to7aah or Abimelech, he says Abraham is a

prophet and he will aVr () pray for you. And all we learn from it is that Abraham

is a man whose prayers count with God. And we don't know anything ut what a prophet

is. ut the second occurrence of the word prophet is in Exodus 7:1. There was only, one

occurrence of the word in Genesis. In Exodus 7:1 we have the seoond occurrence of the

word proohet Well, first before mentioning that let me call you'attention bo the fact

that the present-day idea of prophet is not a scriptural idea, if somebody today says

a man is a prophet they mean, in secular life, he is able to predict the future. And

that is not the Biblical idea of a prophet, we have oroohets in the Bible who did

oracttcally no predicting of the future. A prophet is the only man who can correctly

predict the future, and therefore it's easy for the transition to be made fromthe

oror)het to a prSdicter of the future. But the prediction of the future is only a part

of the Droohet's work and not even a necessary part. Well, what then is a orophet? Well,

this tells us right here. The word is used figuratively, and yet the figure shows exact

ly what it is, and the Lord said unto Moses see I have made thee a god to Pharaoh. Was

Moses a god? Certainly not. Well, what does it mean then,I have made thee a god to

Pharaoh? He meant he had put Moses in a position like the position of a god. He pit him
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in a position where Pharaoh would recognize him as possessed of tremendous power, as a

factor, that Pharaoh who claimed to be the god of Egypt, Pharaoh had to recognize him,

to reckon with him. Have made thee a god to Pharash, and Aaron thy brother shall be thy

prohet. That means Aaron is in a position, not that Aaron was a prophet, but that Aaron

was i a position in relation to Moses, that a prophet would be in relation to God. And

in fact, I believe it was in bapter 14., the same thing was told in more literal language.

Without the use of the figure of speech of God and the Proohet. We find, it in chapter 14.

verse 10, Moses said to the Lord, I can't speak, I'm not eloquent, I can't go and do

this work for you. And the Lord said I'm perfectly able to make you able to speak. Moses

said, oh Lord, send by the hand of whom you will. And the anger of the Lord was kindled,

and he said, is not Aaron the Levite thy brother? I know that he can speak well. Behold

he comes to meet thee and when he sees thee he will be glad in his heart and thou shalt

speak unto him and out words in his mouth, and I will bF with thy mouth and with his

mouth, and will teach you *hat you shall do and he shall be thy spokesman unto the people.

He shall be to thee instead of a mouth, and thou shalt be to him instead of God. And

over, in relation to Pharaoh, Moses is in the olace of a god to Pharaoh, and Aaron in the

place of a 'oroohet. It makes it perfectly clear that a proohet is one who is a spokesman

for a god. A proohet is a mouthpiece for God. A prophet is one whom God uses to express

his ideas, to ss on his ideas, he is God's mouthpiece. That is a prophet. Well, now,

that I think is made thoroughly clear here, in this use. Now, if a prophet then speaks

as God's mouthpiece, it stands to reason that he's the only man who can oredict the

future correctly because no one but God knows it. No one else can predict it correctly.

And since God can predict the future correctly, and there are maxr things which he might

say inwhich it would be a useful thing to give some prediction of the future, therefore,

it is quite natural to expect a certain amount of prediction of the future from a

-oroohet. And it has develooed into a modern idea that that's what a Droohet is, a man

who 'oredicts the future. But/fle Bible a proohet is a man who speaks for God.

Now the odernists like to say, a proohet is not a foreteller but a forthteller.

And this is one of those statements which we every now and then find, which the
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Modernists make, which is a correct statement but which a they use it leads to wrong

interpretation of emphasis. When they say that he is not a foreteller but a forthteller

they are right, that the essence of a prophet is not one who predicts the future but

one who speaks out the message that God gives, one ho is a forthteller, but if he sneaks

for God then if is entirely right to expect that God may choose to foretell the future.

And so he is not a foreteller in the sense that for.te11ir is the primary thing for

which he exists, the reason for his being a prophet. But he is a forthteller in the sense

that, as a foreteller he can predict the future if God chooses to have him to do so, and

he very often did choose to do so. o that a prophet, whenever he sneaks of the future,

is a foreteller, but he is secondarily a foreteller, he is orimarily a forthteller, one

who speaks the message God gives him.

Now in the Bjb1jl sense a ororhet is not one who thinks over what he thinks God

would want said and then says it, nor is he one who reads the word of God and studies it

and determines fromthe word of God what he wants said and says it. In the strict sense,

a prophet is one to whom God directly gives his message and he passes it on. That's what

a prophet is. Now we can be prophets in a secondary sense, because we must get our message

from the Word. It has come in the first place to prothets who were God's messengers.

We are not prophets in the true sense, but we perform the function that prophets perform,

we take God's word and we ve it out. Consequently, there is a great deal that is said

about the prophets that properly applies to anybody who is a true spokesman for God to

day. But the main, central essence of being a prophet is something that God has stopoed

for this age, he has given us his word in its completeness. Now he wants us to study

the word. He does not in this age, choose to give his message directly, that is not

his habitual way of doing things. I don't say that he can't, if he chooses. I don't

say there may not be cases where, in relation to rticular situations, God speaks

directly, but I would say that if there are, for every one or two of them, there are a

hundred others that seem to be (12*) and therefore I would be

very skeptical and go very slow about accepting anybody's claims today to receiving a

message directly from God. We have the word and that is our source for our message.
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SNow then, if a prorhet is a mouthpiece for God, what's the difference between that

and the priest? Well, a priest has stated service to 'perform at regular intervals. A

Driest has service to perform on specific occasion, he has a definite regular routine

work to do. A proitet speaks whenever God gives him a message. And therefore, a man

may be a true orothet if God speaks to him once. But ever after, as far as his being

a prothet is concerned, even one who was a proliet, we may continue to call him a orophet

but he is not being used as a pro'het any more. God may choose to use a man as a pro

phet when he's twenty and again when he's sixty, and never in between. Or he may choose

to use a man a great deal as a prophet. But that is a basic distinction between a

DrODhet and a priest. The priesthood is an office. A man is put into the office of

re&lIar ceremony. He is inducted into that office. It is understood that he is the

one who has the right and the duty to perform these ceremonies. A priest is an officer,

a proohet isnot an officer, no such thing as the office of the prophet, despite the many

books that he been written in the last three hundred years ek*g there is. They

do not rest on any Biblical foundation. The Bible never says an office of a prophet.

A prophet, it is an activity rather than an office. God directs this man, to use as

his mouthpiece, and it may be that God will put a man through a long course of training

before he uses him as his mouthpiece, because if he didn't go- evgh-t (114*)

Or maybe he just -oickes him up and uses him (l14')




It is not

an office, it is a function of representing God as God's mouthpiece. That is extremely

important for us to study (lL4.)

Old Testament and a good many

Yes? (tudent.l3 3/14.) Yes, that is in the English translation is used in eectly the

same sense as when we say that there's a fish. In some places it's said you can't

swim there because there's a school of fish. We use the term school in the sense of be

ing an aggregation...
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there wa a
...others gathered round in order to learn from him. So that the scriool for prophets

in the sense that these people spent their time with, and learning from, one whom they

thought of as a prophet. It doesn't say necessarily he was a true prophet: he may have

been, he may not, but Elijah was a lone man, yet Alisha was there part of the time. He

left the school of the prophets, the eons of the prothets it calls it there, and they

were very skeptical all through then. Later on Elih got into more friendly relations

with them (1)

but still E1ijah and Eli8ha were prophets, and other indivtduals whom God se1ectedive

a message. They might go once, they might go twice, they might go a hundred times. But

it is a function rather than an office. Yes? (student.l*) Yes, and that is one rather

difficult task. It's just about the only one. I should say the only two because the

thing is repeated twice. But it is, people try to get the meaning of this prophet by

the etymology of the word. Now etymology sometimes tells you exactly what something

mans. Like constitution, is that which constitutes of the nation, so that the etymology

tells you what constitution means. When you get to a word like dandelion and mushroom

why the etymology doesn't tell us anything about the word. Very often the words have

developed in the direction away from their etymology. Now in studying any Hebrew word,

use is the way to determine its meaning. 'Out etymology is worth looking into and very,

very freauently etymology is tremendously helpful. In this particular case this Hebrew

word (2-k) * comes from a ver) * or
they in bre

something like that and the only meaning can find for such a roo7is o

so they think of a prophet as one who is just so filled with his message that he bubbles

over. Whether that's what it comes from I don't know, nobody knows. We know what the

word (2 3/14) * means but how it developed in Hebrew before that, nobody

knows. Some of the Modernists have written extensive books trying to fihre out fro*

the etymology what the orohets really were, and they try to make out that they were

groups of ecstatic men who went around, got into all kinds of emotional upheavals and

then giving forth torrents of words, and it's ourely imaginary, but there are two

passages in the scripture whieh can be drawn upon to give supoort to their iiewpoirxt.
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And in these two it describes Samuel as being with a group of people with him who evi

dently had certain ceremonies they went through which sound like a rather ecstatic sort

of thing. And. the first place was where Saul was finding out, searching for father's

asses that had been lost, and with Samuel he joined the prouhets and they were going to

these, whatever it was they were doing, and he joined in with them and they say, that

people said, is Saul among the prophets? The second case was where Saul was pursuing

David and he came to the place where Samuel was presiding7cxse prohets and he was

caught with the emotion of the thing to so great an extent that he threw off his clothes

and joined in with them in it and stayed all night and joined in with it, and people said

is Saul among the prophets? Well, if those two were the only references we had to follow

in the Bible, we would tend to think that proDhets were something like the derishes

might be in the Mohammedan world, or something, people that would whirl around and say

certain words and think of thoughts that might be of great cosmic signifiance, or some

thing about great spiritual ideas, they were driving home by this tremendously emotional

thing they were going through. But we have no other case in the ibèe anywhere, except

these two, and so it would seem to me likely that under Samuel's direction, this group

of people did go through certain occasions when they allowed their emotions to run free

as they thought on the great things of the Lord and Samuel kept a close hold on them

to keep it from getting of hand, and to keep it in the line of its central thinking and

Saul was just carried away with the emotions on those two occasions, but we have no ref

erence to anything like it anywhere else inthe Bible. So it certainly is not the primary

thing about the prophets, or even the usual thing, or we would have referencffion it, but

something that seensto have developed about Samuel there. nd it was that giving just

a little bit of supoort to this idea of some of the scholars that it is the bubbling over

that represented the oroDhets. It's not impossible, of course, in the development of

language that the word describing a man sort of bubbling over came to be apolied by




thRWcpeople who didn't understand certain individuals and later (5 3/L)it came to meanm

But in the scripture to mean a mouthpiece,that's per

fectly clear from context, in every case except these two and since in these two Samuel



O..History 200. 6) 1002.

is the leader and he was a mouthpiece for God on many occasions, there is

these two don't contradict the others but simply bring in this one additional idea. S0

that these DroDhets then, in scriptural sense, is the one whom God uses and he is actually

a proohet only while God is so using him, but it's rather natural to steak of a man as a

prophet if he's ever been used in that way. But he's not a, he's a prophet in the sense

that we give a man a title if he's ever exercised a certain position, but actually he's

only entitled to it when he's exrcising the position. man is a governor for four

years, he's elected governor for four years, ha4Le after that he's not governor any more

but people are apt to call him governor the rest of his life. Well, a orophet is actual

ly a prophet only when God is using him. Mr. Shellabarger? (student.6 3/Li) Yes. Well,

that's a matter of semantics. I have no objection of course, if somebody rants to use

the word office in a broad sense in which office can apply to any function whateer, like

if I got thirsty and Mr. Ruud went and got me a glass of water you could say he had the

office of cup-bearer, bringing me a glass of water, but if he only did it on the one

occasion it would bequite different from what, if he had agreed to do it every day. If

he agreed to do it every day regularly, that would be an office in the pvoper sense of

the word. But if he just on one occasion did it, he'd be performing an office, but he

wouldn't have an office in that rigid sense. And my objection to the term office in

relation to the proohets refers to the rigid sense of course. But the priest is an

office in a rigid sanse, and there's that difference between the prkest and the prophet,but
isiiction i

atwhether we use the word office or some other word, I th1nk/e real disinction,1 want to

emphasize that. Yes? (student.8. There was a certain amount of training that the 'Pro

phets did receive from Samuel though, wasn't there?) There are instances where the

proohets received a very considerable amount of training. But there are other instances

where we have no evidence of their having any training. And tháre are some instances

where we have pretty good evidence they received no training at all. Amos says, I was

not a prothet nor the son of a oroi-het but God spoke to me. Re says, I was a keeper

of sheen and a dresser of sycamore trees, and God spoke to me as I followed the flock,

and said go proohesy to thy people Israel. And so Amos picked up and went. God just
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picked him n& in that situation and used him. And there are times when God chose to do

that but ordinarily when it is, it is not a long extensive pro-nhetic ministry. When he

chooses to have, like Jeremiah or Isaiah with a long difficult ministry, he's apt to give

them a rather extensive preparation, but it's in no sense required though it is sometimes

oart of the
(9) it's not a may requirement for being a prouhet. It is Tart

of requirement for being a priest. And of course today, 'we'd say a minister is different

from a prophet because he gets his message in a different way but he has the same ultimate

puroose as a oroohet. Well today since the way of getting the message is different, there

fore, today training is almost always a requirement. Today God does not speak right to

the man and say here's message, give it out now. In which case sometimes a man will

do that in the historia1 sense. (9 3/14.) Today God says here's the Word, study it. And

one man can become a Christian and in three days study the bible, can become so filled

with love of Christ and knowledge of the basic things of the cross that he may go out and

preach wonderful sermons and be wonderfully used of the Lord. ut if one is going to be

not simply a presenter of the basic truths but a leader of orophecy, he has the whole book

which should be mastered, and under ordinary ctrcumstances it is far safer for him to

have a thorough preparation to know how to interpret the book and how to present it in a

way that will (10+)

So a prophet is different bedayse God says here's the message, give it. nd the pre

paration there was not so much a preparation £srunderstanding the message as it was pre

oaration oerhaos for withstanding the efforts to nersuade him to change the message or to

stoo him from giving it. Yes? (student.l0-) Yes, that's right. I believe that there

was a tendency doubtless, on the part of the king, and on the part of the leadership, when

you had a crowd and he was very successful, it was a tendency to want to have somebody

else to perform that function. We have, you remember when Ahab was visited by Jehoshaohat,
1 .111 _1111t~

and when Jehoshaohat said shall we go, Ahab said we must go above the-a4m-of Gilead, it

e1ongs to us, and Jehoshaphat vaid well, I'm in league with you, whatever you say I'm

willing to do, but Jehoshaphat said, is it the Lord's will we do this? Cannot we find a

prophet to tell us? And Ahabsa1d sure, I've got a lot of prophets here. Come in here.
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5o he called in his prophets. The proDhets came in and they said, sure, go up to Bamath

Gilead and take it, the Lord is gokg to give it intb your hands, and so on. And Jehosp

aohat, they had the office of prophet, they had them there for the occasion, ready. But

Jehosbaphat was suspicious. Jehosaphat said, isn't there another pronhet of the Lord

w could ask of too? And Ahab says, well, there is one here, but I don't like him, he

always says what I don't like. See, he didn't have an office with Ahab, he was one whom

God was using as a prophet. And so they called. Micaiah in, they gave him good advice when

he came in. They said, all the prophets we now you say the same thing they do and

you'll get along. So Micaiah came in and. he said the same thing they did. ut he said

it in such a tone that it was perfectly obvious that he didn't mean it, so after he

finished that then Ahab had to say, well, how often must I tell you, say what the Lord

says. Don't give us anything just bedause you think it will please us. Then he went

ahead and gave the truth. And then Ahab said to Jehoshaohat, didn't I tell you, he alwps

says thâ.tgs I don't like. But there was a man who had the office of a ironhet but it

wasn't a (12 3/14.)

Here is another, whom people recognize that God had used him as a oroihet and, there

was a strong possibility (13) but he got put in prison

Well, the question then is, is Balaam a true proohet? Or was he a false proohet?

And. the question isn't, is he a good man? It certainly isn't, is he a nerfect one?

(l3)




rue
But this question is, is he a true prophet? And a man may be aphet -true-ea, greatly

used of the Lord, and then prove to be a bad man. That has bapoened. I know a man, when

I used to speak at the Bible Institute of Los Angeles, just before I was there, there had

been a student there who spoke on the street at what they call(l3 3/14.)

and there he spoke on, out on the sidewalk in front you could sneak to the crowd coming

by, and this man gave a wonderful evangelistic message, and a man nassing by accepted the

Lord. And I knew the man who rssed by and he became a fiery spokesman for God, and he

was a tremendously active fellow, very, very earnest and the Lord wonderfully used him.

But the man whose message led this man to the Lord, soon after, before I got there but
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I think it was right after, was proven to be a thief, a man who was (l14')

and who was lying, he was fired from the Institute, and nobody ever heard of him again

that I know of. But it was his message the Lord used to reach this man who was such a
'-7

sincere, earnest believer that nothing would stop him. One time he was in a (iL4) stoe,

he was a methodical man, and he says are you saved, and the man says I'm he governor of

California. He says that doesn't make any difference in the Lord's sight, are you saved?
-I

And he was rubbing into the man's knuckles, and the governor had to at least give an

answer to the question...

0.T.History 201. ()

.Well, he says, praise the Lord, he says I can glorify him, he says, it means not getting

my bonus. Then they came and gave it to him, they had just held u temoorarily in order

to try to snare him. He was really devoted to the Lord. And he had been won by a man

who was a crook. That man was oerforming the Dart of the true prophet, because it was

a true message he gave. So a true proohet, though, here (3/L)

with the Bible, can be used in two different senses. Is he a true proohet in the sense

that he's one whom God really has spoken to, or is he a true pDoohet in the sense that

he is one Vhe4 is giving the message od wants him to give? Now of eourse the two are,

in a way, identical, but they are two different aspect. And now when we ask of Balaam,

is Balaam a true prorhet, did God give Balaam messages? Did God call on Balaam to

sneak for God? I don't think that anybody can deny that he did. Certainly Ba1.am was a

true puophet in that sense. Secondly, was Balaam a true prophet in the sense that he

gage the message God wanted to give him? Or did he adulterate the message? Did he say

the things that Balak wanted him to say instead of the things that God gage? Nobody

can deny that Balaam fearlessly faced Balak and save the message that God gave him.

Bakak said I'm ready to give you great rewards and Balaam said I can only say what the

Lord gives me to say and he did. And he gave wonderful messages for many erses. It

was the word of god given through (2*)

Balaain was a true prophet and there's much evidence fort-he true prothet, no evidence
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whatever that he was a false one. And this is absolute. There are matters which are

absolute, there are matters which are relative; as to whether one is a prohet or not,

it is absolute. He is or he is not. But when it comes to the second question, is he a

good man? That is relative. Because there is no man living who is a good man living who

is a good man in the sense that he is free from imoerfection. There's not. And ther''s

no man living who is as bad as the devil. We're all somewhere in between. And so, I

he a good man or is he a bad man, you cannot specifically say he's a good man or a bad one.

But you can find evidence of good points and you can find evidence of bad. flaws, and the

sad thing is that in the end the bad flaws oredominate. So that in the New Testament he

is pointed out as a terrible examole. But if you take iay the bad things he at the

end, you could find plenty of good things tiere Balaam did that are wonderful examples for

us to follow. He was a complex character as all human beings are, but a character who

gave in to the bad things, and who in the end was mastered by them and in the end his name

became a word of reproach, despite all the good he had done before. He became a castaway.

And he's a terrible example of what can hapoen, even to one who has been greatly used of

the Lord. Now that of course is not entering in to the question of his salvation. Whether

God will ever use as a spokesman one who is not saved, I don't know. If he would, then

might have beenit would be possible that Balaam was one who was going along interested in and trying to

do good, but not really saved. Ttt is hard. to believe beeause we find God actually tell

ing him at night whether to go or not, or we find him asking the Lord, we find the evi

dence which to me is pretty hard to reconcile with Us being lost. But at any rate, he

certainly departed very, very far in his life fromthe life of the Saviour, and toward the

end he departed extremely far, and he is a bad. example for us, but if you leave out the

bad he is about as good an example in the good tart as anybody we'll ftnd,alost,in the

scriotures, of fidelity to the Lord even at the expense of terrible loa. There's one

asbad thing at the beginning. And that of course is not obvious to the outsId,but/we

read the story it's obvious to us. o that I think that this passage bout Balaarn is

helpful fof us to distinguish those ideas. Is a man a true prorEet, or a false prorthet?

Is he a good man, or a bad man? Certainly Balaam was a true prophet. And his prophecy



O.lHistory 201. 4) 1007.

was fulfilled, the predictions, literally. And the statements in them are God's message

and can be taken as God's message and we can rely upon them, but in his life he, in the

end, sought ways of fulfilling Balak's wish, and in the end he suffered. In his wonderful

prophecy he says, let me die the death of the righteous, and let my láiè end be like hist

And in the actual situation he died the death of the wicked, in the midst of the wicked,

where he was helpl to try to lead astray to different gods. Well, we continue there

at 8:20 tomorrow morning.

(6?)...the general question, first, was Balaan a true prophet? In other words, two ways

that may be interpreted. Did he give the message God gave him, or did he just pretend to

have any message from God? And the answer of course is that the scripture definitely says

God gave Balaam messages. And then the second question was, did he give God's message,

or did he twist it around, did he change it? Well, there's no evidence in the least

tl*the changed the message God gave him. He certainly, as far as the scripture presenta

tion is concerned, he was a oroohet, that is a mouthpiece, one who received a message from

God and passed it on. And he passed it on preciBey,there's not the slightest evidence

that he made the slightest change in any message he received from God. Then the other

question was, is he a goo man or was he a bad man? And as far as that is concerned we

notice that he, like all other human beings, is neither utterly depraved nor absolutely

perfect. As the story of Balaam starts, we have evidence to think that he was a good man,

because he knew the Lord, he used the name, the covenant name of God, nUb just God

in the general sense, it is (8) *

I don't know whether you're all familiar with that word. (8)

it is a Greek word meaning four letters, and it is the fourth letter which stands for the

name of the od of srael. In our ring James Version it is represented by LORE hen

you have Lord in the King James Version, it means Adonai, a Hebrew word which means Lord.

But when you have it in capitals, four capital letters, it is*JyA, and the critics are

all agreed today that is oronounced Jawah. We have no idea how it was pronounced. It

may have been that, we don't know. Just about everybody is agreed that it was not Jehovah.

And the ground on which they agree it was not Jehovah is the fact that we have evidence
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Il/Il

$flhWform Jehovah came into existence. We have the Hebrew *

they stopped pronouncing at a very early time, lest someone should take the name of

God on Drofane lips. And very frequently when they came to it in the Bible, they just

said the name, the Name. But then the habit developed, instead of saying the ase, of

saying the Lord, and we also have God called the Lord, Adonai. But wheie this occurred

they would just say the LORD. Then our Hebrew Bible was originally written with just

the consonants written. That doesn't mean the Hebrew Bible was originally just co*enn

ants. The Bible is words, but in the writing of these words only consonants were written.

And the vowels were recognized usually from the consonants. And when the (10)

somewhere between the fifth and eighth century A.D., fearing the vowels would be fore,otten

began putting these lit4le marks above the letters to indicate what the vowels should be,

onular
they did not do that in synagogue manuscrip*s, but in- manuscrints. When they came

than
to a word which they pronounced differently es the way it was written, they put the

vowels of the way they pronounced it rather than of the way it's actually written, so when

they come to (10*) * they put the vowels of aleph *

and so they put the vowel




absolt4te
and they'd say when they same to it. Now this next, thus far it has been/fact,

now here is perhaps a conjecture. Some monk/in the early middle ages, knowing a little

Hebrew, but not too much, when he came (10 3/L4) * with the

vowels of under it, he put the consonants

and the vowels of Adonai together and got Jehovah. Now that's conjecture. ut it is a

very reasonable conjecture because Jehovah is exactly that. You can get Jehovah by mak

ing it that way. Now it seem therefore quite unlikely that they actually pronounced the

name, when they did pronounce it, as Jehovah. They pronounced £t as Jawah. I should say

they pronounced it differently from Jehovah. Now how did they pronounce it? Well, when

you ask how a word is pronounced, I think one-a4 is, that prmnunciatthns

are constantly changing in all languagcs. English has got a great many vowels in it,

(1l1)--someone coughe&t) comparatively few vowels in it. Our vowel quality is changing.

The pronunciation of our consonants is changing, all languages are constatly changing
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in their pronunciation. Consequently, if you know, chances are that if somebody said

George Washington came to life today and began to talk like he talked when he was living,

perhaps nobody could understand him, because the oronunciation of each letter would have

changed just enough in these two centuries to make it very, very difficult for us to

understand kàithing that he said. Whether it's changed quite that much, I don't know.

But it is a fact, that for you to say exactly how anything was oronounced in the nast,

is v-ry, very difficult. You could give oerhaos an aunroximate oronunciation but hardly

an exact one. And so it really isn't very important to know just how it was pronounced.

But I think this is very imoortant to recognize just what it is in the orooer name, not a

general thing. Crazy thing. In Bnglish we say God, and. everybody thinks it's a oroner

name, God. But we say the Lord and everybody thinks it's like you say the automobile, the

president, the emoloyer, the Lord, and actually when we say the Lord, it reore'ents the

Hebrew oroner name, and when we say God it reoresents the Hebrew general term, the God,

just like the term for the house, or the book. So it is exactly reversed from what it

originally was. Now if you found Balaam talking to God in general, say, if you use that

term in the Eible for the heathen god, then we translabe it god. Somebody could say Balaam

is a prophet of a false god, but when he speaks to (13*)

however you oronounce it, the Bible is re-presenting him as speaking to the very same Rod

who was leading Moses. And when we find sinebody who is offered a tremendous reward and

says I can't touch a thing until I have found out what Jehovah says, First of all , since

we don't know hew the word was pronounced anyway, and we couldn't pronounce it exactly as

they pronounced it in those days, rroably differently at different times. Personally, it

doesn't seem to me to be of a great deal of imnortance how it was pronounced, but I rather

like the word Jehovah because there is no question what it is, it is the wooer name for

the God of (1)4.) You don't take it for a common word like oeoole

nrooer name, renresents that, and if it isn't the

correct oronunciation nobody knows the correct pronunciation anyway. And Jawah (l1i')

though it's orobably a great deal nearer to the correct eronuncla

tion I do- 't like anyway, cause it's used in so many critical books which talk about the

Thunder-God of Sinai and. one of them declares (lLi-)
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and it uses mythological concept,

so much in that sense, that for me it has a flavor I don't like, but yet it's difficult

(1)4. 3/14.) But when you say Jehovah,

men have come, what shall I do, that is the mark of a good man...

O.T.History 202. ()

.very hard to think he's utterly deoraved. when he asks Jehovah what he shall do, and to

my mind we will get more benefit out of the study of Balaam if we think of it as e a man

with very, very fine qualities who went astray, and take him as a terrible warning to us,

than if we think of him just as a bad man from the start, if we just kind of look askance

at him, and that's that. I don't think that's the way the scripture represents him. I

think he had wonderful qualities, and there i8 many a true Christian leader who, as far as

all the evidence goes, they except for about three or four verses, would be far inferior s

a man, but those three or four verses ae tremendously imoortant. But at the end of his

life we find him falling into this terrible sin, and he didn't fall all of a sudden, people

htl4 previous tendenc3when they do fall, but it pictures him, the great bulk, though

not the most imoortant part, is good. Yes? (student.l) In chapter 211.:1? Joshua 13:22.

Yes. Well, of course, the word soothsayer is an English word which means truthteller. The

word sooth is Old English for truth. And mOld English a soothsayer was a truthteller,but

what it meant was a man who could predict the future. And I'd have to look uo the exact

Hebrew word but I don't think calling a man a soothsayer necessarily$ proves him a bad man.

Et it does represent a man on a definitely lower level than a prophet, but a--well, the

same thing exactly is done with Samuel, when Saul went to find where his father's asses

were, the seer was it this town that people went to, to ask questions like that. I think

it's very likely that many of the people had that idea of Samuel, that he was a sort of a

soothsayer. Actually, of course, Samuel wasn't, he was serving the Lord, but he was mis

understood by some of the people. This of course, the judgment given upon. Balaam at his

death is a critical judgment which he fully deserved at that time. But the earlker state

ment here, to seek enchantments, there again we would have to check what the original word.
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was, but in the previous cases he nut uo altars and he made sacrifices, and so on, but

after doing so he gave a message directly from God and strongly %ainst Balak in each of

these cases, so the meaning of this *rticular verse you point to here is, that now, he

just goes right out and starts giving the message. And he isn't seeking for a message.

God ts ccin1g upon him in force, and he's giving, so that I don't think this rarticular

verse here is against Balaam, though the tarticular word would anDear in that position (L41).

bt on the strength of this verse, I would think that, this particular verse

But as to his character, there are two or three things

I think it's rather vital for us to note.

And the first is that very, very excellent thing which buiaam did, when, in almost his

first acearance to us, whenthe messengers came, verse 8, is a wonderful verse. Verse 8

is a wonderful verse and. verse 19 is a terrible verse. Verse 8 is a verse which shows him

acting as a true man of God should, and verse 1. shows him acting ks a true man of God

should not, and yet the two verses are almost identical. That's a very interesting thing.

Here is the same thing exactly done, and it shows a great man doing what a true man of God

mjnought to do, and then almost the same verse later and it shows himdg what a true man

of God should never do. And yet the two verses are identical nractically. In verse 8,

he says, Lodge here this night, I will bring you word again, as the Lord shall sneak to me

And then in verse 1) he says, Now therefore, I pray you, tarry ye also here this night, that

I may know what the Lord will say to me more. Almost the same, and yet one 18 one the cr&d

it side of the ledger and other on the debit side. Here these men came to him and they

said, Balak wants you to curse this people. They're too mighty for me, peradventure I may

prevail, you come and curse them for me, and I'll give you a big reward, JYJY Now Balaai

might have said, I know this man, Balak, he's a bad man, I won't do anything he offers.

He might have said that. ut he didn't have enough knowledge to say that because sometimes

a bad man goes before the good cause. You need. further evidence before yougive a categori

cal no, simDly on your knowledge of the man.

A man came to me in Wilmington and he was a man who had a lot 66 do with 'Putting Dr.

Laird out of the Presbyterian Church. He lived there. And. Dr. Laird was one of our

leaders in the Seminary. And this man had a church a little ways away, thoroughly modern-
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istic preaching, and he came to see ne, and he said I've already gotten Dr. Laird to join

with me in signing a oetition and he said I'd like you to sign as President of the Semin

ary--a petition to keep them from having a taproom oven down here at a place that's half-

between te Seminary and my church. Well, I gladly signed it. He said well I'm glad

Dr. Laird and I can still cooperate on something. Well, we would. not want to get in any

religious endeavor but an endeavor to ep our part of town clean, he could carry weight as

t.stor of a church, or I could carry weight as president of a seminary, to try to keep the

liquor out of that area, and we ere glad to cooerate. Anything that he came to me with,

I would investigate extremely carefully. I wouldn't thikk of saying, well, now you asked

me to do this, fine I'll do it. I'd examine it very carefully. But I would not turn it

down simply because he suggested it. I would examine it. And Balak here has sent these

people a long way, and Balaam might have investigated very carefully before he would join

anything with Eakak, but just to say, no, it's from Balak, I'll have nothing to do wit4t,

that was not the proper answer. And then e second answer which he/night give, which he

would be less apt to give, but which some peoole give. The elders of Moab and the elders

of Midian came with a big sum of money and they said here's a reward for you. They said

you you'll get all this money. Now a oerson might readily say, well if he's going

to pay me all this money to do this, that's asking me to serve money instead of serving

the Lord. I, of course, won't do that. I will say no immediately. And that is a tremend

ous lot better attitude than to say, yes, all this money's involved, I will do that. Better

than that, but neither one is the correct attitude.

I had a friend iying in Germany when I was who told me that ministers and Claistian

workers are too much looking for money. And he determined that the right way to serve the

Lord, was to say if I have offers of positions, I'll always take the one that pays the

least. I'll take the position with the least money, the least honor, in every phase, and

can honor the Lord in that way. And here was a man of great gifts and remarkable ability,

and I gained the impression fromthe way he spoke, that he would soon be pastor of a little

tiny church down somewhere and he would insist on never taking anything any larger, for

fear that it was the money or the prestige he was after. But I didn't hear of him for
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about fifteen years and then I heard he was the President of a theological seminary, of

his own denomiaation. And if he is holding to the fine Christiaa learning that he had be

fore, I haven't had or)portunity to know, but if he is, I'm very glad for him to be in a

position of real influence instead of a position of little influence. I don't think the

right attitude is the attitude, that we must do/whatever brings us least money

or least honor. But it is a far better attitude than the attitude that looks to see how

much the salary is and then feels that must be the Lord's call to go. It's a far better

attitude. The salary and the prestige, and all those things, should not be an argument for

or against, but the sole purposes eiow can I honor the Lord best, how can I serve him

best? So in the situation, money from Balak might make Balaam look askance at the thing.

Very definitely. But it should not decide him. He should investigate. He might even de

cide, it's a good thing to do, I won't take money from Balaam, but I will do the thing.

But he said, wait, and I will bring word again, as the Lord shall sneak tq&ne. So that

night, God came to Balanin and said, what men are these with thee? Why did God have to ask

Balaam that? God knew what the men were, but that helped Balaam to get the thing clarified

in his mind, to express it clearly. It's always a good thing, when you're thinking a thing

over, or when you're praying, to express it clearly in full, to see the full situation.

And Balaani told him what they were, and then Gc gave the answer, thou shalt not go with

them, thou shalt not curse the people, for they are blessed. And the neit morning Balaam

said, Go to your land, for the Lord refuseth to give me leave to go with you. And they

went. And up to this Doint he has acted as a good man should, exactly. He did not jump

to conclusions without investigating carefully, he found out what the Lord's will was in

the matter, once he found the Lord's will he used perfectly clear langirige what he was go

ing to do. This is an example of a good an thus far.

But now Balak sent more princes, more honorable men, with more money, and greater (12)

and he said I will iromote thee to very great honor, and I will do whatsoever

thou sayest, and I pray thee, curse me this people. And Balaam answered and said, if Balak

would give me his house full of silver and gold, I cannot go beyond the word of the Lord

my God to do less or more. What better tould you ask than that? Why did he make a state-
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merit like ihat? There is the example that a good ma should set. His critics give him
-. Sm

all the blame, everything he's died couldn't go against the word. of the Lord but though a

tiny bit even more or less that he gives exactly the right attitude, but then they come to

the next verse which is the bad one. Now therefore, tarry this night, that I mnow what

the Lord shall say to me more. I've got to pray about this matter. Why does he have to

pray about it. God's word is clear. Before God's word wasn't clear, he had. to pray. He

had to investigae. He would be foolish to give a decision before he knew what God's will

was. Now he knows, God has told him, he find what the word of God is. There is no new

element in the situation requiring further evidence except that Balak had. promised more

money. The only thing in it that's different is larger re!ard for his help. Under these

circumstances the statement, I will have to pray about it, to see hoithe Lord leads me in

the matter, where the Lord already had given his clear word, is an unChristian statement,

an unChristian attitude, a dangerous situation. Now this alone does not mark Balaam as an

evil man. There is no man living who has not fallen into that much of error. But that

much of error led him on into worse error eventually, and it is a warning to us to avoid

that sort of thing, when the word is clear, we should step out and stand on it,

and not wait for moreight if we've got the light already. Never move without sufficient

light, inever move back when you hve it, but step out. And so this is the evil verse thus

far, and the only thing, thus far, that's the least bit questionable about Balaam, is

verse 19.

But then when we come to verse 20, God came to Balaam at night, and said to him, if the

men come to call thee, rise up and go with them, but yet the word which I shall say to you,

that shalt thou do. Now what is th verse here? God said before, don't go, don't curse

this people, they are blessed. Now God says go. Has God changed his mind? Well, he says

but yet the word I shall say to thee, that sha't thou do. Well, he certainly has a wonder

ful chance to serve the Lord by going down there and speaking God's message...



cD.P.History 20. ) 1015.

.could witness to the Lord here. My observation is that nine out of ten people who talk

that way about being in a wrong situation, where they can withess to the Lord, don't

really witness to Him very strongly. They give a clear message up to a point, and then

as soon as there's the least bit of danger to themselves, they keep quiet, and they do

give a certain amount of oush to the denominational nrogram, which may include a lot of

modernism and unbelief, instead of coming out strongly against it. Very few carry through

onthat plane. But Balaam did carry through. But God said go. But yet what say to thee,

that shalt thou do. Now what sort of a God &o have pictured here? In verse 20, he

says go with the men, and in verse 31 he sends the angel of the Lord to strike him because

be went. He tells him to go and then he nuts him in real danger because he went. And

in verse 34 Balaam says I have sinned in starting out on this trip. How could he sin in

starting out'-,to do something that God had told him to do? There is here a definite sharp

fontradiction in the Bible, unless we infer, and we cannot say, let's just grab a sentence

anywhere in the Bible and you've got God's leading, you have to interpret averyh4g sentence

in every book ever written, in the light of context. And we mustn't explain away the

clear from the obscure, but explain the obscure in the light of the clear. Here is an

apparent contradiction. And the anewerto it, of course, must be on the grounds, though

not explained here, that God in his statement in verse 20, granted the desire of Balaam

rather than expressing the will of God.. That God said to him, not go, but if you go, the

word that I say unto you., that shall you speak. That God said, Balaam, you're insisting

on this, well, go ahead. Not that gave him the plan, but that God granted the wish of

the man which is contrary to what the man knew was God's desire. And it's very easy for

each one of us to know that something is contrary to God's will, and yet to gee the re

wards in it and pretty soon to rationalize and convince ourselves that it is the Lord's

will for him to do it. Now in this case, that's not just that, it's not just that Balaam

convinced himself, because it said God did say that, but it is God's stooping certainly

to Balaam's desire in the matter, but God's actual will was known to him already. Yes?

(student-3) Yes, there's a push on Balaam'g part to go ahead and get those re!ards.

Seems to be that undoubtedly, but you have to infer that, it's not clearly, Mr. Shellabarg

er? (student.L) Yes, God says go, I'll save him. So God saves (1)
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for a day
and then after he'd. been there/he got frip,htened and left it anyway. Same sort of thing.

God never told him to go (4 3/4) to didn't want him to go to

but he granted his request for and then Lot found out later

It didn't bring any harm to Lot, as far as we know,

but it was foolish as shown by the fact

In this case (5)

but the two are very interesting rnrallels.

Now, Balaam went then and you read the Lord's anger was kindled because he went, and

anybody who takes the Bible as a book that you just grab three words and here it islç in

stead of taking the words and examining them in the light of context, has certainly got a

contradiction here to face. God says if the men tome to call you rise up and go with them.

Verse 20. Verse 22, God's anger was kindled because he went. God's anger was kindled be

cause he did what God had told him tdo. It's perfectly clear in the context of what

follows, that the tone of voice in which God told him to go, was one which Balaam should

have been able to recognize as meaning, if you insist that's, so long as you stand true

and give the word you may go. But he's already said don't go. Mr. Deshpande? (student.

5 /4) I would (6*) about that. I incline to think that's a little

too much of an argument from $6-h) . That is to say, I do think there is an

iinratience shown in his going. There's no evidence that he held. back, but to say it would.

have been all right to go if the min came and called him and not right if they did (6 3/4)

it doesn't seem to me that there's evidence here of that. It said be went with the elders.

That's expressly stated in the next verse. Did he go without any breakfast? It doesn't

say he had breakfast. Did they,aun off without. My guess is that he had breakfast. My

guess also is that he put some clothes on before be went. And those things are not

mentioned and whether he woke up himself and didn't have to be called, or whether his

servant who regularly called him, it doesn't seem to me that when people were visiting in

the house, that the Lord would say now if these visitors come and call the owner of the

house. No visitor would ever do that. These men had come to call, to fetch him, to get

him to go. They were there for that purpose. That was very clear, their purpose, their
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objective. The minute he saw them in the morning, naturally they would say, well, are

you going with us? And he said. the Lord. said, if you as1e to go I can go with you.

It doesn't seem to me that it hardly could mean, that if they come and wake you up, cer

tainly would do anything in the world to get him to go, but it certainly would be wrong

to get, ii home to wake uo the host. It usua&1t is the other way, just common courtesy

would tell you that. But it is true, as Mr. Myers and Mr. Deshoande have Dointed out,

that the whole situation does show an attitude of Balaam that I've got to get this money,

I'm going to go, but I'm going to stand true. I've known plenty of young fellows who've

taken exactly that attitude.

I remember one fellow fifteen years ago, twenty years ago, he graduated froinother

seminary. I was teaching there at the time. He graduated and. he took a strong nosition

against the modernis In the church. It was a year before se broke with the Presbyterian

Church U.S.A. He went into bfore the Presbytery and they questioned him on his loyalty

to the (8) agencies and he spoke in such a way as to show so long as

they're true to the Lord I will support them, but in such a way as to make it clear he

was going to stand for what was true, he was verymcertain whether he would get in to the

Preshytery, in those day we didn't have (9)

at that time and he was making, oh, he was so concerned with the stand for the word of

Gad, that I remember he developed stomach rouble, his doctors told him it was the sort

o thing they find in bandit chasers, policemen, b. It was because of his nervousness,

his concern, the stand for the Word, he was out and out. And it was a year later that

the rest of us went out and left the Presbyterian Church U.S.A. Well, he stayed in it,

and. he said I' going to stay in, I'm goitg to stand for the Word of God, I'm going to

stand absolutely rue. That's twenty years ago and I didn't hear of him for twenty

years till last year, when there was the union of the Presbyterian Church and the United

Church, and Pm not even sure which of the two he was in now, but in the General Assembly

at the Union Meeting, he was the one who sooke most strongly against those who
\\}

come into a union, and who opoosed taking their property away from them. He had gradu

ally moved during the yaars, till that man who was so out and out, giving in a little,
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and. then a little more, and a little more, and always saying I'm going to stand for the

sayLord and for His Word and not make any compromise. In the end he's actually one of the

first to. And that's what haooena so often and it does happen so easily. It's not the

great crimes that make a crook, it's the first step in that direction. And it's not

the great step that determines in our lives, as a rule, occasionally we stand at a great

crossroads, but as a rule there's a little deviation, a little bit, a little, a little,

and we can always say I'm going to std absolutely true. Well, Balaam said I'm going

to stand absolutely true, and I would interpret what follows here, now, this way. I

would interDret it that the Lord said, here's Bala,and he could say no and stand here

and not work with these forces of evil against Israel at all, but he thinks you can

stand true to the Lord and at the same time get the rewards of iniquity. Well, he can't

et them as along as he stands true. Balak says you've lost your chance. I would have

given you great honor, now you don't get anythg. And in the end Balaam got his re

ward only in doing what was wicked even though it was not the changing of the word of

God. ut he did other things that were wicked, in the end, or he'd have gotten no re

wards. These rewards that are Dromised usually don't come unless there's actual promt,se,

even though the pretense is made that they will. But Balaam here has determined to do

what is wrong. He's going. Now the Lord says, the Lord used the wicked act of wicked

ness to serveibself, and he uses the errors of good men to serve Himself. He uses all

things to accomplish His will. Now here's Balaam, Balaam is going. All right, the

Lord says, I'm going to use Balaam, even though he shouldn't go, I'm going to use his

testimony as he goes. And therefore, the Lord says, I'm going to do eerything in the

situation to strengthen Balaam's determination to speak only the Word of the Lord. And

so, as Balaam starts out and he starts to go, anger was kindled because he went.

God had just said go, in his oermissive will, but God's directive will was against the

going, and God was determined to use what he did for God's Durpose and so to strengthen

his determination for this particular situation, that would not eventually make Balaam

a good man, but it would strengthen for this oarticu'ar vital situation. And so the

angel of the Lord stood in the way for an adversary against him. And, of course, Balaam
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couldn't see him, the ass could though and. the ass turned out of the way, And Balaam

smote the ass to turn her into the way. And then the angel- of the Dord stood further

on and the ass saw the angel of the Lord and thrust herself unto the wall and crushed Bal

aam's foot against the wall, and he smote her again. And the angel of the Lord went

further and stood in a narrow Dlace where where was no way to turh either to the right or

to the left, and when the ass saw the angel of the Lord, she fell down under Balaam and

Balaam's anger was kindled, and he smote the ass with a staff. And. the Lord oDened the

month of the ass. DhI the Lord give the ass a human intelligence and understanding and

a knowledge of the Hebrew language? It doesn't say so, it just says he oDened her mouth.

But the Lord opened the mouth of the ass so she could talk, and she said. to Balaam,

what have I done unto thee, that thou hast smitten me these three times? And Balaam

was so UDset and so excited about the way the ass 4 been treating him that he didn't

even notice how strange it was that it began talking. He answered it back, and. said to

the ass, because thou hast mocked me. We may laugh at Balaam but we all do the same

thing. If we're real'concerned with a situation, we'll talk to an autobile or a horse

or anything else, and we'll treat them as if they were human beings, and it's a sil'y

thing to see neonle taking out their anger on animals and mistreating animals because

the animals done what they wanted them to. When the animal couldn't even under

stand just what they wanted them to do...

0.T.History 201+. (*)

.another inanimate object. Very foolishly but a thing I think we all should be alert

about. Well, anyway, Balaam answered, and he said, bedause thou hast mocked me: I wob.d

there were a sword in mine hand, or now would I kill thee. And up to this oint the

doesn't actually have to speak (3/L) but it certainly is exactby what you'd exnect an

ass to speak in those circumstances, but now the ass has a real understanding when it

roceeds with verse 30. The ass says, am I not thine ass, uoon which thou hast ridden

ever since I was thine unto this day? was I ever wontto do so unto thee? And he said,

May. It's really intelligent now. The ass doesn't just say, look there's an angel
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in the way, I can't just go here. We-aeke The ass brings a socratic argument, presents

to him a reasonable argument, that he, before becoming angry at the ass which he had.

known a long time and it had. not (i-) that

he should investigate, and it's a good lesson for all of us too. It's so easy for us

when ie have been with DeoDle and have reason to have confidence in them, then to get

all upset and to turn upon them about something they do, instead of first investigating

the circumstances, instead of saying maybe this Derson just went haywire all of a sudden

and does things that actually are contrary to what I would ex-nect of them, but more like

ly they have a reason. Before I show anger against them, I sho:1ñ give them the benefit

of the doubt and see if the reason is one (2-)worth knowing. And so the ass

shows very fine intelligence in this ap-oroach here, Am not I thine ass u-oon which thou

hast ridden ever since I was thine unto this day? Was I ever accustomed to do this way?

And he said, Nay. Then the Lord opened the eyes of Ealaam and he waw the angel of the

Lord standing in the way and his sword drawn in his hand, and he bowed down his head.,

and fell flat on his face. And nobody seems to, that I ever head. of, thinks it was a

very strange thing that the Lord ooened the eyes of Balaam so he could see the angel of

the Lord. That's perfectly simple. To realize that God has forces that op1e don't see

and that God could. open bur eyes that we would see believeea_e4 but with God

there's no difference (3)

But that he opened, not the eyes of Ealaam as he did not, but that he opened the mouth

of the ass so it could talk, that is somethiig which at present people (3*)

And f course it is of a different pattern, it is

a much more comlex thing, and a matter with much less (3t)

in other situations either in the scriture or in human life. It's a common thing for

us to have our eyes opened so that we understand something we would not understand other

wise, so that we see aspects of truth. I've known peole who heard doctrines presented

in seminary, and they hear and they hear and they hear it and they offer the same argu

ment against it over and over and over, maybe for three years, always the same argument,

same argument, same argument. They're never satisfied, and they're given the answer
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and it's always the same answer and they come up with the same argument, and sometime

all of a sudden, they say, now I see it. Their eyes are onened, they see, they under

stand. It's a common factor of life. And if theres a god, if there is an unseen uni

verse it is not at all strange that God should oen a man's eyes that he could see the

angel of the Lord. That we have no difficulty with. But that he would oven the mouth

of the ass and cause the ass to talk, that is something which is very unusual, some1j{

would say, the Bible is just a bunch of fables, it's like Aesop's fables, talking

animals, and all that. Well, anybody that says that doesn't know much about the Bible,
in the bible

because I only think of two cases where animals talk. Of course we have occasionally

a parable that is clearly a narable, clearly figurative, but in something given as

straight history we only have two instances in the Bible, that I know of, where animals

talk. And in one of these instances it's clear that S*tan used the serpent for his

nurnose and the seroent was Satan's spokesman even though the serpent snoke in its own

owrson, it was instrument. In this case, the ass of course is o's, even though

the ass speaks in his own nerson. (5*) So as the anatomical, physiological and

psychological elements involved, we simnly don't know what they were, Did the ass now

acquire the nower of speaking, so that for the rest of his life he kept on talking?

Did the ass now get a power of speking so that it was able to have human intelligence

the rest of its life? We certainly have no evidence that either of those things is true.

We would certainly have no reason to think that the ass had ever talked except on this

occasion. That there was any permanent hange in the mind, the intelligence, the

linguistic knowledge of the ass, or in the ability of its mouth to frame words. And

whether God nroduced a change in the vocal chords, in the mouth organism, in the nerves,

in the sitaation in the brain for a minute, and then changed it back again now, or whether

God caused that sound should come through there by some miraculous form that seemcI to

come from the ass, but it was produced in a different way than f the ass's vocal chords

were working in exactly the way that a man's or a parrot's would. Or whether the Lord

Sould cause the sound waves to come to Balaam's ear directly but in such a way anybody

in the neighborhood would hear it, or whether he caused it to come to the dinner ear
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as when God talked to the prophets sometimes in the presence of others, and no one

heard except them, these details we're not told. in scripture and so we don't know,

but we do know this, that God caused that a sound should come to Balaain, which Balaam

understood as the akimal sneaking, and it waid words that it was normal for the animal

to say under the circumstances, including circumstances that were unknown today, and so

it is a marvelous instance of the intervention of God, but just what the lBrticular

asoect of ('7)

and I don't think that anything is gained. by our trying to guess. We could make a hun

dred different guesses and one/night be right and the other wrong. The result was what

God intended it to be. Ad the result was much more effective on Balaams mind than

if God had said if the angel of the Lord. had stood there such that Balaam looked

and saw the angel right away, perfectly clear and obvious, and the angel said Balaam

you shouldn't have gone. That would impress him, but this impressed him a hundred times

more. And it imiressed Balaam to such an extent that that man who was wavering in his

loyalty to God was strengthened in his determination to stand and say only what God said

and when he reached Balak the very first thing he said. when he got to Balak was, he said,

Balak said to Balaam, verse 37, did I not earnestly send to thee to call thee? where

fore camest hou not unto me? Am I not able indeed to promote thee to honor? And Balaam

said to Balak, Lo, I am come to thee, have I now any oower at) all to say any thing?

the word that God outs into my mouth, that shall I speak. And he proceeds through all

these before t1T$ and he defends Israel and he attacks Balak's oeople in the strongest

of language, and it was God's intention that this oroohecy should. be given at that time,

in that way, nresenting this and if Balaam when he'd finished. had left and gone hoe,

he wotl not have been as deserving of credit as if he had stayed home in the first

uo be a
place. But still he would be a an who would eee to a point ef wonderful examoleof

one who was true (8 3/14.) but we find that compromise

leads to comorornise, and though God strengthened Balaam o that he would give the

roohecy axactly as Gbd wants him to, yet after that, Balaam's mind was so filled with

all the rewards he could have had, that he proceeded. to show Balaam how without in any
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way changing the word of God, yet using the word of God to destroy Israel. He said

God is a good God, God is supDorting these people, now he said you put (9-i) enticements

to wickedness in front of them which they won't be able to resist and God cannot de

fend a wicked people, he will hve to destroy them. God did destroy them eventually,

but he was acting still in belief in God's great goodness and holiness, that God would

not look upon wickedness, and so if you could make the people wieked., naturally God

would destroy them. It was a perverted form (10) in the end.

he became a thoroughly bad man. We don't have much evidence of the details but enough

to make it (io) Mr. Shellabarger? (student.lO. How do we know

that? I knw that Peter declares that, but he doesn't declare it on the basis of anything

actual in the Old Testament. There's another thing suggests itself to me and that is

that the very actions of Balaam himself in talking to these men, that there's possibility

of buying off Israel as well as Balaain. That they've seen a orinciple in this action

that led them to use a comoromise.) °f course they didn't actually up to this ooint

buy off Balaam, that is he said the message. (Student-10 3/1+. As far as they were con

cerned they had bought Balaarn out. He did everything they wanted him to do. They had

the man, they had him, their conquest there was perfect, but their conquest of God cer

tainly wasn't. He overcame them but they got the man.)

Now we have in chapter 25 immediately after this, an account of the wickedness of

Balaam. But chapter 25 does not state that Balaam showed them how to do this wickedness.

But if it were not for other statements I don't tnk you would know, but there is that

statement that Balaam the son of Peor they slew with the sword. We have, as you said,

that statement in the New Tes6ament, that he showed them how, that he led them astray,
if

and of course we have it here in 25 exactly what harmened. (11 3/1+) And/he had gone to his

home as he should have, instetd of staying with them, he wouldn't have been there to be
killed when they were (12)
(student.12. And it says also in Peter, it says the madness of the prophet.)

Well, now, the Balaam Incident, then, we divide iEito three oarts naturally. Number

1 The Summoning of Ba.&am chapter 22:2-1+0. Number 2 Balaam's Prophecjq22:14-24?21+

and number The Aftermath There are one or two of the r'roohecies I want to look
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at very briefly, and then we must rush on. There's the summoning of BaIà.am, 22:2-140.

Balaaxn's prophecies, 22:41-24:24, and then the Aftermath, 2Li.:25_25:18. That is the

seduction of the Israelites which was produced through Balaani's advice. Then, we

have to stop and we continue there next Monday.

0.T.Hkstory 205. (3/14)

...VI which is The Wilderness Journey (student.l) Now under E we sDoke first about

the questions that I had given you in the assignments. Those questions were (1) to

list all evidence that could be used to show that Balaam was a true nrouhet, a false

oror)het, a good man, a bad man. Now we notice that there is abundant evidence that

Balaam was a true Droi-het. He was one who knew the Lord. He uses the covenant name,

he asks the Lord what he shall do. He declares he can do nothing excet what the Lord

tells him. We are told that the Lord sooke to him. The Lord gave him messages and he

passed on those messages. A false prophet may be one who oretends to receive messages

when he does not receive messages, or he could be one who DerhaDs receiving a message,

falsified it, gave it incorrectly. We have not the slihtest suggestion that Ealaain

did either of these things. There is no suggestion he ever pretends to be a Droohet

when he was not or that he ever gave a message tj word which had not been given

him by the Lord. And you take all the messages that he gave as from the Lord, and it's

pretty hard to conceive of any of them as having been invented by him, because no one

of them contains a word that would be for his interest or for his wealth, they were

all against his welfare, but for the welfare of what God. desired and (2 3/14.)

The fact that they were against his welfare wouldn't orove they were true. But certain-

to
ly, if they had,Lbe for his welfare it would've been easier to prove they were false.

(2 3/L) Well, then we have no evidence that he was, we have much evidence that he was

a true orothet. Is there any evidence that he was a false -oronhet? Does anyone have

evidence to suggest on that point? If there is evidence that can be presented that he

was a bad pan, but that does not prove him a false oroohet. But is there evidence to

suggest he's a false prophet. I know of one niece that might be presented. Mr. Myers?
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(student-310 Some examples of false oroDhets. One examole is where Ahab calls in the

proohets. 1 Kings 22, right along near there. And Ahab called in the oroohets and he

said, shall we go to capture Ramoth Gilead or shall we forbear, and all the oroohets

said, with one voice, go up and conquer Ramoth Gilead, the Lord is going to give it in

to your hands. And ehoshaphat said is there some other man we could ask what the Lord's

will is, and they called in another man and when Maicaiah cane they said to him, make

your word like these men if you're going to get ahead with the (L4-) Well,

Maicaiah came in and he said that what the Lord had given him was the exact opposite

of the message he had given them. o either they are false orophets or Maicaiah wasa

false prophet, because their message s the exact oooosite. Now of course there are

false proohets of Baal, who oroohesied in the name of Baal, that would be one kind of

fIâ.se orophet, one who claimed to be a orooh't but a oroohet of a false god. But

these in 1 Kings 22 who prophesied there, are men who claim to be oroohets of the Lord.

But whose claim is belied, they were false proohets. There are a good many instances

in the Old Testament of false prophets. And there are oeople who say Balaain was a false

uroohet, but we have noticed much evidence that he was a true oroohet. We notice a great

deal that he was a true roohet. Now does anybody have tome evidence to oresent on the

other side? I think it is very foolish to take any question and go to the Bible simply

to find evidence on one side of it. The bible is a book of truth and your conclusion

should be definiëe on anything on which the Bible gives us a definite answer. It does

not an all questions of course, but if it does your answer should be definite, but you

should go looking for evidence on all sides, not just on one. Too many peonle have been

deceived with knowing before they went to the Bible what they wanted to find. They go

for proof instead of going to know what sod's word is. And so no matter how sure you

are of your answer you, if you do it right, you should loolç for evidence on the other

side and see anything you can find that might, from any conceivable way be interpreted

as being on the other side, and then having done so, examine it carefully and see just

how defiilite it is. And of course the Bible being a book of truth, in the end you'll

find it all fits together one side or the other. But do it carefully and
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Now, surely, some of you must have given evidence on your paper that he was a false

prophet, because I don't believe you can get together with a group of Christian minist

ers of this size, anywhere, without at least a third of them saying that Balaam was a

false prophet. In fact, I spoke once in a seminary less than ten miles from here, I

spoke in the Seminary to the students on the subject of BaMam and I met considerable

criticism when I said he was a true prophet. They had it drummed into their heads that

he was a false prophet. Mr. Shellabarger? (student.6 3/14.. I thought that the only one

that I couldn't explain, it would be possible to charge it over to "bad man", either,

was the "words of divination" and then the enchantments. Those two seemed to suggest

that possibly, and then the fact that God overrulèd4 in this case, those taken together

might suggest that there was aooroach made fromthe standpoint of a heathen man, or proph

et, unto the gods.) I think those should have been observed by everybody. I would be

pleased if everybody listed them on your lists. I said list evidences to show (1) he

was a true prophet, (2) he was a false -proohet. Now £s Mr. Shellabarger has pointed out,

that it says these messengers came to him with the rewards of divination in their hands.

They came to him with money as a reward for divining, and certainly that sounds as if

h was me who was performed heathen rites. I think that it is true that these heathen

who came to him looked upon him as a wonder worker who could do marvelous things and who,

for a rerd, might give them what they wanted. But that doesn't prove that's what he

really was. Because an exact parLllel to it would perhaps be found inthe case where

lirnon, in the New Testament, in Samaria went to the apostles, he saw them laying their

hands on neonle and they received the Holy Spirit. He offered them money, he said give
that

me this power, /1 can ptt my hands on people, and they would receive the Holy Spirit.

Well, these apostles didn't have the power to out their hands on soebody and they'd

get the Holy Spirit, they didn't have that power at all. God simply used them as indi

cations of his intention bo give the Holy Spirit. It was not a power hich was in them.

But Simon was utterly confused about the matter. He had an entirely heathen viewpoint

on it, but the thing of which he had the heathen viewpoint was not heathen. And so

their coming with rewards of divination, they might be rewards for divination to them,
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but if the prophet proceeded to do what was entirely God, and.

they still gave him that, he couldi consider it as a recompense for his time and.

effort, even though they considered it as something else. It would be much better (9*)

that he didn't consider it as they did. But the use of the term

oovesin this ease, I don't thinkne is a false prophet but it certainly is a point to look at.

Yes? (student.9*) No, I wouldn't think so at all. For one thing, they thought they

were doing differently. Balaam said I must ask Jehovah what his will is, and the next

muvning he said Jehovah says I may not go with you. The witch was one who had a famil

iar spirit, she did not think she was dealing with the Lord. She knew she was doing

something the Lord had forbidden, so qite different. Now she would be

similar to, perhaps what Balaam thought they wanted, but not to what he thought himself

(10) . Yes? (stdent.l0.) Yes, that proves he was a bad man,

very definitely. (student.l0*) No, unless he gage the counsel as coming from the

whiphLord. If said the counsel a& he presented as the Lord's message, that would prove

he was a false proohet, but I don't think that is a (l0)

in fact, I think it's not correct. t8 that case.

Mr. Worley? (stuent.l0) Well, I would say it's like this, here is a man who is a

good artist, and here is another man who is a bad artist. Well, I'd be a bad artist.

I'd. stand up here and I would. try to make a picture of one of you and somebody might

think it represented. an entirely different person here, someone else might think it

was the pkcture of a dog or a cat. I would be a very, very bad artist. But here is an

other man comes in here and he is a wicked man, he is a thief, he is indecent, he is

immoral, he is perhaps a murderer. But he can come in here and he can take a piece

of chalk, he rubs it over this board and in a few minutes you have a picture that

thrills us as we see the symmetry and the beauty of that which he has presented on the

board. I would say he was a good artis but a bad man. Myself, I'd say I was a bad

artist, I'd hope you'd say I was a good man. But you see, our term good can be taken

as being a moral term or it can be taken as being a term of being skilled or correct

in the thing you claim to be. It all rests on the interpretation of the word prophet.



O..History 205. (12) 1028.

Now if the word prophet means a good man, then there might an argument be made that

Balaam was a bad prophet in the sense that he was a bad man. But if prophet means one

whom God used as his mouthpiece, we have a tremendous amount of evidence that God used

Balaam as his mouthpiece, and then when Balaam said that he was giving God's message,

he was giving the message that God gave to him. So that just as a man tho was a bad man

could be a good artist, I would say4'hat Balaam, even we have evidence in 31:16 that

he proved to be a bad man, we have no evidence in these three chapters that prove to be

a bad man. But we do hage evidence in these three chapters that prove ht he was a

true prophet. Yes? (student-13.) Yes, well, by their fruits ye shall knee them.

The fruit of Balaam's prophesying was a message which came out absolutely true, and

is predictions of the future which were literally fulfilled, and which gave the message

that God desired him to give about his chosen people, b34 his fruit as a prophet you

would know him "to he a trueprophet. By his fruit as a man you would know him to be a

bad man. I think it would be true (13 3/Li.)

Of course, right there I think of a word of warning to give. The bad. things that

Balaam did there is something which might be taken to immediately prove that he was a

thoroughgoing wicked man who was lost. Now I don't think that necessarily follows. I'd

rather leave that for chapters a little further on. But it is possible that he was a

man who had fallen into sin, or at least into serious error. It's entirely possible

that that was the situation and that ordinarily his life (iLi.*)

But under this head of the true an false prophet, Mr. Shellabarger has mentioned

to you the rewards of enchantment, and whenever you hear of a man being offered rewards

of enchantment you immediately suspect him of being (lLi.-) one who is

performing sorcery, that which is contrary to God's teaching, and in most cases you will

be right. But there are cases where there is a people's idea of what the man is and

what the man is are entirely
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...and. Christian -people having an idea of a man, which when you hear it prejudices you

very much against the man, but when you get to know the man you'll find they were en

tirely wrong in their judgment. You occasionally come across cases like that, not often,

but I have occasionally done so, and I wouldn't take other people's judgments too much

one way or the other. You'll find people that they are convinced that they a thorough

ly good and wonderful man may prove (1)

But now Mr. Shellabarger referred to another (1) which I think

also is very important to know. It says in chapter 2L1.:1, when Balaam saw that it

pleased the Lord to bless Israel, he went not, as at other times, to seek for enchantments

but he set his face tojard the wilderness. And. Balaam lifted up his eyes and then he

gave a message about Israel. And he went not as at other times to seek for enchantments.

That certainly sounds as if on the other times he had done that which dealt with the

nature of enchantments, rather than with the nature of a true deliverance of God's pro

phecy. But we look at the other times to see what he did. What would this word en

chantment mean? Right here we come face to face with the central problem of the diff

erence bftween magic and religion. And it is asry vital difference, and. sometimes it

is difficult to be surewhether something is magic or whether it is religion. But a

difference is that magic is an attempt to compel the deity to do what you want him to

do. That is magic. While religion is an ttempt to bring yourself in line with the

will of the deity and to have his will become effective in your life. That is the diff

erence between the two. Magic is taking supernatural forces and thinking you can con

trol them for your purpose. Religion is seeking to bring yourself into proper relation

to the supernatural forces in order that they may work their will in you. That is the

vital difference, though there are many, many Christians, at least nominal Christians,

who have an idea of Christianity which is a magical idea. They thñthk that by going

to church, that by going to a service, by performing certaih rites, they secure for

themselves that *hich will make them happy and successful. I saw an article once,

about twenty-five years ago in a magazine on tithing. And this magazine mentioned cer-

tain great leading business men, one of themi.qas tried for bribery and not sure
h



b.T.llistory 206. t3?r) 1030.

whether he or the other in the case, there were two of them, one was convicted and. one

was not, but one of them was convicted and sent to prison. The one I have in mind is

Sinclair, the father of the Sinclair 6i1 Company. Now he and Johinni were both tried

and one of them was sent to prison, I forget which. The evidence would seem to be they

were both ecually involved, in the teapot dome matter. Well, at any rate, this article

I'm quite sure I remember correctly, said that Sinclair had made a pledge as a young

man that he wduld tithe with gifts, to God, one tenth of everything that he earned. And

it mentioned others who had and then it went on to show how these people had become very

wealthy. And then it had a psychologist's discussion, and this psychologist stated

that these individuals thinking of themselves as in league with deity, because of their

pledging to give a tithe, were thereby strengthening their emotional attitudes and as

a result showed greater skill and greater ability than would otherwise be the case, and

that that was the reason why these men had become so wealthy, these men who tithed.

Well, of course, if a ersi would tithe and because thereby he would force God to make

him wealthy, I'm sure he wouldn't get the least bit of çradAth inthe hereafter for tith

ing, and the same is true of any other Christian thing that we do. If we do it to force

God to do something good for us, that is magic, that is not religion. Well, now, in

this case, now enchanments then are usually magic, they are usually the attempt to

do something that compelled deity to do what you want him to do. And there are many,

there are Christians that (5*) most important wervices of the

Christian church can be treated as magic and understood as magic and are by dome of the

people in any large group of people, there are some who consider them as magic,
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that which they do and thereby force God to do something for them. Well, now was that

the nature of what Balaam had done before? Well, Balaam said build me seven altars

and prepare seven oxen and seven rams; and he said stand by thy burnt offering and I

will go, peradventure the Lord will come to meet me, and whatever he shows me I will tell

thee. He does not say, the Lord will come and will give youthe vidtory over Israel that

you want. He says, perhni he will come and whatever he shows me I'll tell you. It

was an attempt to learn, on Balaam's part, to learn God's will, not an attemut to force
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God in line with his will. And the three times that it was done, that he wt up altars,

and then the Lord spoke after the answer which Balaam gave was just the oosite of what

Balak wanted in every ease. And now we read here, what is his purpose now, whehe saw

tha1it pleased the Lord to bless Israel, he went not as at other times to seek enchant

ments, but he set his face toward the wilderness, and lifted up his eyes and saw Israel

abiding in he tents. He had, now did not need sacrifices or altars or anything in order

to try to find what the Lord's will was, he could simply look at Israel and God, would

T ar attempt
give him the answer. There is in it not /to force the deity to do his will and accomplish

his purpose, but it is a means used to try to get God to tell them what his will is, and

we find an exact counterpart to it in the case of Elisha. When Elisha was in the wil

derness and King of Judah and the King of Israel came to Elisha, and said Elisha we

are here and there's no water, as the Lord brought these three kings out here, the King

of Edom was with them, tn order to. have us die of thirst in the wilderness? Elisha looked

at the King of Israel and he said if it wasn't for the presence of the good King of

Judah I wouldn't look at you or say anything, but he said now, he said) I will try to

find what the Lord's will is, for the sake of the King of Judah. He said bring me a

minstrel, and they brought him a minstrel and he said play, ahd he played and when he

played Elisha prophesied, and Elisha said hu will see no rain, you will hear no water

coming down, but the ditches will be full of water, build ditches here, dig dams here

and they will be full of water, and they immediately got busy and dug the ditches, and

it rained way up the country where they couldn't see it at all, and the water came flow

ing down and filled their ditches and they had plenty of water. Well, inthatfcase,

Elisha used a means, which intthe hands of the heathen would be an enchantment, but in

Elisha's case, I would say, he played the instrument of music in order to quiet his own

soul which was so upset inthe presence of this wicked king of Israel, to the point where

he could hear the voice of God and see what his will was in the matter.

This word enchantment wuggests that he was a false prophet but examination of the

passage yields up the opposite conclusion, though it certainly be set down as an evi

dence looking at first sight inthe direction of being a false prophet. But on examination
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not proving it. It doesn't prove the opposite itself, but the context proves the

opposite. Well, anyway, the two questions, is he a true prophet or a false prophet, the

third and fourth, was he a good man or was he a bad man? And when you take the first

thing he did, he dertainly was a good man. eop1e come with rewards and they say you

come, you're to curse this people and 11 give you a reward, and he says you wait, I'm

going to go and see what the Lord says. That was a good. act of a good man, to go slow

and get the Lord's will before acting. And then the next morning, Balaam said to them,

go to your land, the Lord refuses to give me leave to go withyou. That was the act of

a good man, refusing to be led by the gifts into doing that which was not the Lord's will.

But then they came back with moreAnoney and more1honorable messengers, then they asked him

to come, and then Balaam said to the servants of Balak, if Balak would give me his house

full of silver and gold I cannot go beyond the word of the Lord my God, to do less or

more. That certainly was the act of a good man to say that, but then he said, now there

fore, I pray you, tarry you also here this night that I may know what the Lord will say

unto] me more. That was the act of a bad man. It was the act of a good man to say ex

actly the same thing before, now he knew the Lord's will, it was the act of a bad man.

But there's no man living, no matter how good he is, who has not occasionally lapsed aB4

far as that, there's no man except the Lord Jesus Christ who ever kept (ii)

that he did not do that action some time. Then Balaa.m spoke to the Lord and evidently

'Dermissivein. such a way, and the Lord said go. The Lord gave him his Famaneceus will, go, but

say the thing I say, don't give in to them. That was not the Lord's directive will,

Ever, for a righteous man to go under wicked auspices, where wicked men think they are

going to use him. It's never the Lord's will. But there are men who under those cir

cumstances, under the permissive will of the Lord, do and do a real service, but it's

not the best. Then the next morning the Lord caused the ass to speak and then the angel

spoke to Balaam, and the purpose of it there of course, was to strengthen Balaam in the

intention that Balaam had already spontaneously, if he went, to say only what God waded,

because the Lord was determined to use him for God's purpose. So at this point, the

evidence is a little bit on the side of his being bad rather than good. But I mean
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everyone has that much evidence intheir lives. New

Now he goes and here he faces Balak and says exactly the opDosite of that Balak

wants him to, he gives four messages and everyone of them he praises Israel, he says

that God is going to bless Israel, he says everything exactly opposite of what Balak

wants--a wonderful example of constancy and determination and standing fot the truth

of the Lord. And f we had nothing more beyond chapter 24 I would. think undoubtedly

we must sty he was a very good man. But when one gives in to the point he did and

follows the permissive will rather than the directive will of God, even though (13)

stand true to God, and he does, he puts

himself in serious danger as Balaam did. And so when the chapter ends, he rose up and

went to return to his place, and Balak also went his way, you would think from that

that Balaam had gone back up to there he lk-ved in Mesopotamia and left the whole busi

ness, but when you get over to chapter 31 you find that's not true, where he went to

his own place must have been he went to his tent, in amongst the forces of Balak. Be

cause in chapter 31 there you find that, when the Israelites fought agaiEt thhe Midianites

verse 8 says, Balaam also the son of eor they slew with the sword. So we learn he

as still down there in those wicked (13 3/14.) and that's the great

daager, when one goes to bear a testimony to the Lord, under auspices under which he

should not go, he may accomplish something for a time for the Lord, but there's grave

danger of his staying there toevent'ually be caught up with their faith.

And then verse 16 we learn much beyond that because verse 16 sayd, behold, these

caused the children of Israel, through the counsel of Balaam, to commit trespass against

the Lord in the matter of Peor and there was a plague among the congregation of the

Lord. And so we know that Balaam gave them advice which led to their seducing the chil

dren of Israel. Well, now iflvi easy to see what his advice was. Balaam said, God, is

holy, God is righteous, God cannot bless iniquity. Now then, he says, God being so

holy and so righteous, he said, Balak, I can't curse Israel because God blesses them.

I can't give you a prediction from God that (li-i. 3/14.)
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because God has given me opposite, but he said, Balak, God is a holy God, he is a

righteous God.// If you should lead the children thfi Israel into iniquity God can't

keep on blessing them, he will have to start cursing them...

O.T.History 207. (-;)

.and God will spew them out of his mouth, and Balaam's idea was ntirely right,

God will spew them out of his mouth those who dockedness, but it was not the action

of his message to lead them to wickedness. That was a ease where it thuld just be that

Balaam must hawe been so disappointed hèn, with all his loyalty to the Lord and his

standing true and giving the message, he en&dd. up with absolutely nothing for his pay.

And he said, well, he said, what's the use, he said I'm going to get something out of

this for myself, he said I an at least tell them how holy God is, and they can get

their result by this approach which will recognize the holiness of God instead of oppos

ing it, and Balaam there advised (1*)

and brought upon himself the terrible fate that came. And there's many a man that has

been marvelously used of the Lord who has spoken for the Lord, and presented his word

and stood for his truth and was used of the Lord, who has become discouraged and dis

heartened and dissatisfied and has let himself become an agent of iniquity. It's very

easy for us to sit in chairs and say well now, here's what's right and there's what's

wrong, and I would never think of falling into a thing like that but many very, very

fine people have, and we need to live very, very close the the Lord in order to avoid

that.

was talking with a man not long ago who was working for a very fine Christian

organization and he was working for that organization and doing -publicity work for them

and I was much interested in the work he was doing and I said to him, now I said, I

wonder what experience you've had at this, what is your background? Oh, he said, I'vorked

for this institution for five years and for this institution for five years, in tháir

publicity work, and the two institutions he named sounded to me like institutions that

would take quite a different stand than the one he was now working in, and I was a bit

surprised and I said to him well, you must have found it rather difficult to write
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publicity material and advertising material to raise money and get help and so on,

for those two institutions which have such a different view from the one you're working

for now. Oh, no, he said, a person can do this work objectively. They tell me what

the ideas are they want to get across, and I prepare folders and articles and statements

to get those ideas across. Well, actually, I believe I'm right in thinking that he now

is there working for that in which he believes, and is doing what he wants to do now,

but along the way, when no position upened. up to use his talents for that in which he

did believe, he felt that he could objectively use them in favor of that which was just

a little bit removed fromwhat he believed. And I think he was putting himself into a

terribly dangerous situation. I think he was putting himself in a situaton which could

easily have led him into sin just as bad as that o± Balaam. Very dangerous position.

But it typical of the sort of teptations that will come to every Christian sometime

in his life, if he's any good at all, along the way he's going to have that sort of

temptation. So I feel that instead of saying, oh, look at that wicked man Balaam, we

will just have nothing to do with anybody like that, I feel that instead of that we can

look at him a little bit sympathetically and objectively, and we can see warning for

ourselves in it, in the way that a man who had so much good in him, as Balaam did, could

fall like that. I don't say that any of us who really believe in the Lord could ever

be lost, but I do say we can be saved as by fire, and have much more to regret in our

life than we have to be thankful for, and unless this group of Deole facing me today

ealialis very, very different from any grouo of :p. 6;161e, size that I've ever faced in my life

before, there will be some here who thirty years from now will look back and it will

be obvious that they are in exactly that situation. I've never known a group of this

size of young people anywhere in my life that some have not, in the coarse of the next

thirty years, fallen very, very far away from the things of--I've never had any one,

and Itve been in some mighty fine groups of people. But those that I've known twenty or

thirty years later, there have lways been some, and often some of those whom you would

least expect, some of those who seem strongest and clearest in their testimony, who have

been one of the ones who have drifted along. Yes? (54student) I don't think he went
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beyond God's message. (student-510 No, I wouldn't sy that, I would say-- (student.

5 3/4) No, I would say that a disobedient--well, now, takethe example of an artist.

Supposing I got an artist in here to draw a picture of a strong man up here, and instead

he drew a picture of a beautiful woman, he would be a disobedient artis. But if I

got an artist irnhere to draw for me and that man had promised his wife that he would

bring her beef for supper and he brought her pork instead, he would be a disobedient

husband but not a disobedient artist. That is I would say that Balaam, as a proDhet,

was obedient as r as we know because the prophets work was taking God's message and

passing it on, and he passed on, as far as any evidence goes, exactlylhe message which

God gave him. There is not the slightest evidence anyhere that he gave anybody a mess

age which he said came from God which didn't. But that he went to the Moabites and said

to them, here is God's message, he's going to bless Isael, he says I have not seen iniquit

y in Israel, I have beheld no perversions in Israel, God is going to bless Israel. Now,

he says to them, my advice to you is, see if you can introduce perversity into Israel

and then the God who can only bless goodness and can't bless wickedness will be unable

to bless Israel any ore. He was advising the Moabites as a man, he would not be giving

a message as a -orophet, unless he went to the Moabites and said thus saith the Lord,

you go ahead and do this, well there is certainly not the slightest evidence that he did

that. I wouldn't say he was a disobedient prophet at all, but that he was a disobedient

man who was also a prophet. Now the case is different, in 1 Kings 13, where we have a

prophet who received a message from God which was, go into the land. of Samaria, give a

message there and come back without eating or drinking anything in that place. The

pncphet went up there and gave his message but he stopped and ate with them, he disobeyed

the specific message that God had given him. He was a disobedient prophet, but there's

no evidence of anything of that kind with Balaam. Yes? (student.8. Balaam did the

same thing. The Lord told him not to up and Balaam went up...) Well, that should

listed on the side of false prophet. Yes? (stuxient.8-) Yes, that would be my im

pression. Yes? (student.8) But there's definitely more of a onnection. But I be

lieve that we should seoarate in our mind. I thin]; that it is true that a man who is
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a spokesman for God, should be a man of high moral character. I think that is true, and.

I think that it is also true that those who speak against God.f will, in the course of

time, invariably, into less moral characters, but I don't think there's always a correla

tion, I think you will find, men who are preaching the gospel and. God is blessing their

(9 3/14') and souls are being saved and people are being wonderfully

edified and they perhaps are taking a great stand for the Lord right straight down the

line. And. perhaps they aren't. I mean I've known eop1e of both kinds, who, you get to

know them, and you find. meanness and. underhandedness. I know a man not connected with

any group I'm connected. with, but he told. me of a couple of groups he was with, where

there were two men who were just utstand.ing. He said. to me, it's lucky those two men

are Christians, because he says, if they wereRt and they did the things that they do

in Christian work that they did. in other things, they'd both be in jail. Now that's what

he said about them and he was working very closely with them, and thinking very highly

of them. I notice now he's broken with one of them, so I don't know why that is. I

haven't seen him lately. But the fact is that there are men whom God wonderfully uses

who in their personal life have many reprehensible characters, and. God will judge them

fot these characters, but he is using theii.

I know of one evangelist who is remarkably used. of the Lord., who, I was told that

he went to a church and he held a service and the minute that they brought up the plate,

he said to those folks in the church, now, he says, you bring it and put it right here.

goes right here, I'm going to have them right in my hands until that money is taken

up and counted.. Well, he's been cheated somewhere, but lit put him into a situation that

certainly made him seem pretty avaricioua, and I'm afraid that thhe Lord won't continue

to use him with that sort of an attitude towards the money that's brought up. He gives

most wonderful sermons, on self-denial and loyalty to the Lord and wonderfully used..

And. I've known of many people whom he has led. to the Lord. But he fell into a sin, now

he shouldn't but he did. On the other band, I know of modernist preachers who are among

the finest, most gracious, most lová people you'd ever want to know, and who in their

ethical life and intheir character oust seem to be just the finest example. Now it's
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my contention that in every case that they're like that you will find a real Christian

background, and they're living on the Christianity of their parents of of their up

bringing, but that would be difficult to prove. But it is a fact that there are very,

very good people, ethically, who are working against the Lord and there are people with

very serious faults whose message the Lord has wonderfully used. Now these are the

exceptions, they are not the rule. I've had lots of people say to ijje, well the funda-

doctrine o t f tie the
mentalists have got hood baekg, but tI1emoernsts have got eed character, they've

got the real love intheir hearts and the real character. Now that is absolutely false.

Because if you take the fundamentalists, and the modernists, and take them all, my con

tention is that you would find that the ethical haracter of the fundamentalists is two

or three hundred per cent higher than the ethical character of the modernist, but there

are striking exceptions in both (12 3/LI) very striking exceptions.

And so I think it is helpful to us in our thinking to separate between the two. And.

that s why I tried to make four sections here, (13) as a prophet

and yet also as a man. And I think it would be a shame if, on account of the great

detetation which he should have for the wicked ending of Balaain's life, if on account

of that we would fail to see the wonderful example he set up to a point, that he stood

so true to the Lord and gave his message so faithfully. Now of course he did very

seriously fall when he asked the Lord whehe should go and the Lord said no, and

he said I won't go: then he asked again but it is true that when he asked again, the

scriiture says the Lord said if the men come and ask you to go, go with them. It is true

that that is said, Now that is the permissive will of God, not the directive will.

But is was stated, the Lord gave his permissive will, he didn't say God says not to go

but I'm going anyway. The Lord said go and he went. But then the Lord stood inthe

way to (i2i.) and to show him that this was only the Dermissive,

not the directive will. Yes? (student.lL) He mentions Balaam as one, he says(l4)

the people who follow greedily after the example of Balaam, but he speaks

of certain people (lL'4) I don't think he says Balaam

(student.lL-k)



O.!1!-History 208. -Y 3/i4) 109.

(student.) ...He says, verse 12, but theeas natural brute beats, made to be taken and

destroyed, speak evil and so on, having eyes
full of adultery, then,
verse 15, which have fors'aken the right way and are gone astray, following the way of

Balaam the son of Bosor who loved the wages of unribteousness, but was rebuked for his

iniquity, the dumb ass s-peaking with man's voice forbad the madness of the prophet.

It certainly shows the evil in Balaam which we should. avoid, but it does not seem to me

that that shows that he was a false prophet. It is true that it ddd1't accomilish

(1 3/L)

Yes? (student.2.) Yes, any false prophet will cause people to err, but that doesn't

mean that when one causesl them to err he is necessarily a false prophet. That is to

say, Balaam as a prophet gave the correct message, but Balaam as a conBseler certainly

showed them how to err. We can't (2k)




(student.2 3/4 Would there be a time

element in that a prophet is a prophet only as he is speaking, as God leads him to sneak,

and once he is through speaking he is no longer a prophet?) I think we have to say

that. (student .. If that would be the case then--) I believe we must say tint, just

like a man is a colonel in the army as long as he's in the army. When$ he is discharged

from the army they may call him a colonel the rest of his life but unless he stays in

he reserve he's not a colonel. Now a priest is a priest as long as he's in active ser

vice. He has his times of relaxation between the service, but he is a priest. But a

prophet is a prophet when God is speaking through him, and God may use a pronhet for

one day, for two days, for a week, for a year, or for a lifetime. But the great major

ity of them are only used for a brief time. I think that we have to say there's that

difference between a prophet and a priest, looking at the eMnce.

Well, now, we must go on, these questions I asked you about evidence that he was

a true or false prophet, a good man or a bad man. And then I asked you to discuss each

of the following verses. mbers 22:19, 20, and 22, those dealt with, of course, his

going and we have discussed those here. But then in chapter 23, I asked you to look in

23 at verse 10, where he says, who can count the dust of Jacob and the number of the
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fourth part of Israel? Let me die the death of the righteous, and let my last end be

like his'. And that is a wonderful thing to say, let me die the death of the righteous,

and let my last end he like his, but unfortunately we find that his death was among the

wicked and it is an example of one's testimony, one's word, and his life may not fit.

And a great warning to all of us. In thts case he gave the word now, and known

many a man who has stood up and declared how loyal he would be to the Lord, he would

stand for him to the death and give a wonderful examDle of his absolute loyalty to

the Lord, and then has refused to stand up for the Lord when it came to a matter of

being his pension. Mat has been, he was ready to risk hs life but when it came to

his pension why he has stood with that which he knew was wicked and which he declared

was wicked and had criticized. But when he saw some personalloss to himself he just

subsided and was quiet and submitted. Balaam is to that extent an example of many men

in our own day. And then in verse 21, a very interesting erse, which I asked you to

discuss. What do you think of verse 21 here? Behold, I have received commandments to

bless, and he has blessed, and I cannot beverse it. He hath not beheld iniquity in

Jacob, neither has he seen perverseness in Israel. What do you think of that verse?

God has not beheld iniquity in Jacob, nor has he seen -oerverseness in Israel. Well,

somebody says yes, Jaaob, Israel, were absolutely holy, free from all evil, up to when

Balaam advised them how to lead them astray. In chapter 2 we find all kinds of Is

raelites falling into wickedness, but before that of course, God did not behold iniquity

in Jacob. Would that be a true statement? Anybody who has read the earlier chapters

of this book of Numbers has seen instance after instance of the greatest wickedness

among the peoDle, and in Exodus, look how they fell away in the case of the Golden Calf.

Look at the murmurings, look at the instance of the spies, look at the occasion of the

reb11on of Korah, Dathan and biram, and yet Balaam says, God has not beheld iniquity

in Jacob, he has not seen perverseness in Israel. What can youdo in a case like that?

Does that prove that Balaam was false in what he said? I don't think so in the light

of the rest of the things he said, that worked out so exactly. What does it prove?

Yes? (student-7. Just like God does not behold sin in us because we're in Christ.
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However.(7*) he still blesses us.) I think that is a pa-feet

example. In fact, I've given it in the commentary here in Numbers. It was a very

perfect example. It's not an exact parallel but it is a good example. araliei is

not exact but the case is quite similar. God looked at Israel and saw what his intention

was, rather than what the actual situation was of the people. Then, this whole gener

ation had died in the wilderness, these people were in all sorts of 1nuity and per

verseness and the next chapter shows what they fell into, but God saw them in the light

of his purpose to make of them a holy nation, a kingdom of riest, those who would keep

alive his name, and he did not behold iniquity in Jacob nor pererseness in Israel, and

that of course is where Balaam in his later counsel got confused. He thought, you lead

the ueople in sin and God will have to destroy them. God wauU not blessing because

they were righteous, but becaue of his purpose of grace, and it's exactly the same way

with us. Misery loves company, and a manfliih a Chritian backgrow4,has fallen into

sin and unbelief you will find often, (8) to lead others astray, to

lead others into sin and to lead others into unbelief. But God sees us, if in

Christ, 1e sees Christ in us and he looks at us and we are justified. He does not be

hold iniquity in us, and yet e also looks at our state and sees all sorts of iniquity

that he is anxious that we shall get over and be cleansed. 5o then the next verse I

asked you to look at was chapter 24, verses 17-19, and here is a passage which is very,

very widely misunderstood, in my opinion. Hee-we-*4

Here we find that he says, I see him, but not now: I behold him, but not night:

there shall come a Star out of Jacob and a Scettre shall rise out of Israel and shall

smite the conrners of Moab and destroy all the children of Sheth. And Edom shall be a

possession, Seir also shall be a possession for his enemies, and Israel shall do valiant

ly. Out of Jacob shall come he that shall have dominion, and shall destroy him that re

mainéth of the city. When I was teaching in another Seminary, before Faith was founded

I remember one time, just before, right at Christmas time, when the President of the

Seminary, in the chapel service read this passage, as an appropriate Christmas passage,

Evidently thereby taking the interpretation of it, which is very widely taken, that this



O.PJ11story 268. (10) 1042.

is a Messianic passage in which Balaam predicts the Lord. Jesus Christ. Now is it a

DasSge in which Balaam predicts the Lord Jesus Christ? What does he say about him?

I see him, but now now, I behold him, but not nighi. And certainly Christ didn't come

for centuries after Balaam's proDhecy. There shall come a star out of Jacob, well,

Jesus was certainly a star out of Jacob. A Sceptre shall rise out of Israel, he was

certainly a sceptre out of Israel, wasn't he? And shall smite the corners of Moab, and

destroy all the children of Sheth. Well Christ brought salvation to all people of all

lands. And Edom shall be a possession, Seir shall be a possession, Israel shall do

valiantly. Out of Jacob shall come be that shall have dominion, is this a pdture of

Christ? Well, I think that if ynu say somebody is going to behorn in Bethlehem, that

doesn't necessarily tal about Christ, though Christ was born in Bethlhem. If you say

something that could fit Christ, it doesn't necessarily prove it's talking about Christ.

You have to ask what is it talking about? And in this sttuation here Balaam is talking

about the fact that this Balak and the Moabites and the Edomites want to destroy Israel.

And Balaam says, no, you will not succeed in destroying Israel, but on the contrary, he

says, I see a king comig out of Israel, not in the immediate future, he's not near,

but I see a ¬ceptre rising out of Israel, who will conquer Moab and conquer Edom, and

a few centuries rass and David was born in Bethlehem, David became king of Israel, David

conquered the Moabites and conquered the Edomites, and it was an exact precise complete

and full and literal fulfillment o± this Drediction. And, it is a prediction of Balaam.

Now you can say well Jesus is like David to some extent, and anything that talks abott

David can also be about Christ. Well, if you wanted, you can say that. You can say

that when Samuel went and anointed David and said this is going to be the king, he was

predicting Christ, that Christ was going to be anointed to be king. You can say that if

you want. But it seems to me that if yeu say it, we should recognize it as only a

secondary sort of interpretation, that whether it is talking about David or it is talking

about Christ, that ordinarily we don't speak of both of them with the same type of

(12 3/)4) and ir/chs case the -orediction of David its the context ex-

actly. It's the thing they were dealing with. Is Moab going to be able to conquer Israel
No. A king will come in Israel that will conquer Moab. And so this is a prediction of

David and I personally think it's wrong to use it as a prediction of Christ. Well, our
time is up...
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We were speaking yesterday about E, The Balaam Incident, and under that we had

three heads, if you remember, number 1, The Sujmoning of Balaam; 2, Balaam's Prophecies;

and 3, The Aftermath. ut instead of going through that step by step, since it had

been assigned to you, I've been looking at the sections of the assignment. And we were

looking yesterday at chapter 214:l7-l9, at the end of the hour. And we notices that

there, in that section, the predictions which are made are in relation to a situation,

and that is true of most prophecy, it is in relation to a situation. God has given his

book for all ages, it contains the material that he 'wants to be available all through

subseauent history, but very seldom, if ever, does a proihet sit down and say now I'm

going to write something that will be useful to people three thousand years from now.

The prophet dealt with the immediate situation. And God caused that fromthe many mess

ages the prophets gave, those should be reserved which had in them special value for

some future age, perhaps for all fuure age. And so here, this immediate situation

with whih they are dealing is a situation when the Moabites and the Midianites want

to destroy Israel, and the answer that is given is, no, you are not going to be able to

destroy Israel, in fact, Israel is going to continue, and will continue for a long

time because I see him, but not now. A logg ways off, one is coming, one who will lead

Israel in destroying you, and Moab and Edom will be conquered by Israel. And we have

the adcount in 2 Samuel of the details of how David conquered Moab and Edom, an exact,

literal fulfillment of this promise, and of course you could take any good statement

that's ever made and you could say, well, that could fit Christ. Certainly. You can

take any good thing in life and youcould find a comparison to Christ. But that this

is actually dealing with Christ here, is certainly reading into the scripture something

for which there is no warrant. It's very clear that is dealing with David And when

David becomes a great type of Christ, naturally, most anything about David can, in a

secondary sense, be applied to Christ. But this is not a prediction of Christ. It

is a prediction of David and it says Daid is going to conquer Moab and Edom, and then

he goes on and says that out of Jacob shall come he that shall have dominion, and shall

destroy him that remaineth of the city. And we find David conquering the great cities
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of these nations and destroying *abltitudes of their peoples. And then we read, he

looked on Amakek, and he took up his parable, and said, .Ainalek was the first of the

nations, but his latter end shall be that he perish for ever. And this has nothing to

do with Christ but it's literally fulfilled in the history of Amalek. Amalek was com

pletely destroyed. And he looked on the Kenites and took up his parable, and said,

Strong i thy dwellingplace, and thou puttest thy nest in a rock. Nevertheless the Ken

ite shall be wasted, until asshur shall carry theeray captive. Well, so the Assyrians

carry them away captive. Asshur,ou know, is the god of Assyria. The Hebrew word is

Asshur, which is used for the god Asshur, the land Assliur, and. the people Asshur. In

English if we maan the god, we say Asshur, if we mean the people, we say Assyrians,

if we mean the land we say Assyria. In the Hebrew the one word represents all three.

In Babylonia, one word represents all three but they put a (L) *

up there to show whether they mean a land or a people or a god. Of course we don't

have * in Hebrew.

And so we look forward to the Assyrian captivity. What book of the Bible describes

the Assyrian catiity? How many of you could tell me? What book describes the Assyri

an captivity? Is there no one but Mr. Tow who knows when the, who knows what the

Assyrian captivity (5*) . No one but Mr. Tow and Mr. Blizzard? Evident

ly I selected the right ones then to help with the organition. But the northern king

dom was conquered in 721 B.C. by the Assyrians who took them captive. Then the Baby

lonians conquered the Assyrians and they conquered the southern kingdom in 587 B.C.

Those are two dates that we will, by the end of this semester, have as two of the four

five most important dates in all Biblical history, because they are dates that are

definitely fixed by archeological evidence. But the Assyrians conquered the northern

kingdom in 721 B.C. There was a great marauding force of several (6*)

the greatest aggressor ------ force in the world. -

I remember reading an article by a young fellow who was one of the leading

Assyriologists of Germany, back in 1936, and he called it The Rise of Assyria to a

Great Conquering Power, and of course he was trying to curry favor with the Nazi lead-
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ers by showing how the Assyrians had conquered the world and now the Nazis were rising

in similar fashion. And the Nazis were utterly destroyed and so were the Assyrians.

But the Assyrian aggressive conquest, one of the most ruthless in all history, one of

he most bloody in all history, lasted for three or four centuries, while Hitler's

lasted for not over three or four years. I saw this same man recently, in Munich last

summer, he was with the Nazis actively working with them, and then when the war came

to an end, he was iinorisoned as a Nazi and there in prison, in suffering, someone came

in contact with him, gavehim the gospel, and in the condition he was in, he was ready

to listen to him. He is a Professor of Assyriology in Vienna now andvery active

ChristMn, and one of the, if I had -picked the ones I knew in Germany twenty years ago,

I knew him very slightly, if I had picked the ones I ever thought would become active
of -orobabilities.

Christians, I'm sure he'd have been very low on the list!. It shows the Lords working

in His wonderful way.

But the Assyrian conquest is described in 2 Kings and also in, no, very little in

2 Chronicles, mostly in 2 Kings. 2 Chronicles deals mostly with the southern kingdom,

while 2 Kings deals with both. So that here Balaam was way forward to the Assyrian

conquest. Many centuries before the end of the Israelite kingdom, of the northern king

dom. Until Asshur shall carry thee sway captive. Asshur was way across the desert.

And then he looked still further, took up his rable, and said, Alas, who shall live

when God does this, and ships shall come from the coast of Chittim, and shall afflict

Asshur and shall afflict Eber, and he also shall oerish for ever. Here you have Alex

ander the Great's troops, forces, doming, way from the Mediterranean, attacking, and

they also doming to their end.

So, Balaam had a view of the distant future in which he touched upon important

changesh& that were going to take place in the political history of the world. But

there's no evidence that he actually had any vision e (9)

Now, number 3 is the Aftermath of the Balaain Incident. And that's chapter 25,
would

and chapter 25 w&ardly impress a reader as having anything to do with what preceded

if the book ended with chapter 25. Chapter 25 tells of how there was--these people
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began to commit whoredom with the daughtersof Moab, and they called the people to the

sacrifices of their gods, and the people ate and bowed down to their gods. It shows,

instead of war between Moab and Israel, it shows infiltration. It shows the Israelites

being led away in sin, a much more effective method of destroying the witness of God

than war. But you would never dream from this chapter that Balaam had anything to do

with it. It follows the previous chapter which tells about Balaam. You say well, the

bbok talks about Balaam and then they go and they tell about this. You'd never think

there was a relation till you get on to Numbers 31 where you read how Balaam had counseled

them to lead people into wickedness. And that one verse in 31 and the referencJ?iitthe

New Testaman show us that the order of the chapters here ihot just tying together

two unrelated things, which happened about the same time, but that there's a definite

positive relationship. And that Balaam who gave these wonderful prouhecies, who -ore

sented God's word so faithfully in his messages, yet in his private life and private

counsel, sought for his own advancement. Some peoole$ think that Judas took a similar

attitude. There are those who think that Judas Iscariot felt absolutely certain that

Christ would. assert his power and would not be injured, but that meantime be could Dick

up a few extra pieces of silver by playing along with the other side for a little bit,

giving them the informationthey wanted. Well, we can't see into the heart of Judas,

certainly he must've had some feeling of great interestin Christ for a while, or be

wouldn't have followed along with him, and become, or seemed to be so ardent a member

of the group that they gave him the (11*) of treasurer.

He gradually began taking out of the bag a little for himself, and then he found him

self in financial difficulties á.nd perhaps just for a temporary thing, he tried to

help himself out, thinking perhaps that he couldn't hurt Christ after all, but in the

end he got himself a name of being the son of perdition, the very one who is detested

throughout the Christian world ever since. And Balaam, here, standing o true, giving

the message so faithfully, yet ruined it all, by4is private life, having this covetous

ness for money, and giving the people a very reasonable argument. God sees no iniquity

in ±el, and he blesses them. Int±oduce iniquity into Israel and God will purge them.
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I can't purge them, but God wants to bless them and we can't (l2-) change God's attitude.

It is true that God's attitude toward the nations does change, when a nation goes into

iniquity. He no longer blesses it, but woe to him that leads it into iniquity.

Well, we won't take time to go into the details of thes chapter 25 but we will

o on to F.

And capital F Preparation for Entrance into Canaan And the slowness of inform

ation about perhaps one of the most imortant things in the history of the Israelite

Kingdom shows that we must carry on a little faster to get in all the historical facts

which are very vital, so I'll run over this Preparation for Entrance into Canaan rather

hastily. Chapter 26:1-36:13. It is the last ten chapters of the book of Numbers and

it is much less interesting readiflg than the earlier part, though there are many lessons

in it for us. We won't take time for these lessons, just mention very brieTh one or

two of them. The preparation for entrance into Canaan, my heading for that includes

uot on1 the rest of Numbers but also the whole book of Deuteronomy, because Deuteronomy

is not primarily a historical book. It is mostly legal and that's hot essential for

this particular course. So it is included under this heading, Numbers 26:1 to the end

of 36, and the book of Deuternnomy. And we'll briefly outline the rest of Numbers,

Number 1 The New Census That's charter 26. The book of Numbers is so-called for

having a lot of Numbers. Well, where re they? Chapters 1 and ?6. 1 and 26 are all

numbers, most of the rest of the book has very few numbers. It is a very poor title.

But chapter 1 gives the census as they left Sinai, ready to make the conquest. Then

they failed at Kadesh Barnea, the whole generation died in the wilderness, so the gener

ation later were to make the conquest, and so a new census is necessary. We've already

told you in that other (lL 3/Li.) how God punished David for making a

ensus...
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...because the people were going forward to accomplish God's purpose and preparation is

necessary for a purpose. There are times when God will bring great results guddenly and
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sporadically, but they are rare, but ordinarily great results come as a result of care

ful preparation. 5o the census is a vital rt of the preparation. He ants us to

survey our resources and understand what they are and see that we re ready for the task

we undertake for him and if we're not ready to get ready. You don't need to worry about

finding opportunities for serving the Lord, the world is full of them. You need to

worry about being fit to meet the opportunities when the time comes. Mr. Welch? (stu

dent.1*) Yes, the word for thousands, thousands is not the word for family, but the

word thousands is used to represent a unit,it's not a unit of an ordinary family, but

it's used for a large unit which probably conies from one ancestor. It sreaks for instance

about Bethlehem in one of the predictions, though thou art small among the thousands of

Judah. So the term thousands is used in the sense of a dision of people which could con

ceivably be more than a thousand or less than a thousand, could be a lot less. And there

are olaces in the Bible where undoubtedly that is that the Hebrew word (2*) *

should be translated as eaning. But in this articular case it is not true at all,

because it gives the figures of the tribes and then it adds them up to give the total.

(student.2) Well, there are places where people have tried to make a mathematical

figure out of where it isn't, because the word doesn't mean thousand in those cases.

But in this chapter it does. Well number 1, then, is the New Census.

Number 2,_A Special Problem Regarding Inheritance of Land This is a matter of

law, I only mention it here for completeness. It ts a very interesting problem. It's

chapter 27:lll, but we won't have time for it in this course.

Number 3 The Appointment of a New Leader for the Conquest of Canaan That is

Numbers 27:12-26, and that is a very instructive passage. I have asked you for last

Friday, to turn in a study of everything we learned about Joshua orevious to this time,

and to see how thoroughly God prepared him for his work. The average Seminary student

of intelligence and energy, when he graduates from Seminary, is a]1'eady to turn the

world upside down and whatever, church or situation he goes into, he wants to make

everything tferent in it, tommake it exactly right and the most efficient possible.

Very fine ambition, but unfortunately after he gets a few hard knocks because he finds
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the peo-ole don't move quite that fast, and a lot of his good ideas, or he thinks they

are, in practice prove to heed considerable rethinking before they're in shape to put

through. The average fellow loses all that, and is ready to fit into a groove and carry

on in strictly normal fashion the rest of his life. Now Joshua had a long dithod of

work with others and under others, in which he Irearned how to do things well, and then

time
he had when he was in a position of leadership, when he could use all his

iniative and all his energy in thinking things through and doing it the very best way

possible, and it is well to conserve that energy and that iniative until the time when

you're in a position properly to use it and not to lose it by thinking that you can

immediately do things that you're not yet ready for. It's all right to try things, but

when you get a few knocks don't lose your desire to go forward. Simply realize that

it just means you weren't ready. Now here's Joshua who has gone through all this long

preparation, and he has been ready to be subject to Moses and to assist Moses n every

conceivable way. I know a young fellow, twenty years ago, out at Seminary, who went out

to Southern California, started a radio program and he was ale to get some money to

support it, he had a good gospel message, and was doing a good Diece of work, but in a

very limited way. Young people heard the ogram they said there's no life to it,

no real, there is some good stuff but, there's nothing really to hold you in it. It

really going as it should, and the man who had. a very successful radio program

invited thts man to come and assist him, to work with him. And he told a friend of

mine, he said no indeed, I'm going to be the head of my own show. going to run my

own program because I'm not going to be assistant to anybody. Well, in a very short

time, his program failed, I don't know what became of it, but he had a lot of good

thoughts, and a lot cf fine ideas, but he needed experience, he needed what he could

learn from others. And he wasnot willing to take a second place, until the Lord would

show him that he had secured the necessary training, and the necessary qualities to be

ready to take a primary place. Well, Johhua had been willing to take the low place, and

to work harder for years here, and now the Lord said to him, at the beginning of this

passage, verse 12, the Lord said to Moses, get thee up to Mount Abarim and see the land
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which I have given to the children of Israel. And. when thou hast seen it, thou also

shall be gathered to thy people as Aaron thy brother was gathered. For ye rebelled

against my commandment in the desert of Zin, in the strife of the congregation, to sancti

fy me at the water before their eyes, that is the water of Meribah in Kadesh in the wil

derness of Zin.

Now can't you just imagine Moses, nothing inthe world he's more anxious to do than

to lead the people into Canaan. Nothing in the world t1'the wants better to do, bhan

to carry on the work to completion, and God gives him this message. And if you or I were

in his place we would say oh God, can't you forgive me for that? 'I made one misstep but

think of all the good things I ,did. 'Why can't I keep on a bit longer? After all, I'm

just as strong as I ever was, even if I am a hundred and twenty years old, I'm just as

strong as I ever was. you let me keep on and lead them into Canaan and have the

joy of that conquest? But what does Moses say? Moses said to the Lord, let the Lord, the

God of the spirits of all flesh, set a man over the congregation,which may go out before

thern,may go in before them, which may lead them out and bring them in, that the congre

gation of the Lord be not as sheep which have no shepherd. Moses' thought was not for

himself but for the people. Moses, in a position where his work is finished, instead of

complaining, or arguing, or seeking release from the penalty, his full concern is that

the work may go forward and that God will provide proper leadership for it. And it is a

wonderful example for us here. Those that honor the Lord the Lord will honor and those

whose interest is in the Lord's work rather than in their own success or at ti~ V

find themselves honored of the Lord in the end. No one has been more honored than Moses

aside from the Lord Jesus Christ. But he did not seek honor for himself, 'he soht for

the success of God's work and here his first thought, faced with this situation, is oh,

the Deople left without a leader, may the Lord provide a *leader. And the Lord said to

Moses., Take thee Joshua the son of Nun, a man in whom is the spirit and lay thine hand

upon him.

I heard a great Jewish scholar, three or four weeks ago, speaking on Bible' trans

lation and he said that in Genesis 1:3 it shouldn't be the spirit of God moved on the
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face of the water, he said it was a mighty wind, the wind of God, moving on the watrs.

Because, he said, it wasn't until (9*) about

the time of Christ, that they began thinking of that as spirit, but he said. the word

(9) * means wind in early days, it was only later the idea of spirit gets

added. I wonder if he would translate this, take thee Johkua the son of Nun, a man in

whom is the wind, and lay thine hand upon him? Certainly the word means spirit in many

of the very earliest illustrations, if you look for theme And here the Lord says,

take a man, the important thing is that he has the spirit of God, that's the most im

portant ective point. But unfortunatety, when a church is selecting a leader, the

big problem is does he have a nice voice, does he know how to mix: pleasantly with people,

and does he make a good impression, and all those things, even with good Christian

people who should be thinking first, does he have the spirit of God. But that is what

God gave as the primary thing for Moses, for Joshua. Now this was no surprise to Moses.

Moses had been working with Joshua for years, but the final decision was not made, as

far as Moses knew,until this time. Joshua had a chance to prove himself, and it's all

too often that we take an inexperienced rson and we say, now you be my assistant,

you be my, you study with me and work with me and you'll step into my shoes when I retire.

It's all too often that decisions like that are made earlier instead of giving a person

a chance to trove himself. I don't know what sad experiences in/that line professor

Robert Dick Wilson may have had, but I think at least he had the thought well in mind,

because when he was getting near the and of his life, and he was very interested in my

training, my prearation, and interested in my going over to Europe to study as I did

for two and a half years, the Semitic language and so on, and he got me a special fellow

ship from the President of the American Bible Society to pay for my first year in Europe.

And he was thoroughly interested, yet wheneger he would speak of the future, he never

made a definite committal to me that I would eventually be his assistant or his success

or. He never did. And he would always say, well, the Lord will lead, theLord will

show us where Re wants you to work. And I got a letter, om-hm when he joined with

others in starting a new Seminary, I got a letter from another member of the group asking
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me to buy some books in Germany for the new Seminary, and saying that we are starting

and of course Dr. Wilson expects you to be his assistant. But he himself went very,

gery slow in any committal for the future, in order to give me full and complete chance

fo prove myself before any committal was made. And that was what was done here with

Joshua. Joshua did the task before him and did it well, not receiving any "Promises of

advancement for the future until the time came. And then it was plain that he was ready,

that the spirit of God was in Him and the Lord gave the definite word and before Moses

died, the successor was recognized. The successor, not one -picked at random, but who

had been thnoghly proven. New

Now I know of one minister who was a fine Christian minister and a very, very ex-

cellent pastor, and he lefty his church and I said to him well, now, who is going to

succeed you in this church. Oh, he said, when I leave a church I believe/in leaving it.

He left the peoDle absolutely like sheep without a shepherd, and they looked aoimd and.

they got a man with a nice pleasant voice, and an attractive fellow, who came in and

gave them good. modernistic sermons, and tore down everything this man had built up.

Now course, he was reacting against the attitude that some have of leaving a church

and trying to keep their finger on it, and there's many a minister who has had his

ministry wrecked by a previous minister talking to people in the congregation about how

this is done and that's done and the other's done, and interfering. That should never

be done. When you leave a church, you should leave it. But it's a very good idea,

when you leave it to try to do something about being sure the next leader is one who is

true to the Lord, not just --there's a middle ground between these two extremes. And

Moses went up to the mountaintop, knowing that there was a leader ready and able to carry

on. He didn't have to try to keep a finger on it, you can't do it, you can't keep your

finger on it. When you Ire out, out, any attempt to keep your finger on details

just wrecks things. But you can take an ihèrest in helping them to get a proper leader

to follow, and that's what Moses did here, and set a wonderful example for us (iL)

(student.lL) Very good, this preposition

explains, is made the instrument bp means of which
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Now as far as the Holy Spirit is concerned

about the Holy Spirit coming into a man but that is a figure of speech. The

Holy Spirit does not geograohically go into a man. God is everywhere. The Holy Spirit

is everywhere. But when you say he enters in, we mean that be takes possession...
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...and so in this case, probably in accordance with our present usage it is()

the Holy Spirit is dwelling in him, not only for salvation But also for service.

But in the true sense it probably is (3/Lb) That is, that the Holy Spirit

is controlling him, he is directed by tie Holy Spirit, so that I would say that in this

case, either translation is correct. But the "in1 would be in line with our normal

usage, but the "with" would be more what it really means, even though we usually say in.

So that the Hebrew (1) in this case

we don't have to say is it this or that, but to recognize the wealth of meaning in the

preposition and see that it (1*) in this particular case. That then is

number 3, the leader.

Then, number /4 Laws Regarding Sacrifice and Vnws Again it's legal and I only

mention it here in order to hae our outline complete in this section. It's chapter 28:

through ve 30. ery interesting and important if you want some discussion on it, you will find

it on page 192 of New Bible Commentary, which I ftgured out with a great deal of care.

Some day you may be dealing with this section ad as you read it, it's an involved thing.

You can spend three or four hours getting the exact vlationship of its parts. But I

put in the three or four hours myself and I summarized the results in this oluinn, this

this Dartjc1lar issaaeone column here, so that if you're ever wantñg to study it., tiat .i. triinic ot1'l1 find

very helpful, what I did with it. It's not really history so we merely mention it here

for the sake of context.

We go on with number 5 Vengeance on the Midianites chapter 31 which we have

already referred to in connection with Balaam. Because it tells of his death and gives

us the hint that it was he who counseled them how they could win$ out against the Israel-
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ites. But they didn't win out and actually it meant his own death. Yes? (student.

2 3/Li) His death is in verse 8, isn't it? I think it's verse 16 that says he had

counseled. But the whole chapter tells about the conquest of the Midianites, it is, it

tells how the women were spared and then were killed, and then Moses heard how they

sDared all the women and he as very angry and had them kill the women too. And of

course it goes contrary to modern ideas because, I can just imagine a modernist preacher

of today pointing this out as an example of the bloodthirstiness of the God of the Old

Testament in whom he does not believe. Because it is a God. who ordered the Midianites

to be ruthlessly exterminated and not only the men but also the women, even th kill the

women. How terrible. Well, the fact of the matter i, of course, that in heathen,most

heathen lands and most heathen religions, there is a ruth1essiess about human life, and

a killing people and a letting them die that to us with a Christian background is very,

very disagreeable. And the callousness about human life in heathen lands and heathen

backgrounds is something thatis a terribly disgusting to peopled with a Christian back

ground. But the Christianity teaches the worth of a human soul, and teaches, has the

command thou shalt not murder. Not merely you shall not kill the king, you shall not

kill the person of importance, but you shalinot kill, shall not murder anybody. And

Christianity as against the callousness of the heathen religion puts a standard of value

on a human life and. a human soul. And then the modernist, taking one point, taking a

few points of truth, out of scripture and neglecting the scripture as a whole, takes

these few Doints and elevates them into being the most important thing in the world.

And we get pacificism and we get the attitude of various modernist groups of the day,

that the only thing that matters in life almost, is keeping from having anybody killed.

And that that is more important than our relation to God or than eternity, or our be

lief in Christ, or than all the great central things of the scripture. They take the

opDosite error from the error of the heathen and it is a much better error of the two,

but both are errors, the proper ground is in between. Here is a fact, that human life

is sacred before God and should not be taken without a reasoni On the other hand, it

is a fact that every human being has to die. That death is the result of sin, we all
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have to die sometime anyway, there are more important things in life than whether we

die a little sooner than we might otherwise. Much more important things in life than

that. And the bible teaches the value of the human soul and the importance of safety

from ruthless killing, but it also teaches that there are circumstances under which the

situation is very different. The Bible teaches that war for true principles is justi

fied, right and necessary inthis age of sin in which Satan is so powerful in the world.

And when the pilgrim fathers came to Massachusetts, if they had arrived there five years

earlier they would ye been wiped out in a year, and there never would've been a great

Christian nation founded in this continent. We might eventually have had a nation here,

we might have had many people, but it wouldn't have been established on Christian

rinciples on which it was. But they got there and within the previous three years

there had been a pestilence which had killed thousands of those Indians, and the pilgrims

had a tough time to subsist agains the opposition they had, or the difficulties, with

the few Indians that remained. Not to show what the situation would've been if there'd

been forty times as many Indians all through that area. There had been a estilene

which killed them off. Well, God prepared the way for them at that particular time.

I don't think there's any question, that God chose to cut down the poDulation in

preparation for them, and whenthe Israelites went into 6anaan, God ordered them to com

pletely destroy the Canaanites who had sunk in wickedness to the point where the con

tagion of their lives and their attitudes was a very, very terrible thing. The scripture

does teach that there are eea circumstances under which the taking of human life is

not only permissible but is required. And if we look at it from the viewpoint that

God's purposes are the important thing and not some particular principle that we set up

tb's impossible in this world anyway and can't be carried through, we do not find

reason to set out to judge the God of the Old Testament, but rather to take the God of

the Bible and see what he holds and try to mold our lives in accordance with it. Its

penalties for murder are very, very severe, but it does seem that there are circumstances

under which the taking of human life is entirely justified and right. Yes? (student.

84) They are entirely different people who were temporarily working together. The
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Moabites are a settled people in this area. The Midianites are a nomadic people, mostly

in the Arabian desert who at this time evidently were working together with the Moabites

against the menace of the coming of the Israelites. Later on we find the Midianttes con

quering the Israelites after they're settled and it's the Midianites whom Gideon's band

attacked. But they're two distinct people who were working together at this time. So

in this particular sectthon of Numbers you'll speak of the Moabites and. the Midianites

moior less indiscriminately, because they're both working together. It's as if some

body in the German army in eltbher of the world wars were to speak of the French soldiers

and the British soldiers and the American soldiers. They might bae a group of them,

one of them next to this group, and the other next to this, and therf enemies would

include all three, and you might beak rather freely of whichever happened to be involved,

in the partiular situation. Yes? (student.9. Why were the little boys killed but

not the little unmarried girls?) The determination here was to wipe out the plague

which these Midianites had brought in and the attitude which had been taken by them.

The women were killed because they had been the very instruments of the seduction of the

Israelites, and they in this case were very thoroughly involved with the attitude. The

boys in this uarticular situation would have brown up to be a menace while the girls

would Drobably have their whole attitude pretty thoroughly changed before they grew UD.

So in this particular instance (io-)

that is not given as a rule for conquest by any means. You will find &aes various

attitudes taken in various commentaries. This is one of the most thoroughgoing of the

conquests you find anywhere but when you read chapter 25 and what they had produced

among them it's thoroughly understandable. Well, then that's five.

Number 6 The apportionment of Transjordan chapter 32. We already before the

Balaam incident read about the conquest of the land of Sihon King of the Amorites and Og

king of Bashan. And so the whole northern portion of Transjordan, north of even the

north, was now in the hands of the Israelites. And two and a half tribes came to Moses

and here they are in this lovely country. Why do we have to go and fight and fight

and all this? We've got this lovely country now, let's take it, let's be satisfied.
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And it's very easy for us to take that sort of an attitude. We get into a good situa

tion, it's good enough for me, why go further. Well, maybe it is. No use chasing

.1l-o-the-wisps all our lives. But on the other band, if God's will is something furth

er we should not be satisfied to stop there. But these people saw that wonderful land

and they said why can't we have it? Actually, it was fromthe first sight it was the

best part of Palestine, but if you knew the facts it was one of the worst parts. Be

cause though it had as much fertility as any section,it had fine land, lots of space

a grand place for raising cattle, yet there were two objections, which we've already

noted. One, its dependence on the varying rainfalls for crops. They didn't know it

when they first came in, but the clouds may come that far and may not, fromthe Mediterr

anean. o some years it's tremendously fertile and other years it's almot sterile.

And the area that is reahed by the rain varies tremendously. And it gradually levels

off into almost complete desert, and the people on the fringes would have a very, very

uncertain existence. So that it's a very sporadic sort of a place to live.

fig you have the good rain. And a greater difficulty even than that was no natural

frontiers, exposed to the attack of Bedouin tribes fromthe desert and of the attack of

eoDle from other lands. And the result was that the civilization built there , all

through the three centuries before the time of Christ, even subsequently, there are

great civilizations built, everything built up wonderfully, and then wiped off by in

vasion and they have to build from scratch. And there are long periods in which there's

nothing there. And so it was necessary somebody take it, but for these peope to be

so anxious to get it for themselves was shortsighted. They simply didn't know the

basid facts. We're always better to advance the work of the Lord, but as far as what

we're going to get out of it, let's just leave that in his hands, and we'll probably

be better off than if we try to work it out for ourselves.

Well, they came to Moses and immediately there was a great danger. If two and a

half tribes settled here , forget the rest of the tribes, will the rest be enough to

conquer Canaan? And so Moses makes the nromise over and over that they, it was their

(1Lr) Moses said
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are
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you going to desert the rest, are you going to settle here, and leave us insufficient

to conquer Canaan? Oh, no, no they said, we just want this land after you canquer

Canaan, they said. See, they haven't thought of that before. Maybe they'd even thought

of it, but they were so anxious to get it. They said, oh, no, no, we had.'t thought

that, we're going to go over Jordan and join in the conquest of Canaan, but then we

want to come back and have this be our land...

O.T.History 212. ()

.he makes them -oromise over and over, and he makes the omise so absolutely clear

and strong that there is going to be no question about it, and it's aighty good idea

to look ahead and see dangeiand &ee even if the peoDle with whom you are dealing would

never dream of such a thing, ge




def
t itwhile things are going smoothly, get the definite

(3/Li) so that whentget
invo]jved

you've got the promise

(3/Lb) and Moses hiew of the tmptation that would come to

them to not bother about the rest of them when they had their own land there, they al

ready had their good land, and he made them repeat and repeat and repeat the -promise

that they would go over and join in the conquest and the had this land but they had to

help get the land for the others. And there are very god lessons for us in it and the

fact of the matter, of course, is that in subsequent hisiory, time and again, we find

the Israelites from Canaan having to some over and rescue them when they've been taken

by the Assyrians or by some other. Remember we saw yesterday about how Ahab said Ramoth

Gilead is ours and why don't we take it. What's Rainoth ilead? One of the finest cities

over here in Transjordan, taken by the Syrians because it was open and exposed. And

they had to come over from Canaan and rescue them time and again. Their selection was

too early, but they were so anxious to get it that they were just ready to Dromise any-

thing to get it and Moses made them sign on the dotted line, good and faithfully, over

People ~
and over again. Very easy to say, oh we trust th/ have absolute confidence in

them. Don't have abeolute confidence in any people, because all people are sinners,

all people are far short of sanctification, trust the Lord only, get things clear and
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understand what you're getting. It's very easy when you first go into a new situation

to everybody treats you so wonderfully that it's very, very easy to just have perfect

confidence. You say, well now I wish this was, oh, certainly, certainly, we'll fix it,

just do anything in the world to get you. Well, don't assume that's going to last for

ever. Don't be fussy and foolish and demand things that aren't sensible, but the hings

that are reasonable, get them done, have it understood, know what your authority is,

how far it goes and where it stops. Because the time will come when situations will be

different. It lwaysoes and Moses got it definite Ire and thereby spared them an

awful ?not of misery inthe future. That's number 6.

Number 7 The Summary of Journies Summary of the journies from Egypt to the Plains

of Moab. Chapter 33d-l49. That is a suthiary of the journies written by Moses at the

exress command of God. Here they are leaving one important part of their experience

and going to enter another. They're leaving the wilderness journey and going to enter

onthe conquest of Canaan. And so he makes a summary of what has been done. Somebody

has said that if you want to develop a good memory one of the best possible waysto do

it is every night before you go to bed to think through the events of the day and see

how much you can remember of them then when it's still fresh in your recollection. It

develops your habit of recall. It's very, very easy to finish up a stage of our life

or our experience and everything is so prominent and so clear,so wellknown to you that

there doesn't seem to be any point in thinking it through, you just know it all, at an

instant you could answer any auestion about it, but then you enter another phase of your

experience and you don't have any occasion to think of these things and you're in the

other hase for a few months or years, and then you think back to this and you just can't

remember, it's just gone. And it is very helpful to stop and to survey a stage of your

experience, see what the advantages have been, see what the disadvantages, see what the

mistakes are that you don't want to repeat, see the things in it that are worth carrying

on with you. Survey as you leave one stage and go into another. It a very, very use

ful thing. And here at the end of this important section there is this survey.

Then, nuber 8 ,'The Plans for the Division of Canaan Chapter 33:50-36:13.

The plans so that when it is takenhey will know what they're going to do with it.
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Now they don't work out the details, but they work outthe system for determination

of the details, and before they start the conquest they work these things out. A very,

very wise procedure and an excellent example to us as we undertake different areas of

our lives. Well, we won't o into the details of this, it's well worth your study and

you can find lessons from it for your own life that are of value. That's section 8.

Section 9, gets into the book of Dediteronomy, Moses Farewell Address We won't

look at that until this afternoon at 2:30. (word about assignnients-and test Monday)

(7) I'm going to make a bange. I announced at the end of the morning hour that

we would take number 9 next, but I'm going to change it to G, because it is I think

inroortant to come under a separate head rather$ than Preparation for Entrance to

Canaan. I'm going to make it G Moses Last Days and under that will be number

1 The Addresses in Deuteronomy. The book of Deuteronomy has a name, a Greek name

which translated into English means second law. It is the second giving of the law,

and this giving of the law is sinrnly a reiteration of the law with certain changes,

an attemDt to drive home to peple's hearts and minds, what it amounts to is the fare

well addresses given by Moses there in the Plains of Moab, and there are three main

addresses. The first of those is chapter 1, verse 6 to Li.:Li0. l:6-4:)+0. This one is

mainly a historical retrospect to God's dealings with them, and then a call to obedience.

Then after a brief section telling of the apnointing of the three cities of refuge you

have the second discourse, which is from LI+11'4 - 26:19. A5 you see it is a very long

section, including many exhortations to fidelity and obedience, and much repetition of

laws that he wanted to drive home to their hearts and minds. Then comes the inscription

of the law, with the blessings and cursings, followed by Moses' third discourse, which

includes chapters 29 and 30, two chapters only in this third discourse. It is a dis

course in which he presses home to them strongly the difference between life and death

and the choice of whether they will follow the Lord or not. Yes? (student.9)

Whic, the third discourse, all three? First, l:6-Li:Li0. Second Ll:LL'_26:l9. Third

chapters 29 and 30. Those are the three discourses. In between them there is a free

period between the first and second, telling of the appointment of the cities of reuge:
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between the seooncl and third there is a longer passage, telling of the writing of the

law, and the flutting up of the blessings and the curses, for obedience and disobedience.

Then after the three discourses you have Moses' song, Moses taking leave of the people.

Now this book of Deuteronomy is a very imortant and interesting study, very vital for

Christian understanding, but for our Darticular course in Old Testament History we will

have to merely glance at it. The view thhe ctitics support is that Moses{ never gave

such addresses, but it was written in the time of the later Israelite kingdom, that it

was palmed off on the people at the time of Josiah in order to get them to agree to a

centralized worship in Jerusalem. This is very important in the study of criticism,

this theory of the critics which is accepted by all liberal scholars, though there are

details of it on which they differ slightr.L, in the main features of it they agree, but

this, we in this class cannot go into it, because there're no certain matters which are

vital from the viewpoint of history. One of these matters we note is the great literary

quality of these addresses. It is pretty hard to believe that the men wishing to get

more income for the Jerusalem Temple and get people to worship there instead of making

sacrifices other places, would be able to prepare for this purpose addresses supposedly

by the great lawgiver of a thousand years before which were so fine that Professor Moses

of the University of Chicago, the author of the Modern Readers Bible, said, that after

reading the great orations of Demosthenes and Cicero and the other great orators of

secular history, he turns to Moses' farewell address in the book of Deuteronomy, and

feels that just from the viewpoint of literature alone, he is on a higher level of

oratorical grandeur in Moses' addresses inthe book of Deuteronomy. Now it is pretty

hard to think that is written just for the viewpoint of getting more income for the

Jerusalem Temple at a time long after it was (12*)

They show the transcendent ability of Moses, that great leader, one of the great

est leaders in the world's history. They have this wonderful literary quality and this

fine presentation of the alternatives of life and death, between obeying the Lord,

following his will, and going on to have the sins that lead-to destrution. So the

literary quality of these is something that is unfortunately little realized in our

present day, but ought to be realized.
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Now in addition to that we'd like to say about these addresses, that there are in

them certain marks of the fact that they are aoDroaching the entrance to Canaan. The
"- -j!-]-

certain marks are there. I want to mention four. Four marks in these addresses of the

near atrnroach to the entrance to Canaan. 0e-o-heee

The first of these d)that they constantly mention towns instead of the cam-o. The

Israelites in the wilderness naturally centered their life around the camp. But they

were going into Canaan where they would be scattered about from these different sections

of the land, and Moses in giving the$e addresses is urging them to obey God's law in

Canaan, and so there is a background of reference to towns rather than to camp. Now

naturally the critics say that's because ii was written at a time when (iLi)

were all living, but it certainly is not at all unfitting to the time of Moses.

Then sec 6n'dhere are minor changes of law. You'll find cotradictions among them

etween
sring.w in Deuteronomy or the law in Exodus or in Leviticus. They.e not contra

dictory, they are minor changes in view of the new situation into which they are going.

When used to live in Los Angeles we used toogo downtown and on the way there

as a cul-de-sac under a large hill, and (1Li 3/Li.) as you came up tb the entrance you

saw a big sign: One hundred dollars fine for (iLk 3/L)

O.T.History 23. ()

...24 automobiles, but when I was there I never saw a car o through that tunnel less

than 30 miles an hour, but there was the sign still there. The last time I was in Los

Angeles I was glad to see that sign had been taken down. 'But I'm sure that when the

tunnel was built peoDle would've been scandalized at the thought of going through that

tunnel at rate faster than 8 miles per hour. I was told when I was a student in Los

Angeles th It still was written onthe statute books there that it was illegal for
ivinstreetcars to shoot rabbits from the vestibule of the streetcars. When I was

it was already much too urbanized to think of such a thing.

But conditions change and '1reat essential principles of God's law never change
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but the application of the principles change as conditions change. People talk as if

there were no fixed principles. They are absolutely wrong, there are great fundamental

principles that are inherent in the nature of the universe that God has established,

But then people who recognize this great fact of the essential great absolute principles

of the universe sometimes go on from there to think that every little tiny detail of

life is exactly so and remains static, and that is not true. Life is constantly chang

ing and small thanges or questions of law and habit are absolutely necessary, and so

we have contradictions between Deuteronomy and Exodus and Leviticus, but it is a contra

diction simply of application to a different situation. u/r4

Number
30

there is an interest taken in Deuteronomy in the well being of the poor
- __

er classes, such as you find in Exodus and Leviticus. There are special regula

tions given like leaving the corners of your fields so that they can pluck what's left

there,leaving some of the grapes so they can glean, there are restrictions that would

hage no application in the wilderness where they were altogether under one closely

cnntralized body with a close oversight, but spread out over the land it is very easy

for oppression and for mistreatment to spring up and this anticIates and special con

sideration is given,

And then number(L) in Deutèrônomy we find an insistence on one central altar.

The unity of God, the fact that there is one God that Israel is one nation, worshipping

one God was stressed by the insistence that they were not to break up into little seoa

rate communities in Canaan, but that they were to covenant together to warship on the

one altar, that once a year they were to come to this place and make, all their sacri

fices were to be made on this one altar. And so we have insistence, number 14, on one

alter in the book of Deuteronomy which fits the situation, as Moses was speaking there

just beforethey went into the land of Canaan. The critics say that the book of Exodus,

the book of the ovenant, as they call it, permits an altar anywhere, anywhere that

God gives his name, because in the book of the covenant, it says when youmake an altar

make it in certain ways, but the fact is they were moving through the wilderness and

they made altars at different places as they moved. It does not mean chaos as the critics
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allege, it simply means the situation where they were on the move, and, the altar natur

ally moved. And. then in Leviticus there's nothing said about it, it is assumed that

there is one altar. It is not stated, Leviticus is the law book (L 3,14)

But now we have the command given as they enter the land,

and this is ital, that the people realize this and understand it, because it will be a

vital factor in keening them as one nation, worshipping one Go and enabling a central

control to keep heretical ideas from getting in and. spreading through the land. So it

is reasonable the way it stands. And the c±itics claim that Exodus shows the early sit

uation when you can worship anywhere//that God put his name, that Deuteronomy shows the

change made to get the worship in one place, and that in Leviticus it already was es

tablished ih one place so it's just taken for granted and not mentioned. It is not the

necessary way of interpreting it.

Well, these addresses are very much worth reading and studying but not for this par

ticular course, so we move on to number 2 under Moses Last Days.

Number 2 The Death of Moses And the death of Moses is chapter 34. And there

in 314 we read how Moses went up into the mountain and there the Lord took him and no

body knows where he's buried. And, then it has a eulogy of him an the end that no one

rose up quite the equal of Moses, thereafter. This little section abnut the death of

Moses has received discussion far out of proportion to its merit. Those who have said

that the five books of Moses are by Moses have found a tremendous problem, how could

Moses write the account of his own death? And so therelve been arguments at length

whether Moses wrote these or whether he didn't. And act.bally what difference does it

make? The book of Deuteronomy is God's Word, and it is true and it gives us the addresses

that Moses gave. Well, did God say to Moses, now youlre going up in the mountain and.

die, finish out the book and write it in there and tell what happened. Tell it in ad

vance. God has already predicted it, it is told in Numbers, it is told in Deuteronomy,

it's perfectly clear what's going to happen, you go ahead and tell about it before it

happens, Moses, and then after it happens they will have the aconnt. Did, he do that?

Or did, Moses stop the book and go up in the mountain and Joshua write the next part of

it, tell about his death, and nobody knows where he's buried, and Joshua say nobody rose







O.P.11istory 213. 7) 1065.

like Moses. Well as far as I can see both are possible, and I don't see what differ

ence it makes. God wrote it, jt s God's word, God led4 whoever the human author was.

God directed in what to put down, it is God's word, it is one complete book that is free

from error, the book of Deuteronomy, and so I don't see any reason why there needs to

be great argument. But people will ask me, do you believe in that Moses wrote the

Pentateuch? Well, what about the end of Deuteronomy? How could he have written the

last chapter? Well, I think he could have -oersorally. Well, but I don't think believ-

ing Moses wrote the Pentateuch necessarily means you hve to believe he wrote those

,would be perfect1v oroerlast few verses. It /&-pefe9-pe?& For him to have instructed Joshua (8)

But this end of Moses life, his death there, was done in such a way that they would

not have a place to worship, a place where they would be tempted to worship a man rather

than God, because he was a very great man, a very wonderful man, a tremendous influence

on Israel, and he is revered by the Jews as perhaps no other man is, and deservedly,

but lie certainly is in utterly different class from Christ, God. And so Moses is off

the sc:ene and we move on to number VII, Roman Numbral VII.

Roman Numeral VIT, which I have hesitated, I did not devote a day to the

determination of he problem but I did hesitate as to whether to call VII the book of

Joshua, or The Conquest of Canaan. And I think we'll call it The Book of Joshua But

either title would be quite satisfactory because they cover the same round. The con

quest of Canaan, now I didn't say the conquest of Palestine. The term Palestine we

use to include Transjordan. The land of Israel certainly included Transjordan, but that

was conquered even before the incident with Balaam. That was conquered under Moses'

direction. But the conquest of land west, th land west of the Jordan River, between

there and the Máditerranean Sea is Canaan proper, and this is the land which God had

-promised to give Abaraham, and it was a land filled with strong cities which had existed

there for hundreds of years, it was powerful and highly civilized neole, the Jews had

been slaves in Egy't and now they' ve been forty years in the wilderness, it took forty
though you could

years to get Egypt out of the people, e get them out of Egypt in a few days, but it was

not only to get Egypt out of the people but while you were doing it they lost their
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arts and craft, there was no opportunity for the exercise of them, there in the wilder

ness. And so you have a comparatively uncivilized people about to enter the land. A

people which the Lord has led, they are following him, but £romthe viewpoTht of culture,

from the viewpoint of training in arts and crafts and all that, they are not in a class

with the Egyptians or with the Canaanites. And those tremendous walls around those

great Canaanite cities and their strong armies they had, it was a real -oroblem in the

conquest of Canaan. And this problem is de1t with, the conquest and the division of

j the land are dealt with in the book of Joshua. So we çan say, the Book of Joshua,

A Introduction Under that, 1 Authorshii and Material It is ute generally

assumed that Johhua wrote these books of Joshua, but that is certainly not a necessary

principle of the faith. I do not recall anywhere in the Bible where it says Joshua

wrote the book of Joshua. We do have the statement that Moses wrote the five books of

Moses. Moses was the author of these books. The book of Joshua is the book which tells

about Joshua. It tells about his activity as leader, his activity while he was directing

the people and about the subsequent life of the people as long as Joshua lived. So it

is a book about Joshua, about Joshua's leadership, but that doesn't necessarily mean

that Joshua wrote it. I have never heard any suggestion of some other who may hae

written it. It is, I would think, quite probably that Joshua wrote it, but I don't

think it is proven. At least it is a true book, a book which tells the facts about the

career of Joshua, And so the autborishi of the book of Joshua is not a point of near

the same importance of the authoHhi of the Pentateuch. It is important that they both

are sod's word. The critics used to talk about the Pentateuch, and then they talked

about the documents of the Pentateuch, and then they changed their language and started

talking about the Hexateuch, that is a six-fold division instead of five. And the

ctkttcsl theory, as it has been held for many years, includes portions of Joshua in

the various documents, but any critical will readily ait,he if he has done

any special study in this field, that it is much harder to be sure which sections of

Joshua belong to different documents than héch sections of the differett tarts of the

Pentateuch. There are points of similarity of style and of (13*)
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of differents of Joshua than of different parts of the Pentateuch, but they do not have

the same criteria they think they find in the Pentateuch, and while (i3-)

speak about the Hexateuch, you look in a critical Bible dictionary of the

last two years and they won't even have an aticle on the Pentateuch, they call it Hexa

teuch, and they extend the documents through Joshua, but they don't have (13 3/L)

that they have about many -parts of

the Pentateuch. But we don't need, of course, to believe (l1)

to helieve he wrote the first five books and I would say most likely Josh did. I don't

know of any proof. Well, how, the
1t4material.

uthorsh1p and material.

Well, the material in the book of Jnshua is very different from the material in

euteronomy. Tha last Dart of it, there's a chapter and a half of Joshua's last days

which. contains two addresses that he gave the people exhorting them to follow the Lord.

Now this is naturally similar to Deuteronomy. Moses gave addresses and so did Joshua.

But most of the book, at least shall we say ithet of the first twelve chapters of the

book, the first half of the book, is narrative. And that naturally is similar to

Genesis...

O.T.History 214.

...narrative, then we have the account of the division of the land, and this account

of the division of the land which takes up ten chaDters is very largely a matter of

precise details of the borders of the different tribes, very important, very interest

ing for them, showing the long Deriod of Israel's history in the land, but it's largely

just a matter of interest to us now. For us in this course it take nearly the

(1)

But these twelve chapters are the account of the conquest, therefore it is an orderly,

organized, systematic Dresentation of a series of closely related events and, as such,

is one of the most interesting Dortions of the Bible, perhaps one of the best-known

-oarts of the Old Testament. So much then for tyue of material.

Number 2 External Evidenct1'not meanthg by that ernal evidenthe as to the
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described.
authorship and tye of material, I mean external evidence as to the eventsevents w±±e

Perhaps it would be better to make the title a little longer so as to make that rlear.

External Evidence regarding the History. Now we are not in one of the places in the

Bible where we have a great deal of external evidence. There is considerably more for

Genesis than there is for Joshua, ther' s not a great deal for Exodus, there is some

in the early part of Exodus. Numbers and. Leviticus and Deuteronomy, of course(2Z)

Now in Joshua there is a little but not a great deal. What is it? Well, from the

viewpoint of the great emptres, the book describes events that occurred off on the bord

ers of a primitive civilization. You take a cultivated Roman system in the days of

Christ, and he was much interested in the great events that occurred in Rome. To a

much less extent, and yet definitely in the great events that occurred in Athens and in

Alexandria and a fw other great centers. But Palestine he thought of as sort of out

on the fringes of civilization, something would hive to be very, very important there

to be apt to attract much of his attention. Palestine has been an imo±tant crossroads

between the great empires, but it has not normally been a great center o± civilization

and life itself. H.G.Wells wrote an article twenty years ago here inthe Current History

aa±ne, America, taken from H. G. Wells in which--he wrote it about English education

and regretted greatly that English education busied itself so much with Palestine. He

said why don't we spend that time studying England, stdying something important. He

said nothing of any iportance hauened in Palestine. He said Palestine has never had

any real grealiness except just a very small period under the time of Solomon, and he

said the importance of that period is greatly exaggerated. He said the pride of Solomon

was a little temple that Hiram of Pyre built for him, and that he compared to the oride

of a negro chauffeur on the gold coast of Chicago, in a new automobile that his employer

purchased. Now that's this famous English writer, H. G. Wells' idea of the importance

of Palestine. And of course, his idea is tremendously overrated, tremendously exagger

ated. It is easy to show that it's quite absurd. But yet there's an element of truth

in it, that Palestine was not one of the great imperial centers, when Abraham left Ur
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of the Chaldees, I'm sure he felt that he was going to the outskirts of civilization,

and. when his father got as far as Haran he said, if you want to go any further you go

alone, this is as Ail as I'm going to go. He thought he was going out to the wild west

of the jungles, when he went out to Palestine. Well, wider t1clrcumstances then, we

do not have big monuments in Rome or in Egypt or in Mesopotamia, telling of great events

occuring in Palestine. So that in our great amount of material we have from ancient

civilization, we don't have references to the conquest of Palestine by Joshua The

material has to be sought in Palestine itself almost entirely. And, as we've already

noticed in our survey of archeology, Palestine was near enough to Egypt to have access

to Papyrus. But was enough damDer than Egypt that the Papyrus didn't last. It doesn't

last in Egypt unless it's buried, but even if it's buried in Palestine it doesn't last.

The result is that over in Mesopotamia almost everythirthat anybody wrote was Preserved,

because it was on clay tablets, while in Egypt ôhly the things they put up on monuments,

futgethey wanted the to know, were remembered except when a paryrus got buried. But

in Palestine the monuments have not been extensive, they've been destroyed in the many

wars, and so on, that occurred there, they weren't as finely built as in Egypt anyway,

and the papyrus on which most of the writing doubtless was made, has a& entirely--I

don't think there's any almost about it--has entirely disappeared. And when you find

schols get all excited when, got all exc&ted fifty years ago when excavating at Gezer

in Palestine, McAll1ter found the ltttle Diece of pottery, a oiece of a broken dish,

on which somebody had scratched the name of the months and telling the kind of work he

did each month. This is the month for plowing, this is the month for planting whet,

and so on, and they call it the Gezer alender and they were all thrilled about it.

The chances are it's just somebody that, in an offhand moment, scratched on a piece of

clay, not having ome Dapyrus handy, some offhand thoughts, he was doodling perhaps.

And that was Dreserved, and. the very fact that somebody was able to do it, and bothered

to do it, is iiretty good evidence that there was tremendous amount of writing done on

papyrus, that has just disappeared. So we do not 1ave actual evidence in words from

Palestine from this period. And, that is, very, very little, practically hone.
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Occasionally they used clay tablets., because they were anite under the shadow of Meso

potamian civilization, and (7--)

So, the external evidence regarding the history n Palestine is actually very

slight. Most we know about it is from the book of Joshua, except for the excavation of

cities in Palestine, and there we have a tremendous amount of material, but very, very

little writin, and it's not easy to tell from material without writing when, what time
or

it comes from, i' to tell a great deal about. You can learn much but there are many,

many very vital things you9't learn at all.

pll, I wanted to mention under this subject, external evidence, a small a, The

El Amarna Tablets. We've already spoken of the El Amarna Tablets. In this book, The

Ancient Near East there are translations of a few of them. The El Arnarna Tablets

were clay tablets and therefore Deserved, they were ureserved in Egypt, bedause of

the fact that King Aknaton moved his court away fromthe great centers, and then when

they moved back to the Diace he made, they were ruined and. the archives were wrecked.

There must have been tremendous archives from other Deriods in Egyptian history which

were not Dresered, but these, through that action of (8 3//4.)

have been presered. And so we have the El Amarna Tablets which come fromthe reign of

Amenophis III and IV. Amenophis 111/, lbright states, from 1496 to 1370 and the-his

successor of AiQiaton AmenoiDhis IV, whichever name you want to use, succeeded him.

Well, these tablets suffer, of course, from the disadvantage that letters suffer from.

I used to get, when I was in Jerusalem studying, I'd get a letter, that's be

fore the days of airmail, I'd get a letter from my mother in Los Angeles, and she would

say last evening Sam came over and we bad a very interesting talk. And I would get

that six weeks after she wrote it. It took that long for the letter to get to me.

And I would read it and I would wonder, now Sam came over, what Sam was it, was this

Uncle Sam, a very good friend of ours, or was this Sam Sutherland, who'd been my class

mate in college and Seminary and was pastor of a small church in the neighborhood then

and is now President of the Bible Institute of Los Angeles. And so I would write, I'd
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be curious, which one was it, to me they were so differant, and yet Sam could fit

either, so I'd say which Sam was it came over that evening? She'd get the letter six

weeks after she wrote and she'd. say well now which Sam was it, so make inquiries

around and they'd figure it up, they'd write back, and six weeks after I wrote the

question I'd get the answer, and I'd comnletely forgotten the question. But it brings

home to you how in letters you spekk in abbreviated fashion. You discuss things and

take a great deal of knowledge for granted, and if it hadn't been Sam, if it had been

a name that we only knew one rson with the name, she would know who she was talking

about, I would krow who she was talking about, but anybody reading the letter, even I

myself thirty years later, might have great difficulty in figuring out what it was

all about. Now that difficulty, of course, is less when you get official political

letters and that sort of thing but yet it's there, and so these El Amarna letters

often don't exolain the most important things because they're letters from ole to

other people who know a good deal already about what you're sDeakig of and you don't

have to explain the full details aout it. And so they are a ver/unsatisfactory source

for history, though a very imoortant one. There's this about them, that nobody in them

is trying to fool us, it's not as if somebody Duts up a monument to tell how great he

was and you may think that he was just bluffing, and pretending for future generations.

Though in these they may bluff each other, as the kinks of Canaan try to get Egyptian

help and they say things that aren't true, you can't tell about that. But they are a

fine source of historical information and yet a very, very fragmentary source. We can

date the El Amarna letters and thats of tremendous imoortance about them. They come

from about 1400 B.C. And these letters, the bulk of them, are between kings of Canaan

and Pharaohs of Egypt. Men always start, to Pharaoh the great god, the sun of the

universe, I bow seven time and then I bow seven times again, I who am nothing but a

worm of the ground, want to bring my petition before the great Pharaoh. And then he

goes on and tells how he's the only one in Palestine that's still loyal to Pharaoh
Pharaoh and

and all the others have turned against &m-T Pharaoh should sñ him a lot of money

and a lot of support so that he could stand true by Pharaoh, and then you get another
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letter from the king of the other town ten miles away, and he says exactly the same

thing about himself, and you don't know which one is telling the truth, or whether

either is, and Pharaoh is too busy spreading his new ideas of philosophy to bother with

any of them. So the Egyptian emDire in Palestine, around 1400, went to pieces. But

in the course of these letters these kix will make a statement like this. All the

territory under Pharaoh çl3*) has fallen

away to the (l3) ôs I only am left

or the bo-u has taken suc1nd such a city. This word Habiru sounds a good. bit like

Hebrew, the Habiru, and we see that the Habiru are a marauding people who are conquer
in

ing/Palestine.

I remember in 1925 picking up a magazine of Biblical study and finding an article

by two great archeologists on the Habiru, and one of them said when you examine the

evidence on the Habiru it becomes absolutely certain that the Habiru and the Hebrews

are identical, this is the Hebrew under Joshua (il4)

And the other article by an equally famous archeologist said, when we compare what we

know about the Habiru with the evidence about the Hebrews in the Bible, it becomes

absolutely clear that they are an entirely different neoDle, entirely different situ

ation, with no reason in the world to equate them. They (lL*)

as to whether the Habiru and the Hebrews re the same

Well, since that time we've learned a good deal more about the Hebrew, and we know this,

that when it says in Genesis that Abraham (lie)

that's pretty good proof Abraham wasn't even a Hebrew. You don't call a man the Hebrew

if he's the only one, and there are references in various parts of the Old Testament

and in most of them Hebrew is a wider term in the Bible than (lLi 3/Lb)

O.T.History 215. (-)

... sons of Eber but if so
qreJewscalled the sons of Abraham. Others take it that the word means a nomad,
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one who is a wanderer, possibly so. But we have tablets from various places in which

Habiru are mentioned and we find that there are various sections of the world in those

days in which there are people called Habiru, and then in Egypt we have a people called

the Apperiu, which I mentioned in nnection with the entrance which some think are the

Hebrew and some think aren't, but it's quite clear that the word (1*)

is much wider and so that i these Habiru are

found there in Palestine at that time, that doesn't prove they are the Bibli&l Hebrews

although it offers a starting point for the suggestion that they may be. And, so, from

the iewpoint of the study of the conquest the El Amana tablets present material of

real importance. They mention cities in Palestine, they mention the kings of these

cities, they tell us incidentally something of the life of the people there, something

of thei'1ituation, and 1f we could be sure that that's when the conquest occurred, it

would tremendously enrich our knowledge of the conquest. But if it isn't, if it's two

hundred years before then/ they actually don't throw much light on the conquest but

merely on the general condition in Palestine, and nobody knows which it , so that the

El Amarna should be mentioned here in connection with this matter of external evidence

and one of these days we may discover something that will tremendously increase our

knowlddge and understanding of this area and if we do, the El Amarna tablets may become

of f greater importance than they are now, because we'll be able to uxiderstand them

better and to get many facts from them that at present escape us. At present, I do not

consider them any tremendously imortant source of understanding about the conquest.

But at least they are a source that must be mentioned.

Then b, we should mention//a stela (sometimes spelled with an a, sometimes with an

a stei is a rock or something like that tbatts -out up as a monument, like the
(

(3k) Blackstone images. It's rut up, an inecription is put up. And there is

this inscription which honors the Egyptian king Merneptah, and it is generally called

the Stela, Now the term Stea certainly would have amazed King Mernep

tah, if he (3*) because the---

it's the only instance of the name Israel in ancient writing, and that's why, naturally,



O.T.History 215. 3 3/1j) 1074.

people who are interested in the Bible are far more interested in that than in anything

else about it, so when it was discovered they called it the "Israel" Stela. Now this

was put up about 1230 B.C. You see, it's 200 years later than the El Amarna Tablets.

And, this King Merneptah, as we already mentioned, I believe, in our account of the

Egyptian background of the Exodus, is the son of Rameses II. And Rameses II, who reigned

for about fifty years, was about ninety when he died, was succeeded by his, I think he

had fifty sons, I think it .s the twelfth one that succeeded him, and he was already a

rather elderly man when he succeeded him, and it's verynteresting to go in to a museum

of Egyptology and look at things about Merneptah. Because Rameses was a great conqueror,

a powerful king, and there are all sorts of things ôelngting him, but Merneptah, his

son, by the time he became king, was too o to do anything much, so the main thing he

could do was to boast and bluff and pretend that he was as great as his father, and

they'll actually take a poem written to celebrate his father and cony if word for word

only putting his name in instead of his father's. And I've seen statues on which they

have on the front the name of Merneptah, and you look around in the back somewhere and
-

you find thre in small letters the name of a Pharaoh a few hundred years earlier. He

He found this beautiful statue and he just stuck his name on it, and so there's so much

bluff about him that it's a little hard to be sure just how much is true. Rameses II

also had an awful lot of bluff and bluster but he had the facts to back up most of what

he said. But Mernetah had put ur this monument, this stela, and let me read you a

translation of it. This translation is from the book, The Ancient Near East, which

many of you have, on page 231. You can read it a your leisure, it's also in the library.

Page 231, I'll just read it rapidly, note how much you learn about the conquest from

this:




The princes are prostrate, saying: "Mercy."
Not one raises his head among the Nine Bows.
Desolation is for Tehenu; Hatti is pacified; (Hatti is the Hittites)
Plundered is the Canaan with every evil;
Carried off is Ablikelon: (you all know Ashkelon of course, one of the Philistine

cities) seized upon is Gezer: (another city of Palestine)
anoam is made as that which does not exist:
Israel is laid waste, hits seed is not:
Hurru the Hurris) is become a widow for Egypt t
All lands together, they are -pacified:
Everyone who was restless, be has been bound

by the King of Uper and. Lower Egypt: Baen Re Neri Amon; the Son of Re; Mernentah Hotehjr.-Matt, given life like Re every day.
, *
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This tells you then how great this king Merneptah is, that he's had a great conquest

and this is what has happened. Well, it doesn't helD us a great deal, but it names

cities in Palestine. It names various cities and various people in Palestine and it

uses the word Israel, Israel is laid waste, his seed is not. Now that's funny, that

mention of seed there, very strange thing in a elebration of a victory. His seed. is

not. Does it mean that his soldiers went through and destroy all the Israelites' fats

and in the coarse of doing it they destroyed the grain so completely that don't have

any seed to replant. Well, of course, that might occur but it would be a very unusual

thing to iention in a writing like this, celebrating a victory. T0 me, i is very

tempting to bring it together rith the fact in the early rt of Exodus about how the

Egyptians determined to kill all the Israelite children, all the sons of Israel. T0 me

the word seed there, just like our English word, can mean grain seeds or it can mean

human posterity. T0 me it's very natural to think that he, in describing a raid which

concuered. a number of towns in Palestine, or at least made them pay tribute not to de

stroy them, that Israel which belonged in Palestine, had come from Palestine, and which

he was oppressing in Egypt, he mentioned in its proper place in the list, and mentions

what he is doing to them, Israel is laid waste, his seed is not. Now an interesting

thing too about this is that all the people here, the lands and the cities, they have

a determinative before them which indicates a -)lace, but Israel has a determinative

here which indicates a people. Some take that as meaning that Israels not yet a

settled people, if it was the land of Israel it would have a determinatie for a settled

people. But it could be used if Israel was still in Egypt and being still oDDressed

at this time. Now that's only a possibility, we don't know. If you believe the Exodus

was two hundred years earlier, why it must refer to some reign in which he laims to

have destroyed all the seed of the Israelites, but if so we have no mention whatever

/I ie Bible. And so the Merneptah Stela, the "Israel" Stela doesn't throw iuch light

on the conquest, but it is interesting because of its mention of Israel, and it is one

of the few things that are much discussed in this connection simply because we have

so little (9*)

Now, c Excavations in Palestine d that's a much bigger subject. You would
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think those would tell us exactly what the facts are, wouldn't you But it is a sad

thing that when great nations have been destroyed it has not usually been true that

they immediately stop to put up a big monument, to show just how they were destroyed

and who did it and what happened and all about it. The people who have been destroyed

have been too busy seeking shelter for the fej survivors trying to escape to think

of stopDing and making a big record for history. And a new people who conquer them,

unless it's a great empire that simply adds it to their empire, if it's a oeo1e coming

in, they're apt to be so busy getting themselves settled and established that they don't

time to leave recors.

I remember when I was in Budapest and there I saw a monument to anonymous, the only

monument to anonymous I've ever seen in my life. I was much interitd. The monument

was in the main 'ark there in Budapest and there was a monk with the cowl sort of hiding

his face, e you saw the monk sitting writing but you couldn't see his face. It's a

monument to anonymous, but it's a very interesting idea, unique as far as I know. But

the reason for it is that when the Magyar people came into that area and conquered. them

and settled themselves and established themselves there, they were too busy getting

settled and established to ston to write a history of who they were or where they came

from and what they built, and so on, and the result was that later on a tonk wrote a

history, and this history goes back to a. much earlier time, but it's passed on by tradi

tion, it's not very complete, and of the manuscript that he wrote, the first few iges

got torn off, and that included the name of the author, so since we don't know his

name we put up the statue to anonymous. But I think, a striking illustration of

the fact that in early settlements like that, ordinarily the records are extremely

scanty, and so here of course we have the, in the Bible, we have an unusual situation

because God ordered these men to write an account of his dealings with them, and God

led them in this, but as far as other evidenced is concerned we have the remains of

the cities, but we just don't have writings tell us about the conquest. They

were too busy conquering to try to write, and so we don't have the writing there, and

we have though threimendous cities and I remember Dr. (l2)
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good
that he thought that a visit to Palestine wau in itself a7destruction of many of

the liberal theories because he said, you read how the (l2)

that the Israelites drifted in the wilderness (l2'-)

you've seen those great ng walls

they've built there and how they were knocked over and destroyed and you know that that

took a big organized group of people to ever succeed, in doing that, that was no little

part in making (12 3/14.)

And so you have the remains of great cities in Palestine that have been excavated

but we have practically no writing, and at just abott 1230 B.C. we have most of them

destroyed, and that fits with the (l3'')

But we also have certain, destructions that may have taken place about two hundred earli

er but to much lesser extent that that, and so the evidence is not &aèh as to be able

to build very secure historical conclusions on. The excavation, you never know what

a new excavation, a new discovery in Palestine, may give us the evidence that will make

it absolutely certain whah the conquest was, and once you have such evidence you will

find a great deal that's already beenc'e-rted and excavated and Dublished, that will

fit in with it and can be explained in the light of it and throw further light on it

and it will be tremendously important. but up to the present we have some remains

which may be about 11400 B.C., of a destruction but not a tremendously great destruct

ion, and then we have a far greater destruction up to and before 1200. And we have

those (114) types of destruction, and we have some cities which we

can't be sure just when (114*)

And, I must say -personally, some of the arguments that are given by people who are

very determined to maintain the early date of the Exodus have done more to drive people

to the late date than any arguments for the late date. That is, I've known people who

were so determined to keep the early date that they advanced what I think very

silly arguments. Like Professor Garstang in the University of Liverpool, hes very
even give u.the exact yearanxious to prove the early date, ha-we-a-eee (114 3/14)

And he was going to a place where you hate a temple which was destroyed about 1400 B.C.
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and you have two temples which were built on ton of each others One was built and then

it deteriorated and they built another, and there on the same plan as the first one,

and then you have on top of that a building that's entirely different, built about

1200. Now he would say this...

O.T.History 216. (c-)

...and then you have the Israelites turning to the Lord and turning away from ("-)

Well, maybe he's right, but to me it wounds like an argument just made be-

cause you're determined to prove an early date on the evidence, and Marston, the motor-
ki,ng,

cy1e/who was supporting the excavations was a determined supporter of the early date

of the Exodus and he was furnishing the money which Garstang was using to excavate.

Garstang was very much (3/4) And Garstang

had some very good arguments and he had some not so good (1). The evidence from

Canaan, then, throws interesting light on some aspects of the conquest. But the vital

thing of just when it happened we do not yet have sufficient evidence either way, the

early date or the late date. The critical scholars used to say, many of them, the story

in the Bible is a comoilation of two conquests. It has some incidents from the conquest

of 1400, some from the conquest at 1200, two differentk5came in, that's what they

I think.used to say, and they tried to combine that way. ell, ftriat view is rather largely

given uu, but at -present most of the critial scholars hold to the late date. There

are a great many conservative scholars who hold to the early date, but some who hold to

the late one. And actually I feel we don't know which date it is. But we do know this,

that the Bible is true, and when the Bible says that God enabled the Israelites to con

quer the land, that is a fact which occurred, and we know from archeology that there

was a conquest at about 1200 and there was a lesser conquest at about 1400 but which

of the two it was, we don't know. 'o me, it's a little hard if it was the early date

to imagine where the later conquest came in, because we don't know (2-h-)

Well, we continue tomorrow.
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.consideration of the book of Joshua and we were on A, Introduction, and wider that

2,c, Excavations in Palestine, and we notice there that the excavations are not a very

good source for information about the downfall of an area, or about the early beginnings

of one. Excavations and also historical writings are best when an area is at its

height. The times of downfall and of start are not times, thrdinarily, when either there

are a great number of writings, most of them have to be made u later from ery difficult

(L) position as a rule, or fhom the destruction of a land, eople are too busy, too ex

cited, as a rule to do much in trying to leave historical records and things are just

wrecked when something is destroyed and so it is not oo easy to get results from it.

We have quite a few cities in Palestine that have been excavated from this pertod, and

they agree in showing a tremendous destruction aoud 1230 B.C. Now of course that date

is rather an estimate because you don't have anything to base exact dates on, but that

is the time, shortly before 1200, when most archeologists agree that great destruction

took Diace. But there is another destruction which is found to quite an extent, not as

great as this, around 1400. Now of course these are general terms because the cities

vary, and. àttira11y one city might be destroyed at a time no other was. But at least

this can be said in general on the bock of Joshua, that sometime between 11400 and 1200

there was a tremendous destrution of not one city but many, many cities, such as is

represented. in the book of Joshua, that much is clear. But now, I don't like personally,

to try to work oit precise details in order to try to prove the date of the conquest,

from the materials, because it is too scant and you're soon arguing on very fine points,

on which fines-pun arguments are made on both sides and there just is hot enough data.

But one of these days some new discovery may put us in a position where much of this

data will come to be of tremendous imoortance as we see how it fits or doesn't fit,

with some new discovery. We have not go that yet. There are points at which archeolog

ical information from these excavations relate to particular events and those we'll go

on to now.

The ntr{ into Canaan. I'm using this title, the entry into Canaan, 44 to

describe the first portion o the 'book of Joshua. The portion that runs from 1:1 to



O.T.History 216. 6) 1080.




1,
5:12. And we'll subdivide that into the first Dart, Joshua's Commission chapter

1:1-9. This isbne of the best-known passages in the book of Joshua. It,particularly

the last two or three verses. It's a wonderful passage, full of lessons for us in

serving the Lord. The Lord said. to Joshua, Mosesj my wervant is dead; now therefore

arise. Moses is dead, everything is gone to pieces, there's no great leader--no. Moses

is dead, go forward. G0 ahead, God's will, not Moses' will. Yes? (Student. Call this

d?) B. A was Introduction, B Entry into 0anaan.

And God promises that they shall ceded. Now God has not romised. us that we will

succeed in winning any particular individual, any particular city, any rticular area

for Christ, he does not promise that. He promised the Israelites they would take Canaan.

He romsed them that, that was his definite promise. They knew that plan bedause he

had revea1e Now his plan for our age is that we are to have a written message, and

we are to win those whom he has chosen for eternal life, but we have no way of knowing

who they are, and we have a right to claim for him a great withess in any particular

area, we have a right, like John Knox,who crted, Lord give me Scotland or I die. Well,

the Lord enabled him to make tremendous changes therein Scotland, but theii were many

unbelievers left, many unregenerate. The Lord has not promised that any rticular

individual salvation, but he has promised that if we are faithful he will give us many

souls and we can claim that, we can claim a city not in the sense that everyone in

that city we claim will be saved, but in the sense that we will be able to establish

a real witness through which many will be reached for the Lord. And so, the examle

of Joshua here is not an exact analogy of what we have a right to claim. Because we

don't have the Lord's s-oecific statement, this city is going to berours in the sense

that they took everything in 0anaan. But we have his romise which we can claim that

we can raise a real and effective witnss in any area of the world to which he leads

us. And then, however, it is very (9-) his commission to note

the stress on the bible, the book of the law. This book of the law shall not depart

out of thy mouth, but thou shalt meditate thereii day and night, that thou may observe

to do according to all that is written therein. Here is a man starting to lead the

el4
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soldiers to conouer a territory. You might say, well, after Canaan's conquered, then

we sit down and we take Moses' laws and we apply them, but no. He's starting the

conquest and. the Lord said that this book of the law shall not depart out of thy mouh.

It is important at every stage of the work that the Bible be at the foundation and we

have it not merely as a banner but as a guide. The modernists like to call that Biblio

atry, worshin of the Bible, which of course is ridiculous. There have been people who

have worshipred the Bible, there have been ignorant peonle who have worshipped oerhas

a church building, or the pipit or something lilce that, but they have been very, very

few, and no large group of people has ever worshinned the Bible. But true Christians

put the Bible in a primary place that through which they learn about the One whom

they are to worship, and. how to worship. And the stress on the Bible at the beginning

of Joshua here must be in every successful work for Christ. He says, then he goes on,

have not I commanded thee? Be strong and of good courage, be not afraidç neither be thou

dismayed. Four times, be strong,be of good courage, be not afraid, neither be dismayedi

Talk about repetition, four times the same thing is said. And/that was necessary to get

the thought across to a bright, intelligent leader like Joshua, how much do you expect

to have to repeat to get it to the minds of poor ignorant people. Any minister who

thinks he comes to give somebody the gospel, thinks now they've got the word, we can

shake the dust off our feet and go on to some other area because they've had the word

and they've refused. It's just because (11*)

Because you have to repeat in order to get anything across, even in a

highly intelligent class like this one, I have to repeat (ii)

And the Lord repeats it four times, be strong, be of good courage, be not afraid, neither

be thou dismayed. And we need that as much as Joshua. How easy it if for us who wEeI1e

not with flesh and blood, to be pretty cowardly at times, to lose our courage, fail to

push forward, but we couldn't do it in our own strength, the commission ends, for the

Lord thy God, is with thee whithersoever thou goest. And if you're not sure that you're

in a relation to God in which you can know that he is with you, as you go, you better

stop and that c&1±¬fied before you try to accomplish anything for Him, for that
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is absolutely necessary. S0 much then for the commission, 1:1-9.

Number 2 The People Mobilize U1O-18 First the leader is given, nine

verses of instruction, information, above all an exhortation. Then you have nine more

verses in which the word is passed on to the people and esuecially the Reubenite, he

Gadites and the half tribe of Manasseh, they get five verses out of these nine, because

they're the people that Moses was afraid would stay there and not take Dart. They pro

mised over and over, but now Joshua gives them very explicit directions, you leave your

families but you come across and join with us in the conquest as you have promised,

and they answered Joshua, we will do it. So that the preparation is made before they

march forward. Many a Christian ministerY content with a little tiny work, drags

along and acoom-olishe very little because he is just satisfied to have a little candle

in a small place and nothing more. There are many, many who could reach out for God and

accomplish much larger things, but there's a smaller number, 'cerhaps a fifth as many,

but yet a very real number, who go to the opDosite extreme and they start right out,

without any prearation, any mobilization of their resources, to have a big work for

God, and they start out, start big things, and they naturally all fizzle out. Joshua

here is commanded to be strong and of good courage, but then he roceeds tqnobilize and

yrepare and it's all too common for us when we're young to be led to attempt all kinds

of things which we haven't got the training for, and then when we get a little older

our courage...

O.T.History 217. (*)

..mobilizes the peole, he's' be strong and of good courage, and you might say all

cross the
right, let's -e-e Jordah, no before he crosses the Jordan he sends the spies.

mobilized the people, but he also sends the spies in order to be sure what hy've

got to meet over there in order that he can be ready for them, and the survey of ea the

opposition, the job we're to do, the inspection, eamination, to determine just what the

facts are, will be often of tremendous helu as you go about. And these preliminary
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surveys are usually very wise.

I've been reading a little bit about advertisers, I think it was the men who made

such tremendous money out of PeDsodent advertising. He made up a 1an for a big adver

tising campaigg, and then he took just one city and he carried on his olan, and in that

city, he found, he examined very, very carefully to see just how much the sales of oep

sodent increased with this advertising olan, and then from it he learned how to imDrove

his lan before he started on a n.tionwiâe tour. And we're all too ready to jump out

with the big plan before we have made or survey and worked out the situation and have

some reason to know whether it's going to be effective or not. ILr

Dr. Mclntire started a radio program and was three years on one station, and the

one station he learned a great deal of technique, he learned what sort of thing would

reach oeo-nle and what other way of presenting the same truth would get it across quite

as well, he learned how to interest them in sending in the funds to carry on the work.

And for three years, every day he got up at 630 in the morning and was busy working

on getting his mind prepared for that and then put on his broadcast. After three years,

then, h told me yesterday, then the thing began to oien up to extend to other stations,

how in one year he jumped from one station to about 25 stations. He told me that two

years ago his whole radio budget for the year was about 7,O00 and they'd raise $7500.

Now his budget, his actual cost that he's committed to now for stations is $84,000 in

stead of $7,000 and the money is coming n at a rate now that should bring in about

$100,000. He did not start in to get a lot of stations and to reach out with this

tremendous force, he started in to work it in a way to see how it worked, to learn

the technique, to see whether this was the way that would reach them. He's been work

ing with his -oper, he's been working with his meetings, he's doing all sorts of things

through these years, some of them have had great effectiveness, some of them less

effectiveness, he hardly tried radio in all these years. Of course he had his sermon

on radio, but the radio for daily rental, he never tried that. When be did, he went

at it slowly, started as a small thing, he got into it and learned details and methods

and. now he's ready to branch out. He tells me he believes j5 the Lord's will to give
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him a hundred stations and, if so, there'll be a way of really getting the message

to the people that will make (3 3/L) the modernists also recognize him

because while they know how to get their message to the ministers most of Whom are con

ditioned oretty thoroughly in their seminaries with the modernistic outlook. They have

no message for the rank and file of peo-ole. But they have most of the church puDits

so that we have a very difficult chance to get to the people directly. Now this may

give a wonderful way to get to them. But he didn't jut start out on a big scale and

do it, he started out, he surveyed, he worked at it, and gradually it has developed

but he was wide awake, watching and waiting to make the Lord's will known, and. to

(Li*) And so Joshua here , over across the Jordan there,

must .
the Lord has said follow, be of good courage, go forward. Yes, that's what he

do, but he must also use all the visible means he has at his disoosal, all the intellect

ual resources that he oossibly can use, he must use, because he needs all the oower of

God beyond that, and God wants us to use what we have and (1+ 3/Li)

He doesn't want us to sit still (Li 3/14.)

And so he sent the soles into Jericho. Now this story in chapter 2 is one that I exoect

all of you are quite familiar with. Then, of course, you st.died it in your assignment
in adciitiQn.two weeks agoj. it is a story here, that these men came into Jericho, they sought out

something of the morale, the attitude of the people, and its mighty good to be aware of

the attitude of the oeoole. I've known ay ministers who have gone into a town and

started testimony that was absolutely loyal to the Lord, and have been just against a

sbnne wall as far as reaching others is concerned. But they've given everybody else

in the community the impression that they thought that these others were utterly wicked

because they didn't see the whole truth immediately when it was first presented to them.

know of others who have gone to a community and started there a testimony that was

gneral
absolutely loyal to the Lord but who have looked around and gained an idea of the/situ

ation, and have seen for instance a fine evangelical church in the area which belonged

to an apostate denomination and instead of trying immediately to tell the oeoole in that

church they should immediately come out, they've gotten acquainted withhe minister and
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learned a little bit of how he's been trying to stand true to the Lord in the face of

great difficulty in the denomination, and then the time has come as it will in every

case, when this man moves on or when he dies, and when the hierarchy of the denomination

nut a modernist in, and then in that situation they could immediately start a campaign
erhans

and take half the people fromthat church over into a sound testimony, because they were

in a situation there where it was easy to make clear what was going$ on in their denom

ination. Now of course, something else may make the o-ooortunity. ut watch for the

oTmortunity, utilizet, rather than just charging in without a clear situation that

you could make clear to the average person that doesn't understand it. Now Joshua wanted

to know what is the morale of these Deoe, what is the situation in Jericho.

And so be sent the spies and it's one thing about any war, that spies are used.

erson.1ly, I don't see how a Christian could be a spy, but it has to be done in a war,

there's a mighty difference (7*)

But in any war spies are used and the side that doesn't use spies is at a tremendous

disadvantage. Now how much dissembling these spies did., we are not told a great deal

about them, but they came into Jericho and they went to a harlot's ho, named Rahab,

and lodged there. And here was a harlot, here was a wicked woman in Jericho, but this

wicked woman had a dissatisfaction with her life and with her whole situation and is

longing for womething better And this wicked woman threw in her lot with the eole

of God and heined these spies, saved their lives, gave them good advice. She let them

out when the king of Jericho sent to inquire whether there was anybody in her house like

that, she hid them upon her roof, and then when they went she let them down with a rone

over the wall, her house was upon the wall. And then she gave them good advicEielàdnot

hence toward your own peoDle, go in the opposite direction, because if they'd gone down

to the Jordan they would have met the forces the king of Jericho had sent there to nur

sue them, to try when he thought they had gone. Go in the opposite direction because

there there are mountains right next to the town, within half a mile and these mountains

are full of caves. It would be easy to hide there so you couldn't be found for months.

And she said you go up there and you hide for three or four days and these forces from
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up in Jericho and Jordan will come back and give up the search. And then you can get

out. And for her gocd advice, her help in gettirthem out, they said to her you put a

special indication in the window that you let us out, and we will spare you and your

family. She had thé faith that God was going to gie the Israelites the victory to

take the city, she asked. them to help her when they did, and her family, her relati2es,

and they agreed to do it, and she actu8ly became an ancestor of the Lord. Jesus. nd it

seems terrible to think of a woman of that bad character and that bad situation am actual

ly an ancestor to the Lord Jesus Christ, but the fact is that every one of his ancestors

was a sinner, every single one of them. And some of them were less obvious sinners, in

fact most of them, but in the heart many of us are much worse sinners probably than Rahab

ever was. God only sees the heart. Yes? (student-9 3/L.) Yes, God did not commend

Rahab for her life. God took a wicked woman who had a glimmer of faith and saved her and.

her family. In the course of that he proved this woman without any training in sound

ethics, without, with this wicked background, she did. the best she knew how, and God used

her but he did not commend her, and if this woman had not done that, you might say, well

then, suppose whe hadn't done it, the whole thing would've failed. Well, that's not true,

God would've worked it some other way. (student. 10 3/Lb) Yes, well, there are a lot of

people who run and hide for years, they never show their head. I'm not sure there's

anything wrong in hiding for two days, as long as you don't put on a false mask, and

claim to be something you're not. But there are times when it's right to make a big

battle and there are times when you should just quietly Wait two or three days. But not

to actually pretend. to be what you're not. But to lie low (ll-)

Yes? (student.11-. I think that a time of warYught

to be accepted as a good Dlan.) Was is per se wicked, but this world. is a world of

wickedness and it is necessary, in this world, to have that which is not good in itself.

Killing is bad but in war it becomes necessary, and the Christian can kill in war, he

has to,bxt to most of us it's (12) The Christian is, a soldier-profits
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by the works of a spy but for him actually himself volunteer to

be a spy, I don't want to take anybody else's conscience but I just don't see how I

could do it. It seems to me you'd have to do things, you'd have to go too far. (student.

12*) Well, then too of course, this was not like ordinary war spies. These spies here,

the war hadn't actully begun. Joshua sent these spies to see what the situation was,

and they came into the place but they certainly were not extremely well disguised, as

far as that's concerned, or the kixgof Jericho wouldn't have immediately sent all these

men out. These spies went up there to see what the situation was and that certainly is

right for anybody to do. Yes? (student-13) Well, I don't think we'd better get into

it. I've merely expressed my opinion, and don't take it as part of the course.

But now I was with a professor of the University of Chicago who does not claim

to be, or did not, he does now, did not claim to believe anything of Christian doctrine

as far as I could see, and he said to me--all he knew about me was I was doing graduate

work there at the University. They were preparing my thesis, though I had my degree,

they were preparing it for :ub1icaion- n8f their students. He just saw me-there

day after day around the University and I went into his office and, asked him a question

about a factual matter that he knew, and he got to tall; to me. And he got to telling me

about his contact with various men. He said, well I go into this Bible society that I

belong to here, forty men, and he says, every one except me is in the denominationchool

where they have taken a pledge that they believe certain doctrines. He says, I don't

believe any of those doctrines but he says they believe them. He says at least I'm

honest. And he talked with me about these things, and I'm not at all sure he would've

pd
freelytalked as openly as he did if he'd known who I was, and what my whole viewpoint was...

O.T.History 218. (*)

1-telling him where from, what my background was, what my attitude was. I'got very

valuable information from him, which was very much worth hearing and worth knowing. I

did not deceive him in any way, I did not say anything whatever to make him think that

I agreed with him on anything that he said. But I did not think it was necessary for me
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to start a big pronouncement to him of how I disagreed with him, how I thought that

after all that if he had a job like they had, which depended on his signing

I'm not sure that he'd be so honest as he claimed to be now, he didn't hage to, his

livelihood didn't depend on it. But I didn't see any necessity of entering into it.

Now, certainly I think that to witness to that man is a fine thing, but I don't think

that there's anything wrong in simply listening and letting him talk to you, and getting

information under these circumstances, without (1*) ge 14 into a big argument. I think

there were many ee it is foolish to enter into a big argument, but for me to

have gone into him and talked as if I agreed with him, and started saying things to him

that would give him the impression I had things I don't have, I don't see how a Christian

could possibly do that. That would seem to me like a lie. But these are matters that

everyone has to work out in the light of the word himself, and where you're in doubt,

it's better to stay on the side of the inducement than to lapse over (1 3/LiP)

much better. But we do recognize that Joshua sent men to

see what the situation was, and if these men had walked in through the gate there, and

had said Gentèmmn, we have come from the Israelites in order to destroy your land, and

we want to know what your attitude is here and what your situation so we can carry word

back, they of course would immediately have been killed. Or at least put in jail. And.

so the Ismaelites would've failed. But they didn't do tha they went in, saw what they

could find out and brought the information back and then the attack was next.

Well, nothing that Rabab did is here commended but the glimmer of faith she had,

the fact that she in her ignorance yet decided to align herself with the people of God

and to turn against her whole background in which she was, and my guess is that not so

much later she looked back with detestation on herprevious life, including her previous

decetion. But the men followed her advice and hid in the mountains for a few days,

and then made their way down to Jordan and they said. to Joshua, truly the Lord has de

livered all the land into our hands, for even all the inhabitants of the country do faint

because of us. Why did they faint because of them. It was because they had heard how

they conquered ihon, king of the Amorites, and Og, king of Bashan. They had made a
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good start. The New Testament verse, to him that bath shall be given, but from him that

bath not shall be taken away even that which he bath, is true in every aspect of life.

The start is the hardest thing to make. Having made a decent start, thexnany things grow

like a snowball. And here having made the start they'd heard of them and they knew they

were a force to be recognized. and. there was a fear there which always gave a kind of a

good. start. And so, numberLi--

Number L The Crossing Over Jordan Now this takes two chapters, chapter 3: verse

1 through 5:1. And this is a very interesting account. Here was a problem, forty

thousand rmed. men, o get them across this river. If the people of Jericho, looking
-

fromthe top of the wall, glimpsed (L), there they see - the encampment over on the

other side, they can see the movement as they start toward the river, they see these

peoDle coming. The people of Jericho are going to stay behind their walls, where they

think they're safe behind those tremendous walls, going to stay there until they give

up the seige. ut if they see them trying to cross a rapid muddy river, to get all

those peoole across, an ideal plan to go out and. attack and. drive them away. It's

a very, very dangerous thing in war, crossing a barrier like a big river. And here the

people would be at a tremendous disadganage, and. here the Lord chose to give a marvel

ous sign to the people in order to strengthen their courage, to increase their faith,

to lead. them to realize that he was with them and. he had. promised. and. he was going to

carry them through safely. The Lord gave them this marvelous sign, and so sbua came

and commanded the people to sanctify themselves because tomorrow the Lord was going to

show them his marvelous blessing. And. the Lord told Joshua to tell the priest to take

the ark and. come to the brink of Jordan and he said. these Driests are going to stand.

till in the Jordan River while you cross over. And of course that sounds fantastic.

How could they stand, priests ho1d5ng the ark stand. still in the middle of that river.

It was, would carry them off, swee-T them off their feet, oerhaps over their heads, we're

not sure, but at least it would sweep them off their feet, and be impossible for them

to stand alone (6*)




if th




obnstaIldiI)g holding the ark, in the river, while

all the people go over. But the Lord knew what he was going to do and so he tom them

to come and they came and as soon as their feet were diped in the river, inthe brim
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of the river because Jordan was overflowing all its banks at the time of harvest, we

read. in verse 16 that God caused that the water right ten feet above them should stop

and stand up in a high heap and just stand. right there, and they could walk over. Is

that what it says? Anybody have their Bible open to it? (student .6 3/Li. Yes, I think

Dec.1a
so.) Be sure (o 3/14) because there's no/point n what I tell you

but it's what I covet you understand the Bible (6 3/1+)

And that's not what it says. Read it and see what it says. It says, that the waters which

came down from above stood and rose up upon an heaD very far from the city Adam. Well,

isn't that a funny thing to say, very far from the city Adam. You might say that the

American troops landed in Normandy very far from the city of New York. What would be

the point of it? Ver far from the city of Adam. I don't know why the King James'

version translated it this way. The Hebrew is that they stood up in an heaD very far

off (7k) Adam tcthy, Adam the city which is beside Zaretan.

ow when did (7 3/1+) * ever mean from? Very far from the city of Adam.

It's very far off in Adam the city that is by Zaretan. And there (8)

is a place today a few miles up the river, above Jericho, whichtoday is called Adamia.

And that's just an ending, you see, that ia, it's Adam with an ending, Adamia, is the

present name of that place. And there is a tel there which would have been a city or

a town in ancient times. And this plaee which they today call Adamia would seem most

likely to be that place which this refers to when it says at Adam it is a few miles up

the Jordan from Jericho. And it says it is across from Zaretan, and we know Zaretan

which is near that same area, which is a few miles across the (8 3/1+)

And what the Hebrew says, I don't know how the King James ever came to say very far

from the cityAdam, there's no foundation in the Bible here at all. (9)

But it's very far off at the city of Adam, where the water stood still on a heap. And

those that came down toward the sea of the plain failed and were cut off and. the people

tassed over right against Jericho. So the account here is not an account of the priests

stepDing into the water and. right there where they are the waters stand up as a heap,

that's not what it says here. Bt what it says here they stood up as a heap at the city.
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Adam, very far off, that is a few miles up the river. Well, now when you're down there

at Jericho you have a fairly wide valley, Jordan Valley down there, quite awide galley,

but you go a few miles uu the stream and you come to Adamia and today there is a ferry

at Adamia. I crossed at Adamia at the end of a three-weeks' horseback trip through the

back country of Palestine. We got into the ferry, I think we had about 8 horses and

there were four professors that were-born on four different conngspM'then some

Arab muleteers, to take care of the horses and. the mules. Well, we crossed in this

ferry, and it was a fairly narrow place where the ferry crossed there, and on both

sides the valley goes only a short distance instead of the wide valley of Jericho it's

a fairly narrow valley, and then there are high cliffs on both sides. These cliffs go

UD two or three hundred feet, and it looks almost like just a dirt cliff, it didn't look

like a steep rock cliff at all, it looked like a dirt cliff. I didn't stop to examine

it carefully but I mean that's the general impression given. And there is an Arabic

account in Arab history, of one tithe in the Middle Ages when they say that there was a

landslide there which filled up the river and held it back for many hours. Professor

Garstang, professor at the University of Liverpool, tells of finding evidence of similar

occurrences in this very setting. Garstang in his book which he calls, The oündation of

Bible History, Joshua to Judges, Garstang who is professor at the University of Liver

pool, and he was the director of excavation for the 2alestine Mandate for a number of

years. He says in here that in the year 1266 when the Sultan (ii-)

ordered a bridge to be built across theJordan and enable them (11 3/L)

Adamia, the task was found to be difficult owing to the rise of the water, but in the

ht preceding the 8th of December, 1267, a rocky mount which overlooked the river on

the west fell into it and dammed it up so that the water of the river ceased to flow

and none remained in its bed, the waters spread over the galley across the dam and

none flowed down the bed for some 16 hours. He said there was another similar occurrence

about the year 1906 and the most recent during the earthquake of 1927. On this last

occasion the high left bank immediately before (12k) collapsed,

carrying with it the roadway as seen n our photograph. He had pictures of it. And.
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just below a section of the cliff which here rises to a height of 150 feet fell bodily

across the river and completely dammed it so that no water flowed clown the river bed for

211 hours. Meanwhile the waters gradually filled uphe plains around (l2-)

and found a way eventually back to the river bed when the themporary (12 3/Li.)

and normal conditions were gradually resumed. During this

time it is asserted by sevra1 living witnesses, that they crossed and recrossed the bed

of the river freely on foot. Now that is what Garstang claims to have hapnened in 1927

when he was there shortly after, and he got pictures of the situation and he talked with

peoDle who claim to have crossed it at that time.

Now the Bible here doesn't say that at ericho God caused the river to stand right

u but he says at the city Adam he caused it to stand up in heaps. Well, now God could

stand them to stand up in a heap by putting an invisible shield there very easily. God

could ptt an invisible shield there that no one could see that would hold the waters

back and stand them up in a heap. Or he could put a visible shield there, and since it

mentions Adam it would sound as if what God did was exactly what bapuened in 1927. I

don't say that it is certain but it would sound as if that is what happened then. It

hapnened just at the time when God had the people there, they had already spied out

ericho, they were reay to try, he caused this to happen to sto the water going down

Jordan and make it easy for them to cross over. Yes? (student.lL. Did the same thing

happen at the Red Sea when almost the same words are used, that the floods stood up up

right as an heap?) Well, at the Red Sea, see, here you have a river anHlif you put a

darn across a river, the water will stoo. The Red Sea is not a river flowing. It's a

solid body of water so I wouldn't thing there would be an analogy. And here it mentions

the place that God used, there it mentions that God used a wind. And the precise de

tails of it, I wouldn't say, I don't !mow in either case, but the same thing that I

notice here is that the scripture mentions the means, a natural means, in this case it

mentions a place. Now God could put an invisible shield right there...

O.T.2l9. (*)

...and chosen to happen just when they needed it so that it is a sign, it is a miracle,
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regardless of what the means was, whether he used the means and rushed the dirt over

into the river and sto-p-oing the river or whether he caused the water to stand up there

(3/4)

There are pople who try to get all the supernatural out of this picturej they can

and exDlain everything away. There are other people who try to make everything just as

different from ordinary life as they possibly can. I don't think we should try to do

either, I think we should see what it says and try to understand it (1)

but it is my personal impressiothat the Lord is anxious that we realize not just that he

did wonderful works, long, long ago, and that nothing like this happens today, but that

is always
l and directing everything in accordance with his plan and for his pur-

pose, and that Us hand is just as real in our lives as it was in the lives of the Is-

do±'aelites, even he may not choose to e things in a way that seems the same tye of

miraculous today as it did then, yet it is ;eand sometimes (1

he is doing what he chooses for his purposes in the lives of his children.

But that is the statement here in verse 16, that it was a heap very far, I don't }mow

they said from the city Adam, because I've never heard of (1 3/L) *

translated from in my life, but in Adam, now of course when it says in, it means in the

area, close by (2)

Yes? (student2*) Oh, it stood on an heap very far from the city Adam, I see. And

that. .then a it wasn't that it was very far from Jericho; but that it was Very far back in

Adam (2k)

I'd have to look at this passage again, perhaps there is a commentator's suggestion.

hthfi't thought of it seems to be that it is a possibility of(2 3/L)

this word. Yes? (student.2 3/Li.. Or it could be it stood very far unto, reaching unto

the city of Adam.) It doesn't quite seem (3T)

Well, this is a very inroortant incident in the story, you notice two chapters are

given it. It is one of the great events of the conquest of Canaan, it was a great sign

God. gave them right at the beginning to show them he was with them, leading them, and
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making them bold to go forth. It's a very great sign, it gets two chapters in the Bible.

Of course, you say two chapters, it would just mean where the Archbishop divided it, but

actually it is a long two ordinary chapters in the book of Joshua. It is quite as muck

material as we have in, even about the conquest of Jericho. The conquest of Jericho has

twenty-seven verses altogether describing it, the crossing of the Jordan has 17 plus 24,

that's Lil, about fifty to sixty per cent more space given to it than was given even to

the great conquest of Jericho. The conquest of Jericho was a much greater event but

this was in some ways even more striking. T0 get this great body across that river

without any difficulty at all, because of the marvelous means that the Lord had pro

vided, and so he tells us how God. commanded they take stones and they make a monument in

the middle of the river, so they could say we put up a monument right in the middle of

that river, and they took sthones from the middle of the river and made up a monument on

the side that peoule could see, and he says in Joua L:2l, he spoke to the children of

Israel, saying, when your children shall ask their fathers in time to come, saying,

what mean these stones? Then ye shall let your children know, saying, Israel came over

this Jordan on dry land. For the Lord your God dried up the waters of Jordan frori'before

you until you were passed over, as the Lord your God did. to the Red sea, which he dried

up frombefore us, until we were gone over. Most of these marvelous works of the Lord

will be remembered through all eternity. Yes? (student.5*. Would you happen to know

what type of soil, what type of river bed it would be? I'm thinking if i was rocky

they wouldn't have any problem, but if it was sandy, after all the watery ground woibid

be bound to be quite moist.) Oh, yes, you mean at this place? Well, my guess from the

description is that it must have been rocky. I don't see how it would quite fit the

description if it was muddy and very difficult to cross, so my guess is that it was

rocky, but I don't know. Yes? (stulent.5 3/L) Yes, I don't ow, it's a long time ago.

And There have been wars and disturbances and upheavals in Palestine beyond almost any

nation on the face of the earth. (student.6. No later trace of it?) Not that I know.

Yes? 6*) That is a possibility. It might be a rocky place there. I know a place

in western Pennsylvania where a stream comes down and then it reaches a place where
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there's a solid. roc1r bottom for .about half a mile, and then it breaks through the

rocky bottom and becomes a slough, it could be rocky or it could be a type of sand that

would more easily be crossed.. But there certainly are types of soil that would be muddy

and difficult to walk on (6 3/Lb)

But I have assumed that, I think you'd have to (7)

Well, I don't know as we'll look at any more detail on these two

chapters. The crossing over Jordan.

Number 5 The General Circumcision and the Encampment at Gilgal Here we find that

the oeole, chapter 5, verses 2-12, the people have been in the wilderness under God's

wrath, he's ordered they must go forty years in the wilderness and. the whole generation

must die there and under those circumstances they had not been circumcized, and so now

the order is given for the circumcision of all the men before they begin their actual

attack on Jericho, and so here at Gilgal we have this circumcision of all the men and

just as Moses when he began, he was already circumcised of course, it was necessary that

his child be circumcised, before he began his great work, here the whole nation had to

be circumcised as the evidence given they were a holy people, set apart to the Lord,

ready to undertake the (8*) And the camp here at Gilgal, a name meaning

rolling, and he said, called it that because there they had rolled away their reproach

of Egypt from them. Well, now to call it rolling doesn't seem a very natural thing,

that they rolled away the reproach, so my guess is that the name may have been Gilgal

(8 3/L) * but that they said, how appropriate is the name Gilgal, here

is where the reproach of Egypt was rolled away from us. Now I'm not sure, maybe they

give the name first there,hit there are cases wheee a name is connected up by its apnro

riateness rather than just (9) name given. So that would be a

guess on my part about that. That takes us through B.

Next will be C, very appropriate, C for conquest or C for 6onan. C The Concuest of

Canaan 5:13 to l2:2Ll. But that we will not enter till next week.
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... test this morning to the juniors.., to 10*)

Now we were talking last time about, I think we just started C, didn't we, The

Conquest of Canaan? Under that I think we'll just take a second to look at the general

strategy, Number 1 The General Strategy. If somebody will draw a map of Palestine on

the board we can look at it there, otherwise look at the back of your Bibles, see if you

have a map of Palestine. And on this map of Palestine, you'll notice that the Israelites

came up from the sotb.h, which they would have done at Kadesh Barnea, and attacked the

land at one end of it, but they came around the Dead Sea and conquered. TransJordan

and. then came in from the east, and they came in there at the northern end of the Dead

Sea so that it was more or less in the middle of the land that they came. So that they

attacked Jeridho a little south of the middle of the land, and. from Jericho then they

moved north u the Jordan Valley which was hardly settled at all at this time, a few

miles and then o up to Shechem which is just about inthe very middle of the land.

Right there near Shechem, or a little south of it, they start their conquest, that is

they continue the conquest, they've already conquered. Jericho, and Ai, but then they

conquer the states to the south of that first, and then the states, the cities, the

different groups to the north of it. So that they do not attack all the groups of

2alestine at once, but they take them piecemeal, and they take it, in the center, di

vide it into two sections in such a way that the two have no communication with each

other. You could start in attacking inthe south, in the very south and the word might

spread from one to the other all along about this attack, this danger to come, if it

started in the middle to come south, and the north only gets slight rumors about it,

and then when you're through with the south then they take u the north. So in three

different movements, that is if you count Trans jordan, four different movements, it was

taken piecemeal. It was a very effective strategy. Good to hate that in mind as we

look at the whole orocedure, the attack upon Palestine, as they are planning to take it

for God. They did not go in there and. send notices to every section of it, we're no*

going to conquer this whole land, take it all over, we're going to meet you all at once.

They took it piecemeal, section by section, they conquered it. So much for number 1,
The General Strategy.
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Number 2, in this section, we have a very interesting brief episode. I call it,

2 The Divine Commnd 5:13-15. We do not have the whole story given here. We

hardly could, because there's something in it that we just don't have fully explained.

But it came to pass when Joshua was by Jericho he lifted up his eyes and looked, and

behold there stood a man over against him with his sword drawn in his hand. Joshua

went unto him and said to him, Art thou for us, or for our adversaries? And he said,

Nay, but as captain of the host of the Lord have I come. And Joshua fxnmeditaly said

who are you to come in here and take ahold of this force (iL4)

capture a guard, probably a spy,or something, nut him under bond untilAae manages to get

information. That is what would normally happen if anybody came and said things like

that. And so we read that Joshua fell on his face and did worship and said to him,

What saith my lord to his servant? It's perfectly obious that there is some further

evidence given to Joshua. It wasn't just a man who could mak this statement and

Joshua immediately accept it at face value. It is perfectly evident that there was some

indication, some way in which Joshua had absolute proof that this was not an ordinary

man but this was a (15) vision from the Lord.

0.T.History 220. ()

..but at least no suggestion to take that anything else came in between. So

that there is doubtless further detail that we are not told because the purpose is not

to give us all the facts that occur. T0 give all the facts that occurred anywhere in

any one year would take sayeral encyclopedias, but it is to bring out the main fact here

which is that at this point God gave Joshua a special ision. He had a truth he wanted

to drive home to Joshua, and so Joshua fell on his face to the earth and worshiped, and

says what says my lord to his servant. And the captain of theLord of Hosts sais to

Joshua loose thy shoe from off thy foot, for the place whereon thou standest is holy

and Joshua did so and nothing more is said. So we are not given to believe that this

was a vision to bring information to Joshua, God could have sent him given him

icrmation if he chose at this time, any way he chooe, but the passage does not suggest
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that that is the purpose of this incident. The pasage, as far as the passage goes,

be had no reason to thin he- r is involved in the incident than is here described.

Except as they say, that there was some way in which Joshua knew who it was. But that

there was any purpose in it other than what is here described. And if that is so, the

purpose of the incident was simply to reinforce Joshua's understanding that he was not

the great one who had the power to do these great things, but that be was merely an

instrument in the bands of the Lord, and that if the Lord chose to send somebody else

to be his superior that was entirely up to the Lord. It was to help keep Joshua humble.

And to help keen Joshua looking to the Lord for his leadership and giving the Lord the

1ory. nd the Lord was like every one of us when we begin any great deed for him,

any great work for him, would like us to have a similar realization, brought home to us,

that the Lord is the one who is doing it and we are only an instrument in his hand. And

our place is not standing up and saying I am the great mighty one who is d.ing this,

but I am an instrument in the Lord's hands. I was reading how General Grant, when he

was brought east to take over the command of the United States forces, he went to the

army of the Potomac which MaClellan had trained so wonderfully and they were drilled so,

and they just oved MCClellan and he couldn't bear to think of anything happening to

this woncerful army he'd trained, so they never were much good for fighting, just for

drilling and marching and obeying the commands of this great leader, and when Grant

came in he went to the headquarters and he found the tents all out with their beautiful

signs and insignia and everything so wonderful, and he says what is this, is this the

headquarters of imriai Caesar, and grant lived about as simDly as any one of the

greatsoldiers. He did not conceive of himself as/one on a pedestal above them, but as a man

who had a job to do and he was getting to work to get the job done. And that's of course

the attitude that Joshua had but at this very important point, at the beginning here of

the actual great conquest, God wanted to drive it home to Joshua's mind that he was

nothing but an instrument in the Lord's hands for the accomplishment of the Lord's work.

So he gae him this vision. That is to say, was this Christ who came and appeared to

him there? Was it, it surely was not an ordinary man, it was a vision from God, was it
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a tangible being, something you could touch, what was it? We're not told, but we are

told this occurred to drive home to Joshua's mind that important fact at this important

point.

Remember Alexander the Great, when he took the wonderful armies that his father had

organized and trained and started oito conuer lands going further and further east

ward, he started out as one of the men, he was excellent at handling horses and very

fine fighter himself, and the men just loved him, but he started out leading them and

they conquered land after land, and when he came in contact with the Persian 1~.Reianohr

decided that/the Persian king was a god, he was one too, and he told his comrades in

and treat himarms they must come end kneel before him and do him all sorts of homage as it ne were a

go or some high imperial figure lofty and above them and it went to his head. Who knows

what might have hapined if he hadn't died when he was only about thirty. But in the

histoy books man after man has done a great work and then the success has gone to his

head. It never did with Joshua. T0 the end of the history here he remains a humble

man, devoted to the service of the Lord. But God gave him these experiences in order

to reinforce them, just as he gave Balaam experien&es to reinforce Balaam's decision to

say only what the Lord told him to say. He gave Joshua this vision to reinforce his

realization that he wa'merely an instrument in God's hands. He does not ordinarily give

us experiences like that in these days, but he wartts us to study his word and see what

he did for Joshua and to get the same results for ourselves from the study of the word,

that we would get if Iae actually interfered in such fashion. Now mber 2, then, was

this brief passage, The Divine Commander.

Number 3 The conquest of Jericho chapter 6, one of the most interesting, one of the

best known passages, probably, in the whole Bible. There's never a Sunday School course

that goes through the Old Testament that does not deal with this particular chapthr.

So it is very, very well known, and it is interesting how the men march around Jericho

every day and on the seventh day they march around seven times, and they blow the

trumts and the walls fell down, and Joshua said Shout for the Lord has given you the

city. And they just marched right straight u over these fallen walls and took the



O.T.istory 220. 7 1100.

city, as the Lord had given it to them. Now this does not ha'oen in the other cities

they conquer. They didn't march around the later cities. Peole read about a marvelous

experience in the life of some man of God,where sod. has just handed him the thing with

no effort on his part and then they think that that should be their normal experience.

But it was not, they had to fight hard for the other cities they conqured. But here at

the outsight of the conquest of Canaan, God gave them this wonderful sign of his presence

with them. And in this marvelous way he turned it over to them with no effort on their

part except the marching around which certainly played no part in the actual conquests the

city. It's merely going through somethigg the Lord commanded and the Lord handed it over.

There are times when the Lord does things like that for us but we are not to expect it

to be the normal thing, because normally he expects us to work for what we accomplish,

as the Israelites had to work very hard forwhat they accomplished later on in this con

quest. But the Bible tells us the supernatural story of how this happened. And natur

ally people who have not believed inthe Bible would find this a very natural place to

stop and ridicule, the idea that such a thing as this would happen, that marching around

could make a city fall down or the blowing of trumpets could 1mo over the walls of

the city. And so it is interesting to see what archeology has to say about the conquest

of Jericho.

Well the place Jericho has been known for a very long time. The name has been pre-

T terichoserved though the town waoved a short distance. The New Testament/is aoout a mile and

a half away fromOld Testament Jeridho, in diffeent places but in the same general local

ity, and the present,itt1e town of Jericho where there are a great many refugees is a

little removed from either of those. But they're in the same general locality, but this

there wasn't much difficulty in finding the place of the Old Testament Jericho, and it
Deut s cI

was very early in the history of archeology tat in the years 1907-09, the Dateh (10)

began excavation of Jericho. In English that would be the

German OrientL Sooiety. The German Orient Society began excavation of Jericho and

carried onftl907-09, digging about three weeks in the sprig of 1907 and about three

months in the years of 1908-09. And digging in there through the city,they found many
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interesting things, they really only made a start in excavation in that small amount

of time but they did enough to map the walls and to dbmtBre different strata and to

tell a certain amount about it and it used to be customary to disuss how the Canaanite

Blue City was destroyed in around two or three hundred years before the Israelites came

but the Canaanites Red City was the city that Joshua destroyed. And so once I remember

asking an archeologist with whom I was visiting Jericho at the time, why it was that

one was the 'blue city and the other the red city. Well, eeh1e first excavator

marked one set of walls in blue ink and one in red, so that's how those names came to be

applied, and very often names are given in that sort of fashion, and sometimes become

established and people think they have historical significance. But the red city was

the last city that was found, there in the early period. And there tis another city on

top of that and what the Germans noticed was that the type of civilization found in the

red city and the city above it did not come immediately after one another in other places

in Palestine. Papyrij of the two had a great, at least two or three centuries in 'between.

And the remains which they found fronhe period above that, the Canaanite red city, was

similar to that that was found in other places fromthe time of the later Israelite king

dom , say the time of Ahab. And that was very interesting, to bring the connection with

Joshua 6 here, with the end of the chapter, whei it says and Joshua adjured them at that

time, saying, Cursed be the man 'before the Lord, that rises uo and 'builds this city

Jericho: he shall lay the foundation thereof in his firstborn and in his youngest son

shall he set up the gates of it. Verse 26, chapter 6. And then if yoiturn over to

1 Kings is it 15 or 16, 1 Kings 16:324., you find this statement about King Ahab, in his

days did Hiel the Bebhelite build Jericho, he laid the foundation thereof in Abiram his

firstborn and set up the gates thereof in his youngest son Segub, according to the word

of the Lord which he spake by Joshua the son of Nun.

Here then we have a irohecy given and the DroPhecy fulfilled but the -oro-ohecy im

plies that there was no lost city there in 'between, 'because he said cursed be the man

that rises up and builds this city, which they had destroyed. And then this says that

the curse he laid upon him was fulfilled when he and the Bethelites built it in the days
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of King Ahab. And so according to the Bible the city, the place was unoccupied hy a

fortified city during this period from Joshua to Ahab, and there was a gap found there,

by the German excavators in the remains during this period of at least three hundred

years and some would say six hundred. And so that is an interesting element of confirm

ation of the Biblical account.

Now somebody told me several years ago that they saw an account in an article in a

Sunday supplement of a newspaper, telling how in the excavations that were going on in

1932 at Jericho, that they had found buried under the base of the city, the skeleton

of a young man, which they claim confirms the story that in laid the foundation thereof

in Abiram his firstborn and. set up the gates in his youngest son Segub. Now I'ge never...

0.T.History 221. (*)

...hadn't come across it and my guess is that it was a bit of

writing, I don't know, maybe ()

but I think more important than that is to note what this means. Joshua laid a curse

on it and said this would he done. This says it was done. Does that mean that he helped

sacrifice his sons? His two sons. Well, that would hardly fit the curse, would it?

The curse is some misfortune. It seems to me it's much more reasonable to think that

what it means there is that in connection with the laying of the foundation the city

the eldest son was killed in some accident, and then in connection with the setting up

of the gates the youngest son was killed in an accident. Now whether that happened,

they werethen buried under the place, under the gate or not, we don't know. And if

you found the skeleton of a young man there that wouldn't necessarily prove, ii4iight

be someone else. But I think that's what it means, how Joshua predicthed two accidents

happening to the two sons of the man who rebuilt it, and in Kings it ways that that

actually did ocur, there were these accidents.

Well, the vital thing there is that this period in between when there was not a

fortified city at Jericho. Now after the excavation carried on from 1907-09 there were

many interesting things discovered there, details, nothing, especially imorant at this
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point in connection with the story of the conquest, but in 19,30 and 1931 further excava

tions were begun at Jericho, and. this ecaatôn which began in 1930 was carried on

for a number of years.. It was carried on by Dr. John Garstang who was a professor of

the UniveeEity of Liverpool, who had been the director of antiquity for Palestine Mandate

so it had oversight over all excavations in Palestine for a time, but an interesting

thing about it was that Di John Garstang received a great part of the funds necessary

for the excavation from Sir Charles Martin, a motorcycle manufacturer in England, I think

it was London, I'm not sire. And Martin was a very earnest Christian anxious to discover

evidence suporting the dependability of the Bible, and. I think Garstang was anxious to

please Martin. I don't think Garstang himself had any special interest in this phase.

Now Garstang excavated there for a number of years and Martin and others supported him.

after a ,tieBut Martin withdrew his support from n1m/an. I believe the reason he withdrew it was be

cause they go down to where they were excavating lower strata, far before any connect

ion with the Bible and Garstang was tremendously interested in that, and I don't think

that Martin was. But Martin spent a good deal of time there at the excavation, taking

considerable interest in it and one thing that was sort of hobby with Marsten was to

prove that the date of the Exodus and the conquest was the so-called early date, about

11+00 B.C. And Garstang wrote a book tb prove that the destruction of Jericho took place

in 11+07 3.07. And you can't be as exact as that on anything, but that's the date he gave,

11+07 B.C. And he took a series, he took all the events of the couest, oshua and

Judges, and he gave them dates and then h took, Garstang took the events of EgyDtian

history of this period and. he took the dates of them and tried to show over a period of

a century or more how it just fits together, Egyptian history and Biblical hory fits

together and fit with this date of 11+07. Well since we don't know these exact EgyDtian

dates, we know aproximately relation to each other but scholars vary within a period

of thirty or forty yaars (5) . and the

Biblical dates, scholars vary within a period of about two hundred years, so I think

we're far from ready to begin that sort of inestigation. Garstang's book which he

wrote on it, The Foundation of a Bible History, is the title on the book here, but oh the
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it says the foundation of Bible history, Joshua and Judges, and that's a much

better title, because the book is on Joshua and Judges. And in it he says in the be

ginning that of course it is only the J and the E documents which are at all dependable

for his purpose because the P document is far too late, and so in this book he's not go

ing to deal with those portions of Joshua and Judges which belong to the P document but

only to tho in J and B. Although he says it is strange thing that at many points he

found evidence to show that statements made in the P document were (6)

but he's not going to bother with those inthis book because the P

docmment is so late, hut he just takes the narts at those points that critical scholars

assign to the 3 and B doauments. But then those rts he gives the evidence as known

to him from archeology very well, and the book is a book well worth study, because in the

field of archeology, at actual excavation, Garstang was very good. And he was in Palest

ine many years and he studied each one of these locations very carefully and especãi1y

the last part of the book in which he takes up the places in Palestine mentioned in

Joshua and Judges and. he tells about where they are, what the situation is, what kind of

pottery theyfouid there, whatever excavation has been done there and so on, and that

material is extremely valuable in the latter part of the book, even though now of course

it's already, well it was about 1930 it came out, so it's already--about 31 or 32 it came

out--it is already nearly thirty years old, but the material up to that time is very

well given there, and in the discussion the book, he takes up the events in Joshua

and Judges, rarticularly in Joshua., and he discusses the evidence and there's much of real

value in the book, although his theorizing based on his fitting together with Egyptian

dates, and his strong suprort of this early date which leads him I think to confuse evi

dence in many points, is a very definite detriment to the effectiveness of the book.

But Garstang tells in the book how he excavated there at Jericho and excavated there,

he was particularly interested in the walls of the latest Canaanite city there, and he

examined the stone of the wall, as they excavated it. There were other cities on to-0

later so all this was buried. He excavated them. One point that someone raised against

it, was, they said how could an army march seven times around the city, because if you
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got too near to it naturally you'd have rocks and things thrown at you from the wall

and you march too near it, so you'd. have to be a little distance away, and to

march seven times around in one day, you couldn't march seven times around Philadelphia,

you'd have a job doing it once. But of course Jericho was not a large city, it was a

stro
very, very emffi city. The walls, the stones in them, are tremendously large and it was

a double wall. It was built for protection but the people would gather together there

behind those strong walls, in case of seige, and they had a wonderful fountain inside,

later called Elisha's fountain, the water gushes out at a tremendous rate and there's

plenty of water and they were able to withstand a very, very long seige, but they'd be

mighty (9) for this seige. It was not a large area at all in the city, s

that it's not at all difficult as far as the task is concerned, of marching around it.

(9*) That's one

thing that light was thrown on by it, but then Garstang was greatly interested in examin

ing the nature of the wall, and he found that indeed the walls had fallen down flat as

described here, that the walls were not standing up to a certain height except in one

place which we assume is where Rahab's house was, but that inthe other places the walls

had fallen over, the inner wall had fallen over into the moat, because if they could get

in the outer wall, it would make it easy to get across the moat, and the outer wall had

fallen outside down the slopes of the outside, so that you could climb across the ruins

of it and get into the city very easily. Now there are a couple of very interesting

pages here about it, I want to readjrou, what Garstang says. He says the of

the wall of Jericho is not attibuted by the

e- aa

rrat1ve39 V&Iea to a physical agen but we

should not overlook in this connection the possible effect of earthouake, which in them

selves would doubtless have been regarded at the time as direct manifestations of Jehovah's

powers. Notice ôhe sàde of (i&-) Of Course, s

with Marsten to prove the Bible is correct, but his attitude toward the religious life

is not very satisfactory to my mind. He says, Walls of the period both at Ji and at

Jerusalem on excavation, howed signs of subsidence and dislocation such as might be

attributed to earth tremors; but there is no indication as to the date of these shocks,
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which may even have happened since the abandonment of the sites. We have already noted

that earthquakes are said to have heralded the arrival of the Israelites, and we have seen

that in redent years an earthquake produced at El Damieh the very phenomenon which is said

to have made possible the crossing of the Jordan. Palestine is subject to earthquakes,

some of which have wrought great damage. In 1837 four thousand people were killed in the

district of Safed. The havoc caused b;i the earthquakes of 1927 amounted to a national

disaster. Vi1ent tremors were felt throughout the country on both sides of the river.

this is 1927At Nablu.s two whole streets of houses completely disapoeare,/and in .l1 several hundred

houses fell leaving thousands of people homeless. At Amman also the shocks caused much

material damage; while at Jericho itself a hotel coblapsed, with fatal consequences, and

the ends of the Allenby bridge over the Jordan were displaced. Jericho lies particular

ly within the earthquake zone, and on that occasion violent shocks were recorded on four

days out of seven. Theoretically, then, the possibility of the walls of Jericho having

been damaged or destroyed by earthquakes is to be admitted. But an examination of the

remains of the walls themselves hardly substantiates the suggestion. Tha4-

That's very interesting that he rather epecting to find that earthquakes did it,

would find that in his oDinion the evidence looked away fromthat rather than toward it.

He says an examination of the remains of the walls themselves hardly substantiate the

suggestion.

Both lie in ruines, but the lowest courses are preserved to a height varying from one

to three yards according to the depth of ground. Neither showsmuch sigh of transverse

fracture. Dislocationd of the bricks is noticeable in certain sections of the inner

wall along the western side, but not to an extent that cannot be explained by normal

subsidence arising fromthe unequal strength of its foundations. Moreover, the collapse

of a wall of this thickness, standing upon relatively level ground, would probably begin

with a lateral splitting fromthe to; and in this case the nrocess would involve not only

the crumbling edges of the main wall itself, but the rooms or houses built thereon, and

the debris might be expected to fall -inwards almost as much as outwards. But in those

few p1aes where the inner face of the wall has been discovered undisturbed, this is not
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found to have been the case. Ruins and signs of burning are found. against the wall in

plenty, but they are a-o-r,arently the last traces of houses that rested against the wall.

Signs of damage and destruction are more apoarent on the outer sides, in the space, that

is, between the walls, and outside, down the slopes. Here several sections cut through

both walls and into the ground below them tell plainly a consistent story which was summ

arised at the close of the excavations in the following memorandum.

And now there's a memorandum which was written describing what they found and signed

on March 2, 1930 by the Pere Vincent and Garstang and endorsed as to its archeological

conclusions by Dr. Clarence Fisher. Dr. Fisher originally from Norristown, Pa., spent

I guess 30 years in Palestine. He began nearly every big excavation w-which G±sai

was started in those years. Was connselor and archeological adviser$ on paatical1y

every expedition during those years. He's co'sidered (iLk)
master

thorough kaaek of the art of excavation and interpretation (iLt)

Pere Vincent, maybe some of you don't know abnut enough French to know how to spell it,

Vincent, was a Dominican who lived in Palestine for many years, visited at the French

school in Palestine, visited every archeological site and was recognized as a man of

tremendous knowledge and uiidertanding in, giving accent to facts that very few...

0.T.History 222. ()

.Well, they two and Garstang signed, that is Vincent and Garstang signed this memorandum,

and Fisher endorsed á as to its archeological conclusions. Now here is the momrandum

which they signed. It says, The main defences of Jericho in the Late Bronze Age (that is

from about 1600-1200 3.0.) followed the up-ner brink of the city mound, and comprised two

parallel walls, the outer six feet and the inner twelve feet thick. Investigations along

the west side show continuous signet of destruction and conflagration. The outer wall

suffered most, its remains falling down the slope. The inner wall is preserved only

where it abuts upon the citadel, or tower, to a height of eighteen feet elsewhere it

is found largely to have falledn, together with the remtns$ of buildings upon it, into

the s-oace between the walls which was filled with runs and debris. Traces of intense
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fire are Dialu to see, including reddened masses of brick, cracked stones, charred timb

ers and ashes. Houses alongside the wall are found burned to the ground, thheir roofs

fallen upon the domestic -nottery within. After quoting this, Garstang continues:

As to the main fact, then, there remains no doubt: the walls fell outwards so

completely that the attackers would be able to clamber up and over their ruins into the

city.




Now that's very interesting that these men would have signed this memorandum and

declared that this is what they found evidence of there at Jericho which remarkably

corroborates the Biblical statement, that the walls suddenly fell over and they say they

do not think that it looks as if it was the result of an earthquake. There was one English

wrtter who, after this came out, told how he thought it actually happened. He said, the

Israelites marched around the city in order to divert the attention of the people of

the city, so that they people on the walls would be noticing the Israelites marching

around and wouldn't see the fact that a few of them crawled up to the wall and dug and

were toundermindd so it would fall, which of course is a fantastic idea. If tbeyJ. ever/do

that with the outer wall, they'd certainly never be able to do it with the inner wall,

and I'm quite sure that the people inside would be watching much more keenly than to

allow that to ha-open. Yes? (student-3) It is true that the soldiers marching across

a bridge, a metal bridge, in unison, the vibration could. be very harmful but marching on

dirt, half a mile or so away from the city, and the walls of the city made of stone, it

would seem to be an extreme unlikelihood that would eliter in. Now I couldn't say what

the Lord might use, but at least I don't think it entered in sufficiently that at any

other time in history people have felt safe in thinking they could knock walls down with

marching around them. (student.4) I don't think so. (L)

It is true that a train, something like that, or a jar, shaking

would be like an earthquake, in the course of time it could cause a break at one -olace,

but I certainly don't think it would cause the walls to fall outward one bit. Mr. Tow.

(student.L 3/L1) Now it doesn't say ohahweek they marched, does it? I don't

think that we have evidence on that point. The Lord said. you shall conquer the city and

go round it once, thus shall you do six days. What day did they start on? It doesn't
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say. And the seventh day you shall compass the city seven times, and the -oriests shall

blow with the trumnets. Now was the seventh day the seventh day of the week? The one

on which they went around it seven times? I don't believe it says anywhere here, so I

would think that there are three possibilities, one possibility would be that they started

in on a Mondn.y, or a Sunday rather, and that on the sabbath day they marched around it

seven times, thus doing this very special work of the Lord on that day, the result of a

very special command. That is one possibility. A second possibility is fiat they started

out on Wednesday or Thursday and when it came to the sabbath they marched around once

that day as other days. And the third possibility that they started oi±on a Wednesday

or a Thursday and that the, say the third day of marching was Friday, then Saturday being

the Sabbath, they did not march that day, but the fourth day of marching would then be

Sunday, and that way they would march around on six consecutive work days, skipping the

Sabbath. Now I think any one of the three is a possibility, we do not have that quite

clear. Yes? (student.6-) We just have no evidence on that. We do know that in the

time of the revolt of the Bar (6 3/L) ich , I believe it was, there was one time

when the Roman soldiers say that these Jews wouldn't fight on the sabbath and so a group

that they we:unable to conquer they attacked on the Sabbath day and the men did not

resist and were slaughtered. But that's a long, long time after this, and as to what

the attitude was at this time, we're just not told. I don't think we can say. There's

no explicit statement about it in connection with the sabbath, and I imagine which of the

three was the situation was made very clear to Joshua and to the people there. It has

(7-) not been entered $n the account. Yes? (student.74) It is entirely possible that

one day around, one time around, would still come within the sabbath day journey, but

certainly impossible the seventh would. It couldn't be the seventh day. But it could've

been if it started say on a Wednesday or a Thursday. I don't know whether it could then

or not, because they would camp quite a distance from Jericho anyway. They had to go

over t'$i the wall and then go around. S0 I rather doubt, the sabbath day journey

is very, very short, I rather dobbt it but it may be. But to me the biggest difficulty

of its being onthe seventh day isn't so much the marching as it is the fighting, to take
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it, which would be rather strange. Well, that is a rob1em then, which e answer,&n

a way that we must answer problems on which scriture does not give us light, by saying

we don't know. I think it's always good to note the facts and see whether it is we do

not know, or whether we have evidence. But now we have a little more develoment about

this.




This statement is made, one thihg I imagine some of you noticed, that this memorandum

began with a statement, the main defences of Jericho in the Late Bronze Age (about 1600

1200 B.O.)--but Garstang himself goes on to say that it was about 11400 when it fell.

In fact be said in some places specifically it was 1/407 when it fell. Well the statement

here says the Late Bronze Age (160-1200). Pere Vincent is one of the strongest contend

ers for a date just about 1200. He feels that it was much later than 11400. He takes the

late date for it. Gastang takes the early date, but this memorandum was a statement on

wlh±ch they agree, bo it does not speak specifically about the date. Well, this was the

beginning of about 1930 when these excations took place in Jericho, and Garstang con

tinued for a good many years. He c&imed for instance that at Jericho powder was invent

ed. He traced it back to show its history as a prehistoric going back to a very, very

early time. He was much interested in those fats which don't have much to do with our

Qarticular course now. But Garstang did this work from 1930 on and made this mernornndurn

which was signed by himself and Vincent and was endorsed as to its archeological con

clusions by Clarence Fisher. Now within the last five or six years an English archeolog

ist, Miss Kathleen Kenyon, daughter of the man who was Director o± Antiouities in the

British Museum, and who was one of our greatest authorities o paleography, on Greek

Daleography, and who has very strongly written against the radicals in England who deny

the (11) of the Bible. His daughter, Kathleen Kenyon, who is a very

very fine archeo1gist but she has issued some amazing statements, and there was an article

of five or six years ago in Life Magazine, a brief article in which it told about Dr.

Kenyon and her associates who excavated at Jericho and found there was no city there at

all in the time of the Israelites. She ways there was no city there at all, and. I have

friends who have been working in Palestine and they have talked to her and they claim



O.T.History 222. ii5 1111.

she has admitted having found a certain amount of material from that time. But that

she admits this but yet ignores! it. Now she's in Philadelphia I believe right now,

wish I'd hear she was speaking somewhere on the subject, I'd like to go and hear her on

it. But I think it's tie most remarkable thing that three men of the standing of G.arstang

and Vincent and Fisher can sign a statement like this and then that somebody twenty years
talic s if theylater can all three 1-just dreamed it up. They certainly believ they were seeing

evidence such as Gartang describes here. And I can't understand how she can take such

an attitude. It would seem a more normal thing, surely, to think that when they excavated

this area they removed what they found, and possibly she is excavating on a section they

hadn't excavated, a section in which there might have been erosion or something which

had, removed the material from this period in that particular section. But there s been

quite a bit of publicity in these last five or six years that there was no Jericho. On

the other hand Garstang claims that tthlLIO7 when it was excavated and most scholars be

lieve that the great change in Palestinian culture takes place about 1200, and there was

a professor of Old Testament in the University of Southern California who had an article

in a paper fifteen or twenty years ago in California, in which I remember he said, how

remarkable to find that bhen Moses led the children of Israel into Palestine Jericho had

already been destroyed two hundred years before. That was his interpretation of it, which

utterlyof course would make the whole Bible/unreliable. To my notion, we do not know whether

it happened in 11+00 or whether it happened in 1200, we do not mow. And there isn much

evidence which has come to light in recent years which points toward the later date,

yet it may be wrong, it's not conclusive, there's not enough proof, but there certainly

is enough to raise very, very serious questions about the eary date.

At Lachsh, I told you about Garstang's tabout Lachish. Lachish was de

stroyed about 1200, the second most important fortress in Judah. Destroyed about 1200.

But Garstang says that(i4)

two hundred years before and the Canaanites (11+)

Well, it may be right, I don't tMnk we're in a position to say it's wrong, but it looks
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auestionable. I believe we can say that evidence was (lL) Garstang

I believe that Garstang and Vincent found evidence which

remarkably corroboDates the Biblical statement that when the Israelites marched around

the city of Jericho the walls fell down in one great caaclysm which does not look at

all like what we would expect an earthquake to do to them. They suddenly fell down and

fell outward, making it easy to march in and conquer, but that we do not yet know just

en it was.

I talked with Garstang about the matter in Chicago, he had just written a book on

Jericho...

O.T.History 223. (*)

... 1 took the book came back to him but before I

could say anything he said, now before you say anything about it, I want to give you

this further statement, and here the thing was, in the book he gave his evidence that

Jericho was destroyed about 1400, he had a picture which he took in Jericho showing one

building which trs the most prominent thing in it, in his reconstruction, and then Dr.

Aibright issued a statement in which he pointed out various matters about the architect

ure, the pottery, and so on, of this particular building which showed that it fit two

hundred. years later, did1't fit 1400. So now in the little mimeographed statement he

handed me he said Aibright, of course, his argument is donclusive but this building doesn't

belong to the original Jericho, but was built onthe ruins, and it's what's called the

city of Palm Trees in Judges where one of the oDpressors lived, and that was this vill

age, no fortified city. Well, having a book just issued with a beautiful picture show

ing that building as one of the most importnt things in it, and then to just take it

right out and say the building was later, it did not impress me particularly. (l-)

He still may be right. It is not imuossible in the light

of anything known yet, that the conquest might be around 1400. But at present there,

it impresses me that the evidence is somewhat more toward the 1200 date than the lLtOO.

In view of the fact that we have very, very little writing from this whole period (1 3//4)
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it makes it very difficult.

You can see two things of the same time, but to tell just when it was is often very

difficult. But there are a good many other evidences which enter in, we could spend (2)

I think I mentioned it to you that, not many years

ago, this class of Old Testament History was taught right in this room by a different

man who soent I think six weeks trying to. prove the early date for the conquest. And he

had some very interesting evidence but I think there's more on the other side, I think

there are much more important things to do in Old Testament History than to argue over

the two dates. One of these days the Lord may give us evidence so we can know with cer

tainty. At present I think the vital thing is it did happen, and that is quite evident

and now I think we can rely upon it quite solidly. Now our time is u.

(3-) Very good question. And 'I think there is a basic thing about archeology which is

very important. I think it's worth taking two or three minutes on now, the basic orinciple

in back of that, that enters into that. That is, that when a city is buried, all sorts

of things are there in the ground, there may be imDortant documents. Of course, we haven't

found much in the way of documents in Palestine, in other places there may be. There

may be in Palestine, we just haven't found them. But there may be imuortant documents,

there are different sorts of walls, of buildings, of kinds of pottery, there are all

sorts of things. These things have a meaning for the one who knows how to inter'et

them. Not only do they have a meaning but their relation to one another has a meaning,

the way they lie and what is next to one another. The line in between is not like the

floor of this room, it is a curved line, it is quite a different line because you have

a city here that is destroyed, that is left in ruins, and another city built on top of

it. Or during the oeriod when the city isn't destroyed, they may take a big building

and tear down three fourths of it and rebuild it, and. so youhave a new stage. And all

the evidence is there and if a man is a first-class interpreter he may be able to

figure it out, but of course for every one that is examined thoroughly there is a bais

laid in increased knowledge for doing a better job with the next one. But once this

material is taken out of the ground, it is then no longer of value as far as iheroreting
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is concerned. Of coarse, if there is a piece of oottery, that's import-int. If there is

something with writin on it, that's impothtant, but where it came from you have only the

excavator's word, and any pictures which he may have taken, and it is mighty hard to go

much further in your interpretation than was done when there was something there to see.

N0 of course you may notice certain facts that he understand and others may

interpret those facts in a tnue way, but it's only what he notice is available, and

therefore there,i the early days of excavation, there were some excavators who were

right on the ground constantly watching everything that haDDened, did. an excellent job

of excavation but when. it came to the record of it, it was very poor and it was very

difficult for DeoDle later to be sure. There were others who were so determined to get

the record just right that they spent all their time making the record and left to

the local people who were doing the digging largely to do the digging up for them, and

consequently the digging wasn't done right. Today they try to have different -oeole

doing but it has to be organized. Well, once your city has been dug u the rossibility

of re-doing that job is lost.

Now when I was at Megiddo in 1929, there was there in Megiddo half of the city of

the time of Solomon was visible because standing to half the height of this room were

visible in all its layout, you could see it, and the director of the excavation, look

me all over and pointed out everything and explained it, but the next day his expert

foremnwe arriving from Eypt who would take the local people and direct them in clear

ing all this away in order that they could get at what was underneath. w-aeag

Now Garstang examined these walls very, very carefully, did the best he could to

interpret them. Then, having done so, he dug up the stuff and threw it out in the dump

in order to get at the next one, and he went at least ten levels below ths. The next

one, You see, this would be somewhere between 1400 and 1200 B.C. and he dug down to

maybe 3,500 B.C. So that he was perhaps forty or fifty feet below this (7-)

and it all disaoeared. Now, I thoroughly agree with you, that you can't understand,

I can't either, how Miss Kenyon can cast aside statements de by three men of high

standin, in their field like these, how she can cast it aside and say there was no city
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there at that time, I can't understand how she can do that. But as far as the actual

evidence is concerned, she can well say I don't find any evidence. Well, he's dug it

up, it's not there to find. And, of course, it does seem to me that it is, the possibil

ity must be admitted that there's a Dart of the city that he didn't excavate, that she

has excavated, and it would be possible that in that part there had been a little stream

coming down the side and eroded away one section, or something, so that she didn't find.

there evidence of a ity at this time. Something like that might be, I don't know. But

I've talked to two or three different Christian archeologists who've been there and talked

with her and say she has admitted finding a certain amount of things from this period,

which they think are sufficient to Drove that there were things of this period in the

rrts she excavated, but which I suoDose she thinks were left there by some traveler,

just this little bit left there by some traveler,carried there by accident. They used.

to say, I know, when I was in the American School in Jerusalem, we would go and visit

a mound that hadn't been excavated, and would go up and down and pick up pieces of pott

ery and then we'd bring them to Dr. Albright, and he'd say well this one comes from

about 11+50 B.C., this one comes from about 700 B. C., this one from about 1100 and. so on.

And. we would look at them and try to learn something about the method of interpreting

them and we'd fill our pockets with the best specimens. T}en we'd go on to another

mound, maybe ten miles away, we were on horseback, we'd get to this other mound and

we'd find more interesting specimens so we would take these out of our pockets and put

the others in. Then an archeologist comes along a month later and he finds remains on

this mound from that period which (9 3/1+)

How could somebody have broken a pot on a mound over there and then it get over here

ten miles away. Well, if you'd never heard of the American School of Oriental Research

you'd say it1s absolutely impossible. But if you know bow people travel around, visit

one and the other and fill their pockets up and then had to make space for others later,

you get twenty people doing that, you carry quite a bit of pottery. So that, I don't

say that Miss Kenyon is dishonest, I don't say that at all, I think she's thoroughly

convinced of what she says. But it does seem to me that she is going pretty far when
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you have a statement by, Garstang is not I wouldn't call him a top-ranking archeologist,

but he's not far below it, he is a solid man. He makes his mistakes and most everybody

laughs at his idea, saying Jericho was destroyed in 1407 B.C. But he's done a lot of

goo4- solid work, he's a man of high rank, well. And Pere Vincent, Dr.

Aibright has always belied the best authority on Palestinian archeology. He's a French

Dominican monk who has lived in the land for thirty years, highly trained, constantly

working on this, visiting every excavation, talks with all the people, end he signed this

DaDer with Garstang, and it was endorsed by Cãrence Fisher as to its archeological

conclusions and everyone recognizes that Clarence Fisher was one of the best authorities

on Palestinian archeology there was. Now when they sign a statement, it seems to me

that for her to just dismiss it like that is really going too far. I feel that we can

rest UDOr it that what they said is proven, but I do feel that our position will be a

more Dleasant one five or six years from now when I'm confident (ll) that more things

will come to light that even Miss Kenyon will have to admit prove it. Yes? (student.

11 3/L) Pere Vincent? Vincent.

This section was a very important one, one which I dealt with briefly yesterday,

but which I'd be glad to expand, and. which' hope everyone has in mind. It affects not

only Jericho but the, whole matter of the background of Palestinian history.

Now to go on then to number Attack on Al. And Ai is said in the Bible to be a

much smaller place than Jericho. Jericho was a great fortress (12*)




let's send
which was, seemed unconquerable. Ai they said is oust a small town, they said,/just a

little force to take it, it's not much. Ai is a much smaller place than Jericho accord

ing to the Biblical account and yet Al has two chapters and Jericho has only one. And

the reason for that i, of course,well hiown to those of you who have studied Joshua

much, those of you who have not studied it anything to seak of before this year, I

hoDe have well in mind from your studies two weekso, the assignment on Joshua there,

the details of the situation at Al, as I do not wish to repeat what is simuly given in

the scrioture but to call your attention to certain basic things and above all to deal

with explanation of matters which may not otherwise be obvious.
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Now chapter 7 begins with a statement which is, you might say, behind the scenes.

We were told at the end of chapter 6 that they burnt the city and destroyed everything
'Out into he treasurythere except the metal and the metal they eeu-e&toy of the house of the Lord.

And. then everything there was to be destroyed and it was the first city conquered and it

was left absolutely desolate. But the beginning of chapter 7 we find that Achan, the son

of Carmi, the son of Zabdi, the son of Zerah, of the tribe of Judah, took of these

things which were supposed to be utterly destroyed or put in the temple, that is put in

the treasury of the house of the Lord, but he took of this and hi it and the anger of

the Lord was kindled against the children of Israel. We read that in the first verse.

Now of course that is womething which nobody there except maybe Achan and. maybe a few

friends knew. It is something which came out later, which at the beginning of the story

was unknown. But the Bible tells us this right at the beginning, and then it goes on to

tell how Joshua sent some men from Jericho to Ai, which is beside Bethaven, on the

east side of Bethel. Now I expect you all have Bibles th maps in and it would be help

ful to have that in mind, if any of you do not have it in mind. You see Jericho on the

mp just a very short distance north of the Dead Sea. And then if you will move a little

bit to the left of Jericho, you will go from a place that is maybe 600 feet below sea

level, the Dead Sea there is about...

0.T.History 224. ()

... north of the Dead Sea and most of the maps have something to indicate a mountain, well

it's a lateau sort of, but it's very steep in there, it's 2500 feet above sea level, so

corimared to Jericho it's up on the ton of a mountain and that's where Jerusalem is. Jeru

salem a bit south of Jericho. But you follow that hill country, the top of that, north

a short distance, well it's a distance of maybe thirty ii1es, and you come to Bethel and.

I imagine Bethel is on all your maps. And this says that Al is east of Bethel. It's

definitely sloping in here so you see, that means you'd have to ass Jericho, go north

up the Jordan Valley, and then you would turn west, u-, through a side valley there, in

those hills, and you would come up there to Al. Well, that's where it says it was,and.
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we will 1an something about it if we

But we notice the story, it was a little distance from Jericho up there to Ai which is

beside Bethaven on the east side of Bethel. And he said to them go and vie the country

and they came back and said don't send all the peoDle, send two or three thousand, and

go ixo and smite Ai. Don't make all the people go to the trouble of going up there,

climbing u this valley, going clear up to that place.

I went uu it in 1950 and it's quite a walk up that valley. Up through the crest

of the hill there where the ruins of Ai are. They said don't go up there because it's

just a little place, send two or three thousand people to smite Ai. Well it won't be

much of a place if two or three thousand people could do it, would it? So the Biblical

imoression is that it i just a little place. It's not an important place, just send

two or three thousand.

Well in this we already begin to see an attitude don't we? Here's this great

fortress of Jericho and. they march around Jericho and after marching around Jericho for

seven days, seven times they just march around and they blow their trumpets and the wail

falls down. Well, there's nothing to worry about now is there? Any difficulty will

just disappear before us, we don't need to work any more. All we need to do is blow

the trumpet and look at it and it's gone. Life is just simle, just go forward and ev

erything just drops like this great fortress of Jericho. So why sent a lot of people,

just send two or three thousand, that's all. And that is one of the things that can

beset the believer in his life for the Lord very easily, is over-confidence. Before

dealing with that, God dealt with another thing that can beset him which is fear. We

have to have confidence in the Lord. If we have fear and terror the people could easily

have fled before Jericho, they never dreamed they could take that big city. God caused

ericho to fall before them, but that doesn't mean now they could go to the other ex

treme and, having won a victory be overconfident and think everything is just going to

fall into their hands. God wants us to work and toil and struggle and. to think and to

plan, but o know that he in the end will control whatever hap en in his proidene

(3 3/Li.) and then at certain crucial points he may choose to cause the walls
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of Jericho to crumble before him and give a great unexpected victory by his power, but

that doesn't mean we can become over-confident and say oh two or three thousand men

will do. So that was one lesson that God wanted to tech here was the lesson of over

confidence. Now it is comp1iated by the fact that there was another very important

lesson he wanted to teach them, that is the lesson of strict obedience. And here in

ericho one of the people had taken of the cursed thing and probably in juEt about every

battle there was one person out of thousands who committed sin. There Drobably was

nearly always something like this that took place. But God wanted to drive home to the

people's minds how important it is that such things be kept to an absolute minimum. That

they follow his will and obey his command and that they avoid the unholy and the wicked

just as far as they possibly can, and to keep it out of their midst so on this occasion

God makes a terrible example of Achan. I don't think that we can go on from there to

say that every time that they succeeded there was no Achan present. This one wasn't.

But there certainly, in as great a group as that, there were other wicked people. I don't

think he walilis us to think that in every battle after this every Israelite was strict

true in his dealings. But probably they were a great truer than they would have been

if they hadn't been frightened by what happened to Achan. And. it is very easy for us,

when things go wrong through our poor planning, it is very easy for us to say oh well,

there's an Aclian in the camp. Well, there may be, and if there is we want to find him

and get rid of him, but that doesn't mean that we can pi ouse1ves up as holier than

thou and say the whole thing is that there's someone who is a pretty bad sinner because

there's sin in all of us, and if God use anybDdy who is a sinner he wouldn't use

any of us, He uses wicked, weak peoDle, who are sinners saved by grace, ho accomplish

his work in the world. S0 his main uurpose in this incident of Achan was not to show

that as long as wetre perfect we can succeed, and if we're not we're going to pick out

one person in our group and say he's the Achan and get rid of him. It doesn't mean that

at all, I think many people draw that false lesson, but it means to teach the lesson to

all of us, that we should avoid the sin, that we should avoid wickedness and that we

should try to live close to him and do his will and when there is any clear evidence
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that there is an Achan in the camp, well of course we must get rid of him, because the

Lord cannot bless that sort of thing.

But this Al attack is complicated by the fact that the two lessons are in it which

God wants to teach us. And the lesson of Achan is such very, very important lesson

that most of t, seeing that lesson, completely overlook the other lesson. But if the

other lesson wasn't there too I don't believe the Lord- would have needed to take two

chapters to give us the story. The other lesson is brought very, very clearly in the

course of the chapter, though not explicity stated in words as the Achan one. Yes?

(student.7*) Yes, that's very good. We want to see the indication. Don't take it on

just my word, that would be very foolish (7-h)

But what I am saying is, look for the indication, and the one, the Achan matter?idicatens

are very clear. The first verse tells us that it happened, in the last iDart of this

chapter it tells how the Lord said that it happened, the Lord said in verse 11 on, he

said, somebody has done this terrible thing, he said I cannot bless you while this sin is

there, then there are a good many verses given of how the Lord showed them gradually who

it was, how they found him, how they got rid of him, and then after they finish all that

in verse 26, we might have had a verse 27 that said the three thousand men were then

sent the next day up to Ai and they took the city without difficulty, now that they were

rid of Achan, and there would be no need of an eighth chapter. One more verse in the

seventh would have been quite sufficient for it if that was all there was to it. Now

that is a very important part of it. But we do have a whole additional chapter, 35 more

verses we have, no not 35, it's not the whole chapter, it is 29 verses, but that's longer

than the seventh chapter which has 26. We have 29 verses about the (8 3/Li)

And we find that the first time they sent two or three thousand men, that's all that is

necessary to take it, and it didn't work. Then they prayed the Lord and the Lord told

them abott Achan and they got rid of Achan and then the Lord said in chapter 8, fear not,

neither be dismayed, send another three thousand -peoule, and you can take Al, no. The

Lord said fear not, neither be thou dismayed, take all the people of '-L64 with you

and arise, go up to Ai, see I have given into thy hand the king of Al and his oeople,
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and his city and his land. Don't send two or three thousand, take all the peolDie, that's

tremendously different, isn't it? They tried with just two or three thousand, but now

after they gdt rid of Achan they have to take them all. Well, they should have sent a

lot ô them in the first lace. They, why see if you can do it with two or three thousand,

unless you're overconfident. Then, he says take them all, and what do they do not? They

send two or three thousand eole up to take Al and they fled before the eoole who were

driven back and thirty-six of them were wounded. ut in this case, now they don't just

send even all the people to go straight up and take Al. They plan an ambush. And we

read here a very detailed account about how they send this group which goes un and gets

around in back of Al very secretly during the night, gets up to a lace where they can't

see them, aid then how the others come in the other direction, and they attack and. we

read in verse 12, he took about five thousand men and set them to lie in ambush between

Bethel and Ai, on the west side of the city. See they've gone way past And then

they took all the people, all the host, they sent them -cast it the other wey, to the

north of the city, and this great crowd is on the north of the city, and the made an

attack and the people of Al, we read, thought that they would be driven back like they

drove back the previous force and they all rushed out of the city, this time we'll finish

them up so they won't come back again. We got 6 last time, this time we'll kill them

all, and. we read they rushed out and in verse 17 we read and there was not a man left

in Ai onç Bethel that went not out after Israel, and they left the city oen and pursued

after Israel. And the Lord said to Joshua, stretch out the spear that is in thy hand

toward Al, for I will give it into thy hand. And verse 19 and the ambush arose quickly

out of their place and they ran as soon as he had stretched out his hand and they entered

into the city and took it and Listed and set the city on fire. And when the men of Al

looked behind them, they saw and behold the smoke of the city ascended up to heaven and

they had no power to flee this way or that way, and, the people that fled to the wilderness

turned back upon the pursuers.

So here we have a very complex system of strategy worked out with not three thous

and peo1e used as the total attacking force, but with five thousand, nearly double the



O.T.History 224. (ii /1) 1122.

three thousand as just an ambush to hide, and then the whole mass of the neonle come in

from the onoosite direction and, then attacking and running and working this trick on

the eonle of Ai, and of course the previous ones had run, they thought well they're

running again, this time we'll finish them, and so they, being over-confident, rushed

out of the city and left it for the others to get in, it was sort of a Trojan War stunt,

almost, which got into the city behind them that way and wrecked it. And here we have

careful planning, a well-worked¬out system, sufficient resources used to accomplish the

puroose, all the peonle instead of just three-thousand, double the three-thousand, in

ambush behind, we have a carefully worked-out system. And I'm not sayiñg that God

wouldtve allowed a care fl1y-worked-out system like this to hove worked in the first

lace, because there was Achan, and the Ahan matter had to be dealt with, but after

they dealt with the Achan matter, then they went ahead not over-confident any more,

but looking to the Lord at each stage of the way for help and using the best intelligence

the Lord had given them to work out a way to do it. And so it seoms to me that, while

the Achan lesson is a tremendously im'portant lesson and one we must not overlook, that

the other lesson is also imnortant, end it is also an important lesson for us, to have

them both in mind and to use them in our Christian life and in our Christian walk. The

lessons of faith, that God will knock down the walls of Jericho is a tremendously vital

lesson we must hage, without it we are nothing, but sometime, I've hearofruen s'peak right

in our chal, and give a message that sanded as if all you need to do is to look to the

Lord, have faith and step forward and everything inthe world will just fall before you.

I've heard them give a talk like that and I've talked with the same man over the luncheon

table and heard him tell how be worked out a plan, how e worked it out in all its details

and everything, where he'd made a mistake and how the next time he'd. avoided that mistake,

and I had seen that he was stressing a vital lesson we all need to get, the first lesson

that we must have faith and that if the Lord does not build. the city they labor in vain

that build it, and that the Lord is going to accomplish anything that is in His will to
in the scrinture. 1

accomplish. But we also have the second lesson That we are first to (1L)

but second to use the brain given us and

use all (lL)
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So I believe that we would not have two chapters here if we did. not have the two vital

qu1d
lessons. WITonly l the one chaDter and I, this long 8h chapter (lL 3/LL) that is

all except the last six verses of it, is not dealing with Achan's lesson but its dealing

with (iLk /L,)

O1T.History 225 (on next page)
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...and. we use it as an excuse for e4 looking at other people to see what sinners they

are and say the Lord can't bless because this other person-ae-. Now that may be the

case, but in the majority of cases, I think what the Lord. wants us to do about it, is to

look into our heart and see if we're the Aichan, and look in your own heart and see

whether your sanctification is proceeding at the rate it ought to proceed at, and whether

you've fallen into sin, that you. need to reDent of and turn to the Lord for forgiveness,

and to get you right before you can go forward, and while they may be occasiohal cases

where we fail because there is one thwe have to get out, there are a lot more cases

where we fail because all of us need to live a lot closer to the Lord and seek his will,

a lot more. Now, I may be a little bit nrejudiced on this, tresenting it this way, but

I've had a good many experiences where people have made a criticism of some other individ

ual who was imperfect, but so were they. But had made that an excuse for their own fail

ure to do things the way they should have, and accounting for their non-success in that

(i) instead of looking into their own heart first to be sure they weren't

an Aichan, and second going ahead and planning and working, to do the best they could

with the resources the Lord had given them.

Well, now there's one thing here I'd like to ask you after what we've nlooked at.

How many of you would be in a -position now to tell us everything to which I have called

attention this morning about the city of eM? Would you raise your hand. All who

are now in a position to call our attention to everhing to which I have called your
Bethel

attention, that is every reference I have made this morning, to the city of eeke.

Say, let's not make one person conspicuous, let's everybody ke a piece of per and

write on it your name (2*, quiz, to 4)

I had a course in Old. Testament Criticism, in Old Testament History, from

Dr. Robert Dick Wilson in Princeton Seminary, who was the great matter in the defense

of the scripture, having devoted fifty years to it, and after having been there with

him for three years, I went over to Germany and studied with a fellowship he got for

me and after one year there I came back and paid a visit to the Seminary and I visited

one of his classes, and I got more$ out of that one class than I got out of any
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class when I was a student, and I figured that while it may be true

that my presence in the class led him to give more material than he usually did, maybe,

I having had the year in Germany, my opinion is that a great part of the reason was be

cause I had had. this additional graduate work and had had my eyes opened to problems that

he was dealing with, but that most of the class didn't have enough background, and I didn't

when I was an undergraduate student, to get the full value of it. And so a thing like

this gives me a little interesting evidence of how alert you are in class. I have not

specificá1 stressed Bethel at all today, but in the first place I showed 3rouhere

Bethel was on the map, then I did not today, Of course, refer to our previous contacts

with Bethel, Jacob's dream and so on. We didn't refer to those today in class, but I

stressed where it was on the map today, I stressed that it was an important city, I

stressed two or three times when Ai is mentioned it is mentioned as being east of Bethel.

It is identified by showing its relation to Bethel and I mentioned it as being about two

miles east of Bethel, on the high ridge of the hills. Then there is one thing which is

very (6) which I would be surprised if many of you noticed because I

didn't stress it at all, but I purposely read a verse of the scripture to bring it out.

I wonder how many of you noticed that when the people fled before the men of Ai, it said

in verse 16 the people that were in Ai were called together to pursue after them, but

verse 17 says there was not a man left in Ai or Bethel that went not out after Israel.

And that's the only mention of Bethel in the chapter, except for the fact that Bethel

is used for location, except for that, it is the only mention of Bethel. But I read the

verse purposely to you to see how many of you would be surrnised that when they're attack

ing Ai there's xiota man left in Bethel, that doesn't run after them. It's a strange

thing, isn't it, why would the peole leave Bethel and not just AL It's a very

interesting thing, I don't know whether tntil recent years it ever was noticed, but I

blieve it's a very inmortant fact. Yes? (student-7.) Bethel and Ai, yes, it's about

two miles. Yes the maps vary in the Mferent Bible, vary tremendously, how good or

how poor they are. But I think now we'll look at the archeology for a minute.

Oh, yes, one more word about Bethel, that I had not pointed out to you. If you



O.T.5.story 22. 71)
1126.

look over at chapter 12, you read about the kings that they conquered. chapter 12, verse

7, these are the kings of the country which Joshua and the children of Israel smote in

this area. Now what are they? verse 9, the king of Jericho, one; the king of Ai which is

beside Bethel, one. Then you read down in verse 16 it says the king of Bethel, one.

But in the account here it tells of the conquest of various cities and does not mention

Bethel. It is not till you get over to Judges 1, where you read about the cities that

the Israelites had not conquered in the conquest, or at least that were now standing

there unconquered, and you read about a lot of cities that bad beennquered by Joshua,

that had to be conu-red again, so my oDinion is that they conquered these cities and

they did a certain amount of ruin, conquered them, and they went on to others and a lot

of them the people came back and rtablished themselves and the backbone (8-b)

But in Judges 1 you have an account of a conquest of Bethel but none of Ai. Back here

in Joshua 8 you hae an account of the conquest of Al but no account of a conquest of

Bethel, but you have this one, you have the mention of the king of Bethel and you have

tMs one word here about all the men came out of Bethel and Al. And if all the men came

out of Bethel and Al, it would he rather strange for them to just take Ai and make no

effort to take the far more important city of Bethel. Yes? (student.9*) Well,

probably befoe1 (9*) (student) No, I would think likely
7L

that the city was, the local peoDle's name for it as Love. The 1sraelites names it

Bethel probably befause it was near where Jacob had had his dream, but the name that

carries back, just like we say (student.9) Yes, we would carry the name back. Yes?

(student-9 3/LL Do you think it could be that they didn't mention the city of Bethel

as being captured because they were specifically trying to capture Ai'f) Yes, as far

interest here is in Atas the chapter is concerned, that's the interence here, that it s Ai, that's what they

were after, Drimarily. But Bethel is mentioned this way which raises the question, did

they conquer Bethel too at that time? Later on, we read. they had conquered but we don't

read of any conquest. Yes? (student.lO*) It might be, yes. Yes? (student.lO)

Yes, well it's a very hilly country. You see, from down in the valley, this Jordan Valley,
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there you loo just like up to the mountains, and there are all these (10 3/L4.) ridges

very steep, and they were in the galley between Bethel and Ai, but the area between

Bethel and Ai has hills and valleys here and here and here and here, and the other (11)

comes from the north, so if they were between the two cities here, they could

go out from both cities to attack the other (ii) from the north. (student.

11) Without seeing, oh, they were doubtless Dretty well hidden. It's very easy to

hide there. I soent a whole night in (11*) I soent a whole morning,

ing for Ai.




I walked up and down one valley after another and all around that day, and I

didn't find it. I had an Arab with me who knew English, and he had a good map of the

country but he'd left it home that day, didn't have his map with him, andwe hunted all

around for Al, and we didn't find it. I came back in a car tto or three days later,

and this time we came up fromthe Jordan Valley and we camp to quite a town there, and

we left the car there, we had to leave the chauffeur with the car because it wouldn'b

be safe to leave the car there, there might be nothing left of it when we came back.

But we left him with the car and we went up an then 'etty soon we had people fvom

around following us up, and we had quite a (12) before we got back.

But the first day there wasn't a soul in sight. I hunted for half a day, we didn't

run into any of these people, because we were in that desolate country going, through

valley after valley and we didn't cone near the village which was a few miles down there,
that

where there's all this great mass of people &e followed when we went back another day.

But it's very hilly country through there and very easy to hide.

But now the thing I want to bring out to you is that in Ihe early 1930's Madan

(l2-) --I don't tnk you need to bother with her name,

this is the only instance where I know of her being in archeology, but she

onducted a French expedition to excavate a mound. which was called Bc-Tell. Now the

Bc is just the Arabic The. So Bc-Tell means the Tel and you know what a tel is in

archeology, but the word tel as we use it in archeology is simply the Arabic word for

a mound. The ruin, the mound, that's the name which has been attached for centuries,

perhaps for milleniums, to this place on the high ridge about two miles east of Bethel.
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Which is thought bo be Ai, we call it the ruins. The city was never repaired. We call

it the ruins. (i3)

And they reported that they found no remains whatever later than 2000 B.C. That the

(13 3/L)

They excavated along, there was a strong fortified

small cities, only about two and a half acres, but they reDort no pottery evidence of

occuDation after 2000 B. C Now previous to that Garstang had visited the Diace without

excavating this and in his book thn Joshua and Judges he says he found pottery there from

this city, but just from the (i-) he decided that somebody else had

dropped it there in a previous visit or something, but he says that, he found pottery,

he made no excavation. And this report was given and it is today accepted by all archeol

ogists I know of, that the city was destroyed about 2000 B. C.

(1Ld3/)4) And we have a -oroblem. Now theirs was taken by

the English H. H. He said the problem of Ai is more comlex.

That city is said. by archeblogists to have been destroyed long before the earliest date

(14 3/4)

from about 2000 to about 1200 B.C.

O.T.History 226. (*)

..writers is fictitious. If any of you have a list of about six writers down here, we
ft

say it's fictitious. Or as the tranifer as Joshua of the ancient story of its destruction

long before his day, and then he quotes the writers who say that. For Hebrew has a re

flection back to Joshua's day of events of much more recent occurrence hd then he quotes

one writer who says that, that the conquest was a long time afterwayd of the story that's

put in the book here, when the c±±it&s say the book was written centuries later. Then he

goes on, some writers have preferred to follow a harmonizing path and have conjectured

there has been a confusion between At and the neighboring, Bethel. I think Alb right said

that it was Bethel that was about to he conquered and the account is confused and says

Al where it means Bethel. ut you notice in that one verse it mentions both. Everywhere
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else it just mentions Al. Which

Or the natural strength of the position of AI may have made it

a temporary stronghold in the time of Joshua and here he cuote (l)

who presents that theory and that impressed me as an excellent interpretation. Well,

continuing what he says, he says, a further suggesstion is that the identification of

Ec-Tell and Al is not secure. New light may yet be shed by further excavation on this

site but meanwhile the ag of Ai is of equal embarrassment to every view of the Exodus

and cannot be integrated oresently with any Biblical or non-Biblical material, it must

be left out of the conet. He's trying to work up a theory, and he says, was the conquest

in 1400 or 1200 B.C.? Well, Garstang says Jericho was conquered in 11407 B.C. Aibright

excavated at Bethel briefly, just dug a trench in to see what he could find, but he

says that Bethel was destroyed a little before 1200 B.C. Lachish had a big destruction

Pich it
before 1200, a little one about 1/4-00. eee-beweea 1200 and 1/400? Well, what

does Al say, Al says 2000. o it doesn't throw any lh on either one, but I was

there in 1950 at Al, and I went, a group$ of three of us went, including (2 3/14-) Father

McCallahan, a Jesuit scholar who has written on archeology, he was killed in Iraq

aortly afterward, but a very able young fellow, a very interesting chap, but Isuaastr

O'Callahan, this theory which (3*) Vincente presents. I don't believe I

realized at that time Vincent had presented it. But I oresented. to him evidence from the

book of Joshua to u-ort it, as it seemd to me, and he seemd very imoressed, had never

feelingheard of such theory. His eev was well Al, don't know what to do with it, destroyed in

2000, so just something wrong wihh wtory probably. I don't think there's anything with

the story, I think the Bible is true in every detail. I think it's entirely possible

that any particular version may have been corrupted In the course of transmission, be

cause we have evidence that verses have, but when mtioned timesWiffie in the

chapter I don't think there's any error there. If it was once that they mentioned Al

there might be an error. Now this one verse, that they came out of Ai and Behhel is

the only such reference to Bethel. It could be a mistake. I would readily admit it

might be a mistake, but it certainly is more likely it isn't beause the errors in
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transmission are few, though there are errors. My guess is that the brief mention of

Bethel here calls our attention the fact of the matter, which my guess, is that what

happened was that the people of this important city of Bethel, seeing the entrance of the

Israelites, seeing them coming and hearing of their preparing to attack, their marching

around them at least, which they probably could see from some outnot on a hill, that

they went to this town of A not far from their town, and in the direction of there, and

hurriedly built a little temporary addition to Dotect them in it, strengthened the walls,

that still lay there, lay there for six or eight hundred years, and put a force in there

would then e
under command of a man king of Ai. And that his force was there as an

advance force to protect Bethel, and than then the Israelites, their observers came up

the valley to see what was in their way, they looked up and saw thewe old walls of Ai

the city that had been quite a strong city though not a large city, six or eight hundred

years before, nd they saw peoDle looking out from the toD of it, watching fob- them and

they went back and said it's just a small city, it's just a small city, two or three

thousand neopie take it, it was just a small city, but it was an outpost of a strong city,

and the men in it were strong men and they were prepared to resist attack, and when they

went up against it they were driven back, and then maybe they were driven back the men

in Aj who had been protecting it went back to Bethel and were replaced by another conting

ent. We don't know. But when they made their attack this time and they went out, Ai and

Bethel were left without anybody because they said il&re going to end this thing right

now, we drove the first attack, there's a much larger group now, we're going to end it,

drive them back and be done irith it, and they all came back, not knowing about the ambush

which took over their city and wrecked it. Now that's my guess. Now that is a guess

which, I believe, does no violence to the facts as stated here, because we read later

on Bethel had been taken but we read no account of the taking of Bethel. It does no

violence to the scripture facts as stated here, it may be true, it accounts for thir

being no archeological evidence at Pd of a settlement at this time, because men living

in it for a few weeks or months wouldn't leave enough evidence to say here's proof it

was occupied at this time. If the people occupied it for a period of a few years, we'd
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have pottery evidence of the city there at that time. So that it does no violence to

the evidence, it is a possibility, it is not proven, it is only a suggestion. Now it

is possible that there is a mistake on the identification, it is possible that there is

another lace near there somewhere that is the actual Ai, but it is quite unlikely, be

cause that area has been -pretty thoroughly eeee eamined looking for ancient sites,

a place important enough to play tbks role in the book of Joshua would surely leave more

evidence of it, enough evidence that somebody would find, it. And this isxactly the

place described, east of 3ethel, where you would see it cothing up the valley there.

Now we have time for a discussion of this now. This afternoon at 2:30 we can

discuss it if you want. I do not give it as a fact, but I give it as a theory which

reconciles the archeological data and the Biblical statements and leaves us not having

to say either one of them is false. We'll continue there...

(9) ...C, The Conquest of Canaan, and under that number The Attack on Ai. And. I had.

completed the presentation of what I had to give on Ai and there were a number who seemed

to have questions about it, and we don't kant to take much time on it because we have

much more ground to cover, but if anyone has, if there is anything that wasn't clear in

what I oresented, or any point at which you think it could well be improved, or interoreted

otherwise, why let's take just a couple of minutes for such. Mr. Jaggard? (student-9 3/u)

If people were killed at Ai? Scrioture says that hey dame out of it to chase the Israel

ites and then that behind them the ambush went into Al and burned the city, and the other

people were killed out there in the olain. There's nothing said of anybody being killed

in Al. I could say this, that ancient bones in a country with as much dampness as Pales

tine, if left on the ground or in a burnt city, do not last, they have to be pretty well

buried to have any trace, to be found at all.

I was in a class once in the Univesity of Pennsylva some years ago, in which

they asked a girl who was an anthropologist to give a discussion of the evidence from

bones in Mesopotamia and in Egypt, id she came in and. told us how in Meso-ootamia there

had been three races that came in, judging by the bones, people that bad a certain bone,

of a certain length and a certain prooortion, and, the face of the skull had come from
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the north and. another grouu had come from the east , told.. how they met and came together

and all that. And she said in Eg;t the evidence is so complicated that I just couldn't

do anything with it. She said. this is the situktion in Mesopotamia. So then they began

asking her how much evidence in Mesopotamia did whe base this on, and found out it was

five skeletons she had studied and brought this evidence about three different races in

MesoDotamaon the basis of the observation of
fti.ve

skeletons. Because in Mesopotamia

your skeletons don't last much on account of the dam-oness of the climate. Now in Egypt

it's a much dryer climate and they have thousan1s of skeletons and conseouently it's too

complicated to build. anything on. I thought it was very interesting in showing the diff

erence of the preservation of skeletah material in Mesopotamia and in Egypt. But it also

was interesting as showi how when you have enough material to prove something it's pretty

hard to prove much from skeletons.

The chances are, with all the wars and fighting there's been in Palestine, that there's

not an area as big as this room anywhere in Pa1stine that hasn't had a person killed in

it in the course of the last four thousand. years. There have been bodies all over, but

they've disintegrated and disappeared. It's only when re very carefully buried and

thus protected that you find much there. Any other question?

I did not want anyone to get the idea that I feel at all dogmatic about Ai having

been an outpost of Bethel at the time. The only evidence in the chanter to suggest this

is this statement, and from Bethel. If Ai and ethel were two distinct cities,

independ-entcities, and Ai was thus under attack, and the men of Pd thought the others were

fleeing from them and went out to pursue them, t would seem quiteikely that Bethel,

another city two miles away, would join in. The fact that they came out from Pd and

from Bethel looks to me as if were either two cities working together or else Ai was

simply an hutpost of Bethel, one or the other. Or vice versa. But of course those

words may not be in the original. "And from is the only mention of Bethel aside

from the geogracal reference in the chapter, it's a strange thing there, there's

nothing else in the chapter to explain it, and. -erhaps those words have gotten in there

by mistake, that is always possible in anythin that occurs only once in scripture. It
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is possible but not likely. The scripture has been remakabIy well preserved, and you

have no right to say something only occurs once therefore it isn't genuine,most of it is

genuine, but there are cases where errors have come in, sufficient of them that I would

not dogmatically build anything whatever on anything that occurred in only one verse of

scripture. I merely make it as a suggestion. And it is entirely possible that those

verses might be wrong there. But it also possible that there is, that the archeologists

are completely wrong and this place (lL-) at this time.

It is possible. But in view of the excavation having been made as recently as l3O, there

had been a great deal of work before that, much has been learned, and much has been proven

correct from what archeologists have done...

O.T.Historyfl. (*)

.that also seems extremely unlikely but this exactly fits the descrij7jbion of the -place,

and certainly if there was another Diace, another fortified town in that area, it would

be strange indeed if somebody didn't find it. 11 ortified towns in Palestine are usually

pretty easy to find. A tel gets a Dretty typical formation. When I'd been there only

two or three months I could look out over the contry where there several high hills and

you could see a tremendous area dad I could pick a tel here and a tel there, and a natural

rarely take for a tel, because they get a very distinct shape, and an archeol-
exlamed

ogist who has worked there for yearsl it would be very, very strange t there was another

city of this time in that area that had not been (1*) And yet, I don't

say it's iipossible. It is possible but I think extremely unlikely. And I would not be
a1 that timeat all dogmatic that Ai was/an outpost for Bethel, hastily fortified in order to be

ready for the (i-) I would not he at all dogmatic. It may not be the

case at all. But I say here is a possible interpretation which fits with that reference

to Bethel, that one verse in the charter, and I don't see much explanation for that

reference to Bethel, which fits with it, which does not do violence to the text, like

the theories of those who say Al was destroyed earlierthe story .M was put in here

800 years later , or this represents some other destruction later-!,: or those who way it's
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all a mistake for Bethel, it isn't Al in the first place. The suggestion that I make

requires no change of any simgle word in the passage, but take the passage as it is,

take the archeological evidence as known to us today as it is, it is a theory which can

be accepted and both of them accepted without having to change anything in them or to

change a single word of the text. And therefore it impresses me as an altogether possible

interpretation of what actually happened. There may be some other interretation that

is more correct, that nobody has yet found. But to me the most impatant thing is to

try to find out exactly what happened at Ai. T0 me the most important thing is to know

that I can take the Bible as it stands and. to read it and don't have to1hrow aside any

section of it, or say this ia a mistake, it was about Bethel but they got it all mixed

and said Ai, or anything like that. So I wouldn't want you to think I was dogmatic on'i

this at all, but it impresses me that it is not necessary for somebody to say, well,

archeology proves Ai was destroyed 800 years ea11ier therefore the Bible is wrong. It

impresses me as not neessary to say that, nor to say archeology says it's earlier, arhii

eology is infa±libe, (3*) but to say in the light of present knowledge, with all the

facts at present known from archeology, and. the rêcise statement of the Bible as it

stand, here is a suggestion which accepts both and doesn't hage to deny, to change any

verse of the Bible and. does not have to deny the validity of the results which are agreed

upon by all archeologists today. I certainly wouldn't be dogmath on it. Somebody comes

along and proves ten years from now the archeologists were wrong, I don't watt them to

y that L said that the Bible proves the archeologists were right. ut the Bible can

he interpreted in such a way that it fits with their present presentation of facts. Yes?

(student.3 3/1k. Dr. MacRae, are there any ways in which one tom or one city could

notify another very quickly of such an army coming upon them, and then withdrawing, and

if they should attack, in a short enouah time that an army caning from another city

would be able to be of some help? In other words, is there any evidence to show that

they used ertain types of runners or a' communication system between these two cities

or between any two cities, which would be proficient enough to unite the two so that they

could go out and do combat in a short period of time. Because if the Israelites came up

and they saw them out there and then when they saw them retreat, right away they'd rush
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out after them, well how cot1d the others tell, or the other city know that they were

withdrawing at that time and that they should come?) Well, my guess on that would like

this. My guess would be that the people of Bethel knew abott the crossing of the Jordan

and the coming of the Israelites. Then they said let's protect ourselves by a line some

distance from our tom. Here's this strong old fortification that's been abandoned for

many, many years, let's fortify it as a r'otection for us. And that they put men into

it and. had a king over that area. Then that the two or three thousand men attacked it

and were driven back. Than after tint hapned of course, Bethel would have heard all

about what iinoened. Then, naturally they'd all be excited wondering if they were dom

ing back again. Then, that when they came bak, according to the statement there, you

have here the Jordan Valley, and here are your hills and valleys which come down through

here, very uneven like that, all kinds of ridges and valleys and so on, and you have such

a line of ridges back here and. you have Al on one of the ridges out there somewhere, and.

you have various gorges in between. You have the one army cones up here at night, five

thousand men and hides in one of these galleys here somewhere in between the two. And

then to the left of Ai, not seen by the people from either one, then you have the army

you read. the main army came from the north, so they come down obably in here. They come

from the north and make an attack against Al, the men of Al come out and attack and begin

to flee and all this time the people in Bethel are u on the highest point they could find.

watching to see what hapnens, and when they see them begin to run and these peoule coming,

they say let's finish them off so we won't be attacked another time (6-)

So these armies coming u through here attacking, these armies come UD

through here and join them end they both attack. That would seem to me to be the probable
SLYS -

way that it was. Because the scripture that they were north and that would be north of

both of them. Perhaps more or less equi-distant. We don't kkow exactly, we/iave to

study the exact terrain to make a guess, but it's very rugged country, as I described,

how I walked u-a and down through those valleys, looking for it, t some, really (7)

and not finding it. T10 I came from a town down below where there was

a good trail going up, and found it easier, but had the nuisance of the oeonle of this

town. Yes? (stu,dent.7*) Yes. Dr. Albright used to waiver between the idea of a



O.T.History7. 7i 11:36.

concuest about 100, a conquest about 1200, and a mixed story which had some elements

from one conquest about 1400 and. some from another conquest about 1200, Then he conduct

ed a brief series of excavations at Bethel. nd in those excavations they merely dug

some trenches and. went down to try to get some evidence from different areas, it wasn't

a thorough and complete excavation by any means. But from it, this was about twenty

years ago, he got sufficient evidence that Bethel had been destroyed at aboit 1200 to

lead him to revise his previous theory and to adoi,t1he view that the conquest all occurred

at a little before 1200, about 1250, and. that is the view which he has held very strong

ly ever since. That doesn't prove his theory is correct but he is a very able scholar

and of course there's much evidence that's not yet found, but the interpretation of the

evidence at present in hand, he feels very strongly, points in that direction. And it

was Bethel that led him to adopt that view. But Joshua tells nothing of any conquest of

Bethel, except it says, all the men of Bethel cane out, and. then at the end of the section

when it lists the kings who were corquered, after the next great camign, it lists the

king of 3ethel, though it says nothing about the conquest, and that doesn't prove this

is a true theory, but it fits very well with it. Well, unless there's some other vital

point we'll move on to the next section here, which is number 5.

Number 5 The Ceremony at Shechem and that is a brief section whicl-4s found here

in the latter rt of chapter 8. We read. in verse 29 that the king of Ai he hanged on

a tree until eventide, and as soon as the sun was set, Joshua commanded that they should

take his carcase down and cast it at the entering of the gate of the city, and raise

thereon a great heap of stones, that remains to this day. That is, till when the hook

of Joshua was written, there wtil]. was that heap of stones. When the French excavators

excavated they tore down the heap of stones, it was among the many other heaps and they

reconize which one this one was. But then verse 30 says and Joshua built an

altar to the Lord. God of Israel in mount Ebal. And here we have an accouht of something

in verses 30 to 35 which was commanded. b Moses in the book of Deuteronomy. He told the

people there, that when they came in to the land they should go to Shechem and there at
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Shechem that they should give certain blessings and certain curses. We find, it in Dut

eronomy 27 and 28. In Deuteronomy 27, Moses said, he commanded them, after they'd gone

over Jordan, go to Mount Ebal, end to put up a monument with the law of God on it and

plaster it with platter. And on this altar there, he said, to put up the law of God and

it says in Deut. 27:8 that thou shalt write upon the stones all the words of this law

very plainly. And then it says in verses 11 and 12 that Moses charged the people that

certain tribes,
same day saying, these shall stand upon ount Gerizim to bless the peo-nle, wen-e-are

then 13, these shall stand upon mount Ebal to curse certain tribes. And then he tells

the curses and blessings which they are to give. Well, that's the command in Deut. 27

and. 28, and here we find in Joshua 8, that they did it, oshua 8:30-35.

It says, then Joshua built an altar to the Lord God of Israel in mount Ebal, as

hoses the servant of the Lordcommanded and wrote there on the stones a copy of the law of

Moses, and they read the blessings and the curses, half of them against mount Gerazim

and half of them against mount Ebal. Those are the two mounts there near the present

town of mount (11 3/Li) and is the Arabic pronunciation

of Neaoolis and any of you who've ever had greek would immediately recognize

that Neapolis means new city and that's the name that the Romans gave to this city which

ins at the place of the old Shechem. And though Shechem is not mentioned here, it is

the old Shechesh It's the place which was the headquarters of the Samaritans through

the Middle Ages, and. the Samaritans are still there to this day. And they are the two

high hills, mount Gerazim and. mount L'oal, and they pat the armor on mount Ebal, but they

have the cursings given from one of the hills and. the blessings from the other, you can

imagine how the voice would resound against those hills, back and forth, to impress on

the people's minds the law of God. Just another illustration dif the fact that God wants

us to take these ttts and drive them home to our hearts, and pt ourselves in a posi

tion where we know it, where j5 living to us, where it's real. Make it so that it

im1esses our minds. Semebe4y-&4¬

Somebody said that, why is it, he said, that when our preacher reads the Able I go
to sleep and when Orson Wells reads it I see stars? Well, the fact of the matter was
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that the minister was a man who evidently felt that reading the scripture was just a

part of the service, get up and read it. Orson Wells was a man who was trained as an

actor and to try get across the thoughts that he was reding, it it was the Bible he

wanted to get it across. And I fear that nine-tenths of us read the scrinture in such

a way that it does not into people's minds particularly. But if we look back of this

and. think about it and pray about it and learn to read the scrinture in a way that im

presses people's minds, and drives home the thoughts in it, it can be more effective

than any word that we can probably give. It is, I think, disrespectful to the Word of

God to just get up and read it off in any old way. It is not accomplishing its purpose.

Well, here they (iLk) the Word of God in ths very impressive way, to

drive it home to the hearts of the people. And so we have this description here, and

it describes here after the destruction of Aj, actually it's quite a distance from hi,

because if you go from (lL-)

Gilgal is north of Al hut then you have to go even further than that, quite a hit furth

er north to get to a valley where you can go up into the hill country and come out at

Shechem, and at She chem you have mount Ebal end mount Geraim.

O.T.History 228. *)

.then we go on to number 6 The Gibeonite Deception chapter 9. We find, in verse 3,

that the inhabitants of Gibeon, Gibeon is a town a few miles north of Jerusalem, quite

a town there to this day, town of Gibeon, up on that hilltop, north of Jerusalem. And

the inhabitants of Gibeon hears what Joshua had done to Jericho and to Al and they did

work wilily, reminds you of the wiles of the devil (1) they worked

wilily, I don't think we use the word wilily in modern English any more. In English

we say wiles. They made a trick. They made as if they were ambassadors and took old

sacks on their asses and wine bottles, and rent and bound up, and old shoes clouted

on their feet and the bread as if it was dry and mouldy, and went down to Joshua to the

cam at Gilgal, they could reach it in a few hours. But when they got there they said

we've come from a far country And the man of Israel said how do we know
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you don't live here in this area? And, they said well look at our Drovis ions, look at

how old they are, look at how our soles are worn. They said we've dome from a very far

country and, we've heard. of the wonderful things you've done and the wonders of your God,

now we want to make an alliance with you. And so we find that, though Joshua had. been

commanded to make no alliances withthe Canaanites, that they were to be wiped. out corn-

1etely, that they had. fallen deeply into sin that it was necessary that they be en

tirely removed lest the temptation of their wickedness spread. among the Israelites who

were to keep alive the haowled.ge,hf God. That ee1g the evidence of his eye, which led.

him to believe that these people were not Canaanites but came from a long distance away

that he made a league with them and swore to them that they would. have a non-aggression

pact, they would be friends, allies, and three days after they made this league, they

found out they come from right in the very center of the land of Canaan. And. they made

a triD i,iD there and th came to their city the third. day, they must have gone Dretty

slowly because it's pretty far for one, but if you move ra-oid.ly you can do it one

day. And they took three days and, found. them there and. found. where they were, and. they

some of them said., the congregation murmureda aet01 to destroy all these

people, now these should be destroyed., but the winces said. we swore to them by the Lord

God. of Israel we must not touch them. We must stand. by our oath, and. so they said, let

them live but let them be hewers of wood., drawers of water unto all the congregation,

as the princes had Dromised.. And so Joshua said, wherefore have ye beguilâd as, saying

we are very far from you, when you dwell among us Now therefore you are cursed., none

of you shall be freed. from being bondmen, and hewers of wood and. drawers of water for

the hoiof my God, and they said well, we're in your hands, do what's best in your eyes,

and. so they agreed tomake them slaves, make them servants to the nation, but allowed them

to live and. in fact Drotected them and the result was that there were five Canaanite

cities in the middle of the land, separating the north fromthe south, which made it easy

for the two sections to lose close contact with each other, to draw apart, to get sepa

rate viewpoints on things, a Eventually we find. division among them, coming un now and

then in the book of judges. We find. in the tithes of Dayid that the northerners kept
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on with the house of Saul while he was in Hebron and had the house of Judah, eventually

they were united, but only during David's and Solomon's reign, and then they split, and

they remained two separate kingdoms everl after, and thus great harm came to the eople

of Israel because of their failure to investigate before they acted. Their failure to

know what they were doing, their making the agreement with these people made under false

pretenses but yet stood by, stood faithfully by, to the Israelites in the mai;, and when

they failed to stand by it, the Lord punished them for their failure so to do. We find

over in 2 Kings 21, that there was a famine in the days of David, three years, year aer

year, and David inquired of the Lord, and the Lord said it is for Saul and for his bloody

house because he slew the Gibeonites, and the king called the Gibeonites it says in 2 Sam.

21 and said to them, (now the Gibeonites were not of the children of Israel but of the

remnant of the Amorites and the children of Israel had sworn unto them, and Saul sought

to slay them in his zeal to the children of Israel/and Judah) wherefore David said to the

Gfbeonites, what shall I do for you? and wherewith shall I make atonement, that you may

bless the inheritance of the Lord? And as a result seven of the sons of Saul had to lose

their lives here, a very sad story in chapter 21 here, of the results that came there as

a result of the non-keening of the oath which had been made long ago, which had been en

tered into rashly and yet which the Lord compelled them to maintain and obey after they

had made it. Now there are cases, I've heard it said, that a wrong i,romise is better

broken than keflt, and, there is an element of truth in that, there are DeoDle who make

very, very foolish statements, foolish promises, not knowing what they are doing, which

they should not stand by, they should (6 3/Li) op/make a revision of it.

But such eases are comparatively seldom. God wants his -oeole to be known as those whose

word is dependable and when they make a romise stand by it, even if they themselves are

injured by it. And he gave us a lesson here of the importance of standing by our word

which we have given even, even though we've given it wrongly in this instance here. So

we have these great truths brought out in this Stow first of the great error of acting

without knowing the facts, and of Droceeding to make alliances with those whom you think

it is all right to make alliance to, before making absolutely sure that it is, and that
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they are not those whom God does not want to make alliances with, but second it shows the

imDortance of not giving the word rashly or lightly but standing by it, bur pledged word

that you've given. Yes? (student.? 3/Li.) I don't know. I couldn't say. The Lord can

tell them to stand by it and enable them, but he certainly rebuked them for having made

it. Yes? (student.8*) I don't know, It's sometimes hard to regulate the amount of

deception. Of course, in this case the deceDtion is absolutely clear, there's no question

of decetion at all. And yet they did stand by it. And we certainly get the impression

in 2 Samuel that the Lord forced them to stand by the oath which they made. They made it

as a result of false reDresentation, but they should have taken a longer time and investi

gated the retresentation and known before they acted upon it. It was Doss ible for them

to do so. Though it's involved (9) and takes a little more time and being mighty sure.

(student.3*) That is a hypothetical question, I'm not sure. This is what happened.

They certainly were deceied. If you ever have a right to say I was brought into this

under false pretenses they ertainly had. Well, that is number 6, The Gibeonite Deception.

Now. number 7. The Conouest of the Southern Confederates. That's chanter 10:1-4'1.

and in that we find, that it immediately begins with the Gibeonites being that which drags

them into the first attack. Gibeon was royal city, much greater than Al, and the men

thereof were mighty and when .Adonizedec king of Jerusalem what does the name Adoni-zedec

remind you of? No, Adoni-zedec would surely rernindyou of Mechizedec. Melchizedec which

means my king is righteous, was a king of Jerusalem at the time of Abraham. Here at a

later time we find Adonizedec, which means my Lord is righteous, as the king of that

same city, and it fits together s the natural exctation that there might 'be a similar

ity of names of two kings of the same city, now there wouldn't he to be, but there

might be, and there was in this case. And so we have Adonizedec, or if you prefer to sy

Adonizedec, more like Mechiedec, but I think Monizedec is ppobably nearer the original-

that he the king of Jerusalem, the king of Hebron, the king of other cities to the south

there, hearing what the Gibeonites had done, came up and attacked Gibeon because they

had made peace with Joshua, but this was a foolish on their part to do. They should first

have sent messengers to the north, to the cities of the north, to invite them to come and
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attack too. But evidently they felt all of us together are far more than enough for

Gibeon, we will attack Gibeon and we will destroy these Gibeonite cities and we will

hold them and be in a position to resist Israelite attack and so they came to attack

Gibeon. The Gibeonites immediately sent messengers dom to Gilgal where the Israelites

were, and they said. we are attacked by this great body which is encamped here against us,

if you don't come soon we will be in a desperate plight. You have sworn to -protect us

now come and help us. And here is a case where Joshua acted quickly in an emergeny.

If Joshua had waited now the southern confederacy could have destroyed the Gibeonites,

taken over their cities, strongly entrenched themselves there, and it would have been

much more difficult for Joshua to carry on the conquest. They could have kept them, they

would be at the top of the hill country, the Israelites trying to come un, it would be

much easier fighting down hill against then than to come up. But instead, of that, the

Israelites now have an outpost right in the middle of the land through the Gibeonites,

and eo the Gibeonites are holding this great force of them but thTcan't hold them long

because it's much too large for them and the kings there figure before the Israelites

get there in any substantial force they'll have the Gibeo±tes at their mercy and be in

a good position to stand off the Israelites. B ut instead of that, we find that Joshua

when 1e heard this acted immediately, and Joshua went u-n, we find in verse , that he

fromwent up e Gilgal all night. And so when the southern confederacy thouaht they had only

the Gibeonites to fear and they were going to tQhquer them quickly, Joshua and the men

of war came up speedily through the alley. up to Gibeon, through the night, and the

next morning whenthe southern confederacy had no idea they could do that rapidly or be

anywhere near the great host of them yet, they suddenly attacked, we read, in the early

morning. See, verse 9 says that he came to them suddenly, went up from Gilgal all night,

Verse 10 says the Lord discomifted. them before Israel and slew them with a great sughter

at Gibeon, and chased them along the way that goeth up to Bethhoron, and smote them to

Azekah, and unto Makkedah. And it came to pass, as they fled from before Israel, and

were going down to Bethhoron--see, they're going u to (lLI:) going up

through the iss there, that's the ascent of that forms the top of the pass, the descent
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of that forms the hottom7tthe other side of it. S0 they came an the nas axd started

down the other side, helter skelter, withthe Israelites nursuina them, and as they went

down through the descent of Beth Moron there, the Lord cast down great stones from

heaven noon them to Axekah and they died. They were more with died with hailstones than

they whoa the children of Israel slew with the sword. And so here we have the great

victory over the southern confederacy, which was the result of the agreement with the

Gibe onites.

O.T.History 229. (*)

...and attacked with his rapid forced march at night, which resulted in the early morn

ing when they were just rather (*) being

suddenly attacked and their camp torn to pieces, and. the people were running helter-skelt

er and the Israelites pursuing them and destroyinp, them, an then the Lord, intervened

in the way of letting them be (3/L) with this hailstone and it says those

who were killed with hailstones were more than those who were destroyed with the sword.

So we have this book of Joshua which is so full of great soitual lessons, such a mar

velous book of the way Gad. used the Israelites to accomplish his Durposes, desnite their

errors, of the way he used them, blessed them, gave them the land, a wonderful book but

unfortunately the next two verses after this have gotten more attention fromthe CiTistian

world than All the rest of the book put together, at least 1±' we leave out the falling

of the walls of Jericho. And they are two of the most cryptical, difficult verses in

the whole Bible, very hard to know exactly wiat they mean. NOW the most reasonable inter

pretation of what they mean I have ever heard is one which probably none of you have

ever heard. And I will mention it to you and you will be surprised and aghast because

you probably have heard so much about these two verses. But after // I'll mention it

then we'll come back and look at these verses and look at other possiblee interpretations

of them end I certainly (1 /L)

of the interpretation I mention to you now but merely say they are two very difficult,

very difficult verses from any viewpoint. But then we read tlt those who died with
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the hailstones were more than those whom the children of Israel slew with the sword.

hisSo God workth the weather to overcome great numbers of the enemy and the southern

confederacy is pretty completely wrecked and then of course they come back and then they

meet the northern confederacy and that ends the ciest

But nor we read in verse 12, then spoke Joshua to the Lord in the day when the Lord

delivered. ur the Amotites before the children of Israel and he said in he sight of Is

rael, Sun--the Hebrew is (2 3/Lb) * be silent. Sun, be silent, upon

Gibeon. G-ibeon is of course to their east. S un, be silent upon Gibeon. We can just

see the scene there, they have come up all night up the valley from Gilgal. They have

attacked in the early morning and. they pursue them and they are running and then they

begin to see the sun show over the side of the hill, and he says, sun, be silent, be

silent, he quiet there, sun, on Gibeon to the east, and. then he looks off to the west and

he sees the moon just going down, and he says moon, thou, Moon, in the valley of Ajalon.

No verb (3k) See give these people light that

they can pursue safely. We've attacked them in the dark and pursued them and if

going to put an end to them it looks like, now don't come up and give them light that

they can see where to go and how to escane, sun, he silent, and moon, in the valley of

Ajalon, sun to the east don't come up, moon over there in the west, shine to give

them light so that they can see to get down, it would be a full moon of course if he saw

it in the west, just before sunup or just after (L4) in the morning.

And so he says be silent, and. literally, and the sun was silent, and the moon stood, the

moon stopped giving its light, the sun was silent until the peonle had. avenged. themselves

upon their enemies. Is not this written in the book of Jasher? Jasher, as you know,

literally means let's sing, it is a book of songs, it is now lost, but it was evidently

a book of songs celebrating the victory, and in this book of songs these two verses occur.

Is not this written in the book of Jasher? So the sun was silent in the midst of the

heavens and did not hurry to ,o down about a whole day. And. there was no day --now this

word to go down, litel means to come in--it did not hurry to come in. The word is

sometimes used where you see the sun and. then it comes in to the mountains, out of sight,
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it's used of the setting sun, but it's also used if I come in to a room, if I rap at

the or, you immediately say (5k) * come in. So I enter. *

come in. And the sun at night, you say the sun goes in, goes in out of sight, but this

is early morning, and here in the early morning the sun is just beginning to come over

and cat light upon them and he says, sun, be silent, and the sun didn't come in for a

whole day. That is to say they had the hailstones, hailstones coming, they had the big

sdrm. Have you ever been out on the farm, in the fall, on a bright hot day and then

the cloud comes over all of a sudden and it gets almost as black as night, and then these

áilstones begin to drop and--

We saw a man out in Montana, he was driving his horses in the farm, the hailstones,

some of them nearly as big as oranges droDDing, and his wheat there, he had this wonder-
* of I thinkfri wheat out there, and we-pe-ahe 15 m:.nutes all of his wheat was just absolutely

flat on the ground, completely wrecked. by those hailstones. Not many about as big oranges,

many about as big as your thumb. But all of a sudden in this country they come and the

work of a whole summer is just wrecked like that. Well, here we read that more people

died from the hailstones than dies fromthe sword of the children of Israel. d. the

Deople couldn't see where they were going, it was dark, and the night was cont.gg and

the sun didn't come up for about a whole day, nearly the whole day, that they were at

the mercy of the Israelites and even more of the hailstones. And so it says there was

not a day like that before or after, that the Lord hearkened to the voice of a man, for

the Lord fought for Israel.

Now it impresses me, I would not be dogmatic about it at all but it impresses me

that that is what those words (7*) Drobably mean in the context there, what they probably

mean. The thing that looks against it is that the word (7;)* the sun didn't

come in for a whole day because that is an$ idiom frecuently used to mean go in out

of sight at night, but this started in the morning, it didn't come in all night. And

of course it translates it here, sun, stand still, but the Hebrew isn't stand still, the

Hebrew is be silent, the word regularly translated be silent, or it may be cease from

whatever you're doing, Be silent from work, or be silent, cease £romwhatever
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doing. It would fit exactly with the sun starting to come up, stopping coming any furth

er with that. But the Deonle have grabbed these two verses out of contett, with no

relation to the battle, with no relation to the situation, with no relation to what mean

ing it would have, because we don't find, in scripture that God nerformed big miracles

just to do wonderful things, arouse excitement. He didn't cause polar bears to walk

around in Egypt in the time of the nlap,ues. He does not ordinarily do things that are

just bizarre and strange and queer, he does things that have a purse, they may be

things requiring power beyond what any human being wou3. ever have but they have a our

oose in the situation. Christ did his miracles, not inoly to excite astonishment but

to heal oeoole, to produce to cause same good to be done, God could work a miracle in

order to help to win the battle but in this case the hailstone and the dnrkness helped

in the complete routing of the southern confederacy. Now if instead of that a in the

morning then, the sun stotmed, coming higher in the heavens, instead of its imoly not

showing itself, it stopoed coming nyfJ and the sun stayed in that place so

that twelve hours later it began to come up and you had a day twice as long, 'm afraid

the Israelites would have been utterly exhausted by the end of that day because they'd

gone all the night before, and now if they fought all day and then had another whole day

to fight, the Lord would certainly have to work another miracle in order to give them

the strength to get through that day, and I don't see why it was necessary, the -people

were already runni anyway, and they were pursuing them and anyway the hailstones, we

read, killed more than the sword of the Israelites killed anyway. And so, to me, I do

not see the ouroose in this connection of working a great cosmic change in all the

forces of nature. Now , that's not to say but what the Lord could work such a thing if

he chose, he could nick up plar bears and cause them to walk in Egypt, if he chose,

he could cause the water to stand up just absolutely straight up in the air, f he

chose, he could say well how could G0 cause the sun to stand still, it would upset

gravity and all the buildings would fall over, well, if God could make gravity he could

interrupt the gravity for a day if he chose. If God can create the world and cause it

to go this way, he could cause it to go a different way if he chose. I have no difficulty
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in believing that God could cause the solar system to start going the other direction,

or to stol going at all and cause no results to anen from it, if he chose. But it

does not seem to me that that is at all a required interpretation of the verses. It

seems to me that it is an interpretation which doesn't take the word in quite the literal

natural sense, and more than that, it seems to me that it is an internretation which makes

a miracle which would be simply a great exhibition of force and not in any way a help,

because they got all the help they needed with the hailstones and with the darkness in

the situation. I don't see any need at this point in this one of all the battles they

had, how there would he any great help by a great cosmic miracle of that type.

that, as I say, I personally regret very much that people have sçent so much attention

on two verses which are difficult verses at the least, from any interpretation and in

stead of sending it on the many spiritual lessons, the many important things for us,

in this book of Joshua as it's written. I certainly think the Lord could do if he

chose, it's just a question what does the passage say, and. I personally do not think

that that is what this statement has said.

Now there was an instructor in military science, I think he was a liettenant in the

army, who was sent to Yale University to drill the boys there, a good many years ago,

and while he was drilling the fellows in marching and so on, at Yale University, he

set to wakk studying astronomy and he worked out a theory to prove that there is miss

ing inthe history of the sun, the length of time that it kook the sun to move this dis

tance here. I've never been able to figure what that would mean, what the sense would

be to it. I've often heard him quoted as this great professor of Yale University, but

looking into it, he was I think a lieutenant, he may have been a higher officer, sent

there to instruct them in the manual of arms, and he wrote this and all it says the

isun was over Gibeon, the moon was over, the sun was east and the moon was west (l3)

telling the

exact time or anythingt'. It is certain such evidence is not involved in it. Now a man

named a few years ago wrote a book called WORLDS IN COLLISION.

And in this book he advanced the theory that the sun used, the earth used to revolve in
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the opposite direction to what it does now. 5o the sun would rise in the west and

set inthe east. And there was a planet came near the earth and caused, the planet

Venus caused a change so that the earth stopped going to the west and started going

the direction it now is. And be wrote a 1)00k called WORLDS IN COLLISION which got g

great deal of attention and many neople think this (13 3/24) prove the

Bi is true, the dealing with this one thing particularly. He was a man who I think

was very well trained in tbe theories of education. I think that was his field, he had

a doctor's degree. Suddenly he got tremendous attention (114) when his book first came

out. After they read it, most people recognized he drdn't know positively, he (ll+*)

doesn't have any narticular knowledge in that fie:Ld, he has a lot of

theory. I don't see how the cause of the Lord is advanced by taking these verses and.

insisting on interpreting them in a way that I don't think the context calls for, and

then making a bi effort to try to prove them, and anything like that is ery difficult

to prove unless you were there at the time it bapoened. It seems very lifely that any

other proof could prove it. If God's word says it happens, you have no difficulty in

accepting it, no difficulty in believing, but I don't see how it can be proven to the

unbeliever in any event, and if it isn't what it says, I don't see how we're glorifying

the Lord any more by intereting it in that way./ Of course, there is one further word

of caution...

O1T.History 230. i)

.mistake, the thing we are to convince the world of is that the lost in sin need a

savior, Jesus Christ (s-) the one through whom they can be saved. - And after

they're saved this book is entirely dependable and reliable and glorious. Everything

it says is true and it can show them how to grow in grace and how to follow Him. That's

the thing we need to convince them of. And if somebody comes along and things, they

tell you this man is such a great Christian and thoroughly believes that Joshua made the

sun stand still, I'm not going to raise (1)




But I don't think anything's gained
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by our going out and mking it a point of argument that the sun did. stand stilt, because

I (1*) And I think that in

the end we understand God's way better if we try carefully to see wbat the Bible really

does say, rather than grab superficial interpretations and sDend a lot of time trying to

-Prove those superficial interDretations are correct. Yes? (student .1*) I think--it

says it's taken from the book of it's taken from the book of poems. It was like

if you compare the song of Deborah in Judges 5 with the story of Deborah's and. Barak's

conquest in Judges Li. One is a prose account, the other is a poetical clèhration.

This is taken from this Doetic celebration of this great victory, and. it seems to me

that what it's saying is that Joshua said oh my, now, we've got a wonderful chance to

get these people and here's the sun coming up, oh Sun, don't come up, don't come up and

make them be able to see to escane, stay back there. And then we read the hailstorm

came and, the darkness continued, I would say it continued for abbut a day. That would

be my guess, I wouldn't he dogmatic, but I just would say that I personally do not be

lieve that it teaches that od stopued the sun. What it does teah I wouldn't be dogmatic

on that point. Now the time is u again, if you have cuestions we'll have to t them

an tomorrow.

(Li) I'm going now to give you, not the assignments for today, nor for Friday, but for

next Monday. (from here to end of record (15) is the giving of the assignment.)

O.T.History 231. (*)

(assigthent continued to 1 3/Li)

Now we were speaking yesterday about the conquest of the southern nfêderacy, and

we have a very interetng chapter which tells us about this conquest with many details

given, but peocle have nicked two verses out of the middle of this chapter and they're

better known than all the rest of the book of Joshua, at least all the rest if you leave

out the conauest of Jericho. And personally I think that's a mistake because if these

two verses were meant to be the most important I think they would have been stressed in

a different ltay than they are. They're not referred to, as far as I recall, anywhere
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else in the scri'ture. They're not -out in an emnhatic -nart of the chanter, they're

rather incidental, as you come to this point they stop to quote a counle of verses from

this book, of poetry in celebrating the victory. In the case of Deborah and. Barak we

have the acount in Judges 4 of their peat victory, and then we have the beautiful poem

describing it in the next chapter. Here we have two verses quoted fromthe poem here,

and I nersonally think that these two verses are a description of the hailstorm that is

described in -orose in the verse before, but I wouldn't be dogmatic on that because very

often in poetry it is hard to be sure of the exact significance. If you have any doubt

of that statement, read Judpes 4 and get the definite history of Deborah and Barak. Then

take Judges 5 and tell me what every verse in it means. And you'll find that Judges 5

is auite easy to et the general idea of a poem of Iraise to God Ur the




vithtory in 4,

and. it even adds interesting details or our understanding of 4. But the statements in

it some of them are highly figuratie and there are instances where it's hard to be sure

nich snect of the battle it is referring to in the statement (3 3/LL)

NOW if somebody prefers to believe that these two verses mean that God caused the whole

solar system to stop for 24 hours or for a substantial nortion thereof, and all the

nlanets to stop their motion and tand where they were for that length of time, I do not

believe that that is the least bit beyond the power of God to do, I would have no diffi

culty whatever in accenting that God did that if the scripture says he did. It does not

seem to me that that is the correct interpretaon of these two verses. I don't think

the verses as they stand require it at all, more than that I don't think that the context

shows in this situation such an internretation. But I certainly don't want to be dog

matic about it because I don't think the evidence is sufficient to be clear. There may

be another interetation than the one which I suggested which is the true one instead

of the one I have given you. But if you prefer to take it that it means a cessation of

the turning around of the earth on its axis for a length of time, well, maybe it was,

but I just would recommend not being dogmatic about it because it's far from certain.

Well, the rest of the clbter is interesting details about this conquest, I don't think

we need to take the time in this class to go into hhese details. It is very important
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that we have the main strategy in mind, how first it was the Jordan Valley in the center

then it is the southern ántion, then the northern section. And this conquest of the

south continues, it took aulte a while, though the first stage of it, the first day of
b i

it was one great overwhelming victory which made a start to the conquest, but there

is described the many cities that were taken and a list is given o± the kings who were

4e
mtaken and among the king of Bethel is placed in his proper geographical situation. Al

though there's no mention of the conquest of Bethel here as there is on the other cities.

That is important but that's more important to us in connection with the natter of Al

than with this matter of number 7 here.

Then number 8 The Northern Campaign, and the kings of Canaan made that mistake

which is so common in history, so very, very common in history. Seeing an aggressor

coming, instead of uniting to drive him off they let hiem piecemeal, and, we find that

over and over and over in history, that forces which could easily have won a victory,

I don't say they could've in this case, but I say in history there are many cases, where

forces which could have easily have won4 victory if they were united have lost it because

they allowed themselves to be conquered piecemeal. And I think that aside from the matter

of the Lord's hel- that would be true in this case also, that humanly sneaking if these

Canaanites had. stood together the prohabilities of the Israelites defenc them, wouldve

been very, very slight. Somebody will say well, it would have been a far greater display

of God's power if God had caused the Israe1tes to stay over in the plain of Moab and

send a message over aking them all to surrender and then they all got ogether and stood

together and the Israelites would have had to meet them all at once instead, of fliece

meal like ths, and. then God might have had. the sun stand still and a few other things

happen all at once to cause a tremendous display of G05 power to show that he could

display All the Canaanites together at onde but that is not what happened. What happened

is that God did intervene with his marvelous rower as in the fall of the walls of ericho,

hut that he caused that Joshua should use his best intelligence he could, and that they

should move forward adcording to a reasorable plan in order to make it clear to us that

we are not to simply to expect him to walk us to the sky on flowery beds of ease and to
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cause everything just to open up before us, but that he wants to train and develop us in

character that amounts to something, and while he will give us very special help at

crucial points, it is his desire that he plan things in a reasonable way and that we

for H*M.
struggle forward against odds and ganthe victory? And so in the book of Joshua, along

that
with the wonderful display of the marvelous power of od% we a -heul4. have we also have

the evidence of & reasonable plan carried through in a reasonable way. And so we have

this strategy here and we have the land reduced now to he point where everything is in

their bands except theAiorthern area, north of Gi'oeon. And now the kings of the northern

area who, humanly sneaking, should have from the viewpoint of their own welfare, disturbed

themselves long before this to help the southern kings, or even to help the neople of

Jericho, they, now, when everything else if gone, they now bástb' themselves to do some

thing. Remember when Hitler began moving, when he took Cbekslovakia, first when he took

Austria, the powers could easily have stepped in and. stopped him. When he moved into

the Rhineland which according tb treaty was supposed to be de-militarized, they could

easily have stopped him, a force 1/20th as big as the final forces that had to oppose

him could have nut a stop$ to him with no difficulty whateer, in fact his troops were

ordered to move back from the Rhineland quickly if they saw opposition developing be

cause he knew the. couldn't resist. But as he tod the treaties one by one by one

the western powers just steDned back and let him do it, one after another until he got

stronger and stronger and. stronger and finally they had to use a huMred times the power

to overcome that they could've earlier. And it's exactly the same situation today with

the Communis. We let them grab one thing after another, one after another, and if we

ever do keep them from destroying us it will require many times the effort that it would

have to hae done the sensible thing and finished the thing up ten years ago. But the

ixthts case of course, right is one the side here in the Bible of the aggëssor. There's

a common idea today that the worst thing in the world is aggressive war. And we would

never fight a preventive war, said by our leaders in Washington over and over.

We would never fight a preventive war. If somebody else attacks us then we ll fight,

notbut they can do anything they want to until they attack us, and we will do and
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id. cU1 Otis
of course it's a perfectly sill ical attitude. If war is ever right, it is

r5ht for a urinci1e not just because somebody else attacks you personally. And if

there isn't a real reason to fight, there should't be fight even if they did slap us.

We should take the slap if there's not a princile. And if there is a rinciple in

volved. we should fiht over the principle, not wait for them to slap first. But the,

if anybody told that it is a Biblical principle, it is of course the teaching of modern

ists today which takes the Biblical teaching of the sacredness of humak life, which God

has established, which is not recogflized by any other religion except Christianity, un

less you take Buddhism which carries that to the extreme of even thinking of the flies

and the insects being sadd$ and mustHt be injured, but aside from that, the re

ligions do not recognize human life as sacred and are very, very callous about their

treatment of human life, and Christianity teaches a care or human life, thou shalt not

murder is a command that we have which has not been observed by other religions. And

that being the case it is the right thing to take in its true nerspective. Of course,

the modernists carry it to extremes, make a religion out of it, leaving the/other things

of Christianity out and develop their pacifistic theories and one mart of it is this,

we will not fight unless we are attacked. And of course it's utter nonsense. But it is

the stand which they are stressing and which is having a tremendous influence upon our

leaders in Washington. Now if anybody is to say that that is a Biblical primip1e, all

they hae to do is to look at the book of Joshua in order to see that it is a ridiculous

thing, that it is not scrisiral teaching. There was a principle involved here, the

Canaanites have sunk into such wickedness and degradation that it *as God's will to wipe

them off the face of the earth. There was a principle involved. And God. was giving

that land to the Israelites and ordering them to take it. And under the circumstances

they moved forward to take it. The people of Jericho didNt o that of course, they just

got behind their walls and stayed there and hoped to be safe. It was not that they

were attacked but that there was a principle involved and they proceeded to act upon it.

So we find here that the northern, peonle of the northern part of the land, who had sat

back and hoped that the thing would blow over, and hope that maybe the Israel itesaving

conquered the rest of the land, they might be willing to live in peaceful co-existence
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with them, now at last s'aw that was impossible, and gathered themselves together and

0 now
Joshua attacked them. we have in chapter 11, verses 1 to 20, we have number 8,

The Northern Campaign. Yes7' (stud.snt.lLi. Something just came to mind about this. Now

in Canaan, we are not told, but are there not some who would he innocent, such as the

Russian people, a lot of the Russian neole are innocent in effect, thereby if we fought

it as an aggressor nation--) The Russian people have had for se centuries the influ

ence of the form of Christianity, very corrupt and degenerate, but nevertheless a form,

and there has been an influence on character and (iL) whicIhe Canaan

ites did not have. And. is my personal 0-pinion that the Russians as a people are about

as hice a people as you'll find anywhere. I don't think there's anything wrong with the

Russians as a -oeoDle but I think there's a gang of thugs that's hurting them and controll

ing and using them for its purposes, and I think it's an awful shame to have to kill any

of the Russian people in order to get at the thugs but it's exactly the situation they

had in Germany, who are among the finest people on/the fact of the earth, who fell into

the control of a gang of thugs and it is easier for a nice people to gall into the con

trol of a gang of thugs than for a people that isn't nice, as a matter of fact. It is

easier. If they sit back and surrender they can be forced into line and use to form a

instrument of terrible wickedness...

0.T.History 232. (i-)

.yes? (student. resons1bilities for relaxing in any tense situation

doesn't that bring on its proper retribution. I mean the people relax into a situation

and become part of it, don't they come a responsibility for the whole thing themselves?)

Yes. Yes? (student.3/L) (record not clear to l--) Some think maybe they'll get it.

It's bad enough. It's plenty bad but it's not auite that bad. (stu-

dent.i--) I'm not sure. Maybe all we've got. Well, we hone we don't have it. We

could've prevented it. But the northern camnaign here, if read what the Israel-

faceites had to you will almost feel that this is he greatest thing they ever had to

face. In chapter 10 we found that there was a great force that came against the Gibeon_

ites, but the southern force is not described as anything like as great as this northern
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force. Read what it says in verse L of chapter 11. They went out, they and all their

hosts with them, much people, even as the sand that is upon the seashore in multitude,

with horses andchariots very many. As the sand on the seashore in multitude. The people

of Jericho weren't in that category, the people of Ai weren't inthat category. The

southern confederacy was not in that category. These forces that the Israelites had been

meeting had been growing in trength and in intensity. And that is true in the Christian

life, a person, God is apt to give us situations to meet within our strength to meet,

or at least our strength increased by his enablement, but he's apt to give us more diffi

cult situations as we become more advanced in our Christian life and more able to take

them on. And so each situation that the Israelites met was larger than the one before

and this is the largest yet of all. As the sand of the seashore for multitude, this

tremendous force that met the people. But God said to him that, don't be afraid of them,

that tomorrow about this time I will deliver them all up to you. And so Joshua came and

Joshua met them and Joshua overcame them. There is no account in this chapter of any

miraculous intervention of the Lord and this chapter has received less attention than

most of the chapters of Joshua but actually the ictory which he gained was the greatest

victory in the whole book, because the force that he opposed was the greatest force that

he met anywhere in the book. But God gage him the complete victory over them. And so

the northern confederacy being overcome the whole land lay before them, but it was a

tremendous land for a people of this size, and they did not have the garrisons and their

forces or the training or the knowledge to immediately take it over and occupy it and

hold it, and so mny, many people who had fled to the hills came back and reestablished

themselves in these ities and much of the land had to be cnquered over again. But

that we look at later. The Northern Campaign, we won't go into detail (L 3/L4.)

we've already noticed aboutj it, and then that's number 8.

Number 9 Summary of the Conquest And this is chapter 11:21-12:24. it describes

the summary of the conquest. And its very interesting though to note how in%thls

summary, in verse 23 of chapter 11, says, so Joshua took the whole land according to

all that the Lord said, unto Moses. Joshua took the whole land. Verse 22 says there
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was none of the Anakims left in the land. of the children of Israel: only in Gaza, in

Gath, and in Ashdod, there remained. Leave off the last half of the verse and it seems

that every single one had. vanished, but then it says only in Gaza, Gath and. Asiwiod there

remained.. Well, now you take this statement here in verse 2, Joshua took the whole land,

end then you look over to chapter 13 verse 1 and what does the Lord say? Now Joshua was

old and stricken in years and the Lord said to him, Thou art old. and stricken in years, and

there remains yet very much land to be possessed. Who sats there's no contradiction in

the Bible? Here are two verses a chanter and a half anart, one says that all the land was

conquered, the next says that there remained yet very much land to be -eoseessed. This is

the ianc that yet remained, and then he goes on to describe areas which remained. The

fact of the matter is that we have to recognize that statements n the Bible as anywhere

else have to be taken for their significance rather than taking them 1iord by word an

extremely litral interpretation of each word. You have to get their significance each

time. This was a tremendous victory of Joshua's which overcame these mighty forces ooosed

to the Israelites, which broke the backbone of the power of the Canaanites and laid.

the whole land. prostrate before them. But there were outlying sections, some of them

very imnortant which Joshua's force didn't get into at all. And there were many sections

in the midst of the land. which the Israelites, the senarate tribes had to overcome and-

4




n some of these it took them a couple of hundred years to do it. So there was a long,

the actual conquest/1 great deal left, but the big main affected portion of it was

done, end with that understanding there is no contradiction between the two statements,

but take each of them by itself and. it would. rule the other out. And. tht is true often

with doctrine in scrioture. The Lord takes one side of a doctrine and he stresses it,

and he sneaks in such language that you'd almost thing, Paul says we are saved by faith

without any works of the law, end James says we are not saved. by faith alone, he says

that faith without works is dead. Show me your weke ith without your works, I'll show

you my faith b my works. And each of them is stressing a vital truth, and the fact is

there's no contradiction between them if you understand correctly what they say. But

verbally there is a contradiction, there is an an-narent contradiction if you tahe the Bibte



O.ni1.History 232. (8k) 1157.

as a set of mathematical formulas, each of which can be pulled. out from the rest and

taken alone and looked, at and. (8-) the extreme significance of each word

alone. but if you. take them as a presentation of God. 's truth, stressing various aspects

of it, and each to he interëted in the light of the other there is no honthradiction.

Well, so nnch then for the summary of the onouest, at the details of which we will not

look here. It lists the kings at the end, you notice, the kings whom they have taken,

and then we have section D, The Division of the Land. chapters 13 to 22. Almost as much

material as WCtV already looked at. And. the division of the land, if you read. it care

fully is not something which the Lord simnly gave to them and had it all fixed and. set

and here it is. But he gave them some -principles to use and. they proceeded to aDpl:T the

principles and. in the apulication of the pr5n&iples there were certain things they did.

which later had to be revised. and changed. First he asigned the material in Transjordan,

the two and a half tribes over there, that had already been clone. But now it is repeat

ed as a oart of the general distribution of the nd. They've been given that land, by

Moses, now it is stated again and they, the area of it s listeclr. The two and a half

tribes, that is the tribe of Reuben, Gad and half the tribe ofManassah, which had. the

territory across the Jordan. And. then we have the children of .Judah in chanter 14. The

children of Judah coming to Joshua in Gilgal, and they ask for a certain -Part of the

land which Caleb had spied. out when he'd been up to Kadesh Barnea forty years before.

And. Joshua grees to give them this section of the land. And so this section is given

to Caleb and to the neople of Judah and then in chanter 15 we have the division given

to Julah. And it describes the southern portion of the land. that was given to the ttbe

of Judah, and so the tribe of Jud.ah gets this large section, the setthern portion of the

and there and then later on we find, that the section they have is too big for them. And

they take the southern part of it and. they give it to the t±±be of Simeon. And so they

give them a section out of what they had already given to Judah. You find that mentioned

in chapter 19:9. Out of the portion of the children of Jud.ah was the inheritance of the

children of Simeon, for the part of the children of Judah was too mch for them: there

fore the children of Simeon lad their inheritance within the inheritance of the people of
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Jndah. The system of dividing up the land is not a thiun that came down from God ready

made, but it is like most things in our lives, it is, we have the Drinc5Lples and we have

to anly them and when e find it doesn't fit this way we regulate it that way and. we

change it and try to apply the Lord's principles. And so they found Judah had too much,

they took part of it and they gave it to Simeon. And we must, in everything we do in

life, we must have established orincinles we can't switch too easily. Peole come to

ljk that
me and say I think we should change this about our time of classes or something eI&

ild SO
on, and I say I'xs tremendously interested in all the suggestions that anyone has

to make, but we have to make our definite plans at the beginning of the term and carry

them through the semester, we can't be changing back and. forth up and down turing the

semester, but the situation established for one semester does not necessaIly run into

another. T. have to use the experience gained in one semester in making your plans for

the next and try to make it better. Now there are some times when peole will make a lan

and they think they've got to stick to it (12 3/L.)

We must not go to one extreme or the other, d.oi all of oactivities for the Lord.

To keep a certain stability you have to have it. If you have, are too ready to change,

we have no order, no (l3) but to be watching for means of im-

provement and. making from time to time such improvements as are necessary, and anything

you do you will find that your changes will move this way and that way, that you'll decide

to go that way and you'll go too far and then you have to back up and then you may back

up a little too far, hut eventually you may find the correct situation.

And we should. learn a lot about methods from this account of the division fthe

tribes. The children of Ju.dah were the largest tribe, they had Caleb who was one of the

two faithful spies, and they gave the section he asked, but they gave too big a section,

and then they didn't soy well we've given it to Judah, there's nothing we can do about it.

They'd given him too big a section, they gook a part of it out now and they gave it to

Simeon, but Judah would not be the largest tribe if it were not that Joseoh had been

divided into two tribes. Joseph would he the largest tribe probably otherwise. But

Joseph had been given two tribes, two sons, and each of them had a very large section,
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and. conseau.ently if you look on the map of tie tribal boundaries over in ransjordan

you will find the tribe of Reuben and the tribe of Gad and then the half tribe of Manassah

almost larger than either of the other two whole tribes, because 4anassah was a larger

tribe. And they had. a large area of Trans jordan , half the s4e tribe, as the other half

is over onthe other side. So now after he took up Judah, then he took up Joseph, chanter

18. And after Judah was taken thenJoseph came and Joseph is two tribes, Ephraim and

Manas sab.

O.T.History 233. (*)

...here it names Manassah first, we don't usually name Manassah first, Manassah was the

oldest but Ephraim was the most imortant so it was usually Ephrairn first. And. they were

given territory and then after they were given their territory and Judah the territory,

then they give Benjamin the territory between the two. That's in chapter 18. Benjamin

comes between, then they put Sineon to the south in the nrt of Judah, and then they

gave Dan a territory which was west of Benjamin, between Judah and Ephraim, and we find

in chapter l9:L7 that the area of the children of Dan was too small for them, so we find

the children of Dan given the territory between Judah and Ephraim, migrating eventually

to the north and taking a territory way up in the north, so here is a change which was not

part (li-)

One other verse I should call your attention to here in this section is the, telling

about the tribe of Judah in chapter 15:63, As for the Jebusites the inhabitants of Jeru

salem, the children of Judah could not drive them out: but the Jebusites dwell with the

childreh of Judah at Jerusalem unto thd day. What does that prove about the authorship

of the book of Joshua? that one statem'nt. It proves it was written before the time of

David, because David drove the Jebusithes out, David conquered Jerusalem, but all through

the time from Joshua to David., Jerusalem '4h1ch had been one of the ±e movers in the

original attack o± the ten tribes, I mean of the southern confederacy, in the time of

Joshua, Jerusalem was left in the hands of the Jebusites a great fortress right in the

middle of the territory (2-b) and it had a
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good deal with allowing the northern section and the southern to develop separate individ

ualities which eventually led to the division of the kingdom. It was a great mistake.

Jerusalem had been conquered but the eou1e had come back and reestablished themselves.

And Joshua should have reduced Jerusalem and nut a garrison in it and held it, it was a

great mistake on his rnrt, and that mistake brought serious controversy to Israel. Yes?

(student.3*) It does, doesn't it? We are not told who wrote it. It is the book about

Joshua. I don't think it says anywhere in it that it is the bock by Joshua. But it was

written at least before the time of David. And I would say that most (3k)

would seem

to be sometime after Joshua That was chapter

15, verse 63. Of course that nhrase, unto ths day, doesn't mean too far along because

back in Deuteronomy it tells how 0g king of Bashan had an iron bedstead which was so

large that it says you could see unto this day. And the critics take that as a nroof

that Moses didn't write it. But it doesn't seem to me that ±t is because they have con

quered it maybe a year before and Mses says there it is, youo and see and it reminds you

of our conauest year ago, and 4-ee& unto this day, ithstill there and. it will

continue to he for tome time to come. So it OeSn't necessarily mean a long time but it

does at least mean a certain time. it Drobably means (L4'')

Yes? (student.L-) During the time of Joshua, Caleb came to him and asked for the south

ern area, and we read h chapter lL how Caleb conquered H&bron, we read that in chapter 1)4..

The name of Hebron thefore as Kirjath-arba, but Ca1eb conquered it. Now tile chilrden

of Judah conquered Hebron but it says they were unable to drive out the Jebusites from

Jerusalem. Well now, that may have been in the lifetime of Joshua that they did not

drive them out, but after the death of Joshua they kept on leaving them in there. Now

it may be that after the conquest Johsua lived a number of years, bh Bible doesn't tell

us how long he lived but it certainly doesn't imply that he died right afterward. And

one place in the chnonology where we don't know, but I hone you'll al notice *a

in rour list . . .e-ved, tflat there may be a period of years in between, and it may be that this is not

after the death of Joshua but that it is bit of time after the conquest. But it might
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be after his death, we don't know. Yes? (student. 3/L.) Oh, you mean could not this

statement, the Jebusites dwell with the children of Judah,unto this day had been inserted

later? The rest of it.. (studfint.6*) Yes, I would say that it is ntirely possible

that there are places in the histo?ical books where a sentence or a nart of a sentence

is inserted somewhat later, being true, is equally insired of God. It is entirely poss

ible bust as the account of Moses' death ras written later, but I don't think there's

any great number of places like that. I think the number is comparatively few, so I

don't think we can he dogmatic that they are, I think in most cases it's actually part

of the book because I think we have the integrity of the books, and they are God's word

and in the main as originally given and what chang may have been int&uced like that

by others who were also inspired would be minimum rather than maximum. So that this

might have been inserted later but I don't say that it must have been, and I incline to

feel that if it's not absolutely necessary to think that it was, it's better to think

that most likely it's part of the book, but we can't be sure.

Well, you could look into the Division here for method and spend quite a bit of time

on it. If we had three years in this course instead of one I would certainly do it, If

you're studying Palestinian geography this section is one of the most imortant sections

of the book, There is no section of the Bible more imortant to ae4a archeology

thn chapters 13 to 42 of Joshua, because it lists the cities and the borders of the

different tribes, and tells the names of these places and how they lay in relation to

one another, and so on, it's tremendously important for archeologists, but we wont take

time to go into that, that would take a month or two to really go into it satisfactorily,

but it's good that you be aware of its presence and of its importance.

I think we should also note chapter 18:1. Chapter 18:1 should be noticed, that the

whole dongregation of the children of Israel assembled at Shiloh and set up the taber

nacle there. 'hat was the place whe they took the tabernacle for its final resting

nlace, was Shiloh. A Shiloh during the Period of the jUdges, during most of it, until

Shiloh was destroyed, it the nlace where the tabernacle is, and that's a very important

historical fact to be arare of. And that's brought out in chanter 18, verse 1. Very



O.T.Eistory 23. 8 3/Li) 1162.

important fact is the tabernacle in Shiloh. l'/iz{

I knew a man who was very anxious, he was a Dane, a very fine Christian man, very

anxious to excavate the tabernae and he dig at Sh±loh, I visited when he was excavat

ing there, and he had another very fine archeologist who wasn't so interested in the

Bible but who was a very find archeologist working with him, and they had some funds

from Denmark, largely given through the other man who was connected with aseum there,

evideand. they began excavating, looking for evepyMingof the original tabernaèe which was

destroyed by the Philistines. And as they began to dig there they dug a while and. then

they came to the remains of a Byzantium church, and of ceurse it may be that why the

church was nut there was that is was the nlace where the tabernacle was, we don't know,

but anyway this had a beautiful mosaic floor and this man wasn't the least bit inter

ested in the Byzantine history or Byzantine churches or mosaic floors in Byzantine church

es, but the only way he could get at what was underneath was to take this up bit by bit

and Dhotograh it and chart it and make it clear so that it would be available for

students of Byzantine history, and they worked for weeks on it, greatly disappointed in

having to put all their time and energy and money on it, and then just as they got that

finished, the other archeologist died and the excavation had to be discontinued, so we

never have learned yet whather it was the place wherethe Bible says the tabernacles,

the lace at Shiloh. It would be very interesting to find out, but it's one of the

hazards of archeology, looking for something and you find something else and you're not

interested input you have to deal fairly and examine the other thing and deal with it

properly unless you want to leave it for someone else to recognize, but yo cannot just

dig it un. The earliest archeologists did that, they were interested in one thing, and

they would just dig off what was left, throw it out and get kid of it, but that we con

sider vandalism and no honorable person would do that today. Well, we have to stop

now. We've/had auestions at the end of each hour, can youiiold them tthl the beginning of...

(ll-) ...that way. If God's purDose was, if his primary purpose was to establish a

div* 'Q
kingdom with certain + en&, he would give them exactly. But that's not his primary

purpose, his Drimary purpose is to train people, it is to develop human beings, and
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conseouently he does not take us off to heaven where we would be in a perfect environ

ment to accomplish things exactly as he wants, he leaves us in a world of sin, and in

this world of sin leads us to his will as best we can, and we could. do it far better

if e simply pressed a button and did. it himself, but we would not get the development

he wants us to have. Consequently everything
1

is partly good and partly bad, there

is nothing human that is one hundred per cent good. And here in connection with the

division we have an excellent illustration of this. God laid down certain principles,

but he left to these men the apolication of the -principles. Of course there was one

very serious error which had been made. That wà making the treaty with the Gibeon

ites. That led. a space right in the very middle of Canaan which was occupied by these

foreigners, it nude a break between the two parts of the kingdom and contributed very

strongly to the division of it into two kingdoms in later years. That was a very serious

break.

Then Judah as the largest tribe was first given its territory and given a large

territory south of the Gi'oeonites. But they fuid the territory was too big for/ them

so they gave Simeon a setion out of Ju.ah and. then the section that Simeon had proved

to be a very unsatisfactory section and so the prediction of Jacob as fulfilled. They

were scattered through the land. of Israel and lost their identity as a tribe in (l3-)

and so that southern area was simply Judah, it was not particularly

Simeon. When we have the kingdom divided, Judah is to the sotth and then there is a

northern tribe, and. although Simeonis territory is to the Bouth, it is not counted as

part of the sathern kingdom. Then Joseph was given us, and Jose-oh of enurse is two

tribes, Manassah and Ephraim, and these are north of the Gibeonites. And then Dan is

given a section, just west of Benjamin, but Dan's section is in comparatively powerful

Canaanjte territory and the Danites find themselves unable to master it, and so they

migrate almost wholly, way up there to the very north of the land. And so neither 5imeon

nor Dan occupies to any extent the territory given them in this division. The rest of

the tribes follow -pretty closely the lines given, but Simeon and Dan do not.
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Dan mostly migrated north to a place very far north, the furthest they could get from

the section he'd given them. Now you're familiar, most of you, with the fact, that

two and a half tribes had territory across the Jordan. They had been given that terri

tory, but they had, the military men had to come, all men able to bear arms, to come to

help conquer Canaan. I suppose they left a little group over there (3/14)

but most of them had to come in the conquest.

And. so the division was made while these men were still with them, and then in chapter

22 we find a section which tells how these people from Transjordan went back home again.

And when they went back home, we have a very interesting event that occurred. This chapter

22 is one of the least known chapters in the Bible, very few people know anything about

it, hapter 22 of Joshua. I think if more people were familiar with chapter 22 of Joshua

i would not be quite as easy for the critics to lead peoDle astray as it is. Because

many a young san goes to college, or goes to Seminary, from a Christian background, know

all about the story of the conquest of Jericho, but never having the slightest recollect

ion of the events described in Joshua 22. I I didn't have myself. And, many a

young man thrown in that situation, and gets into a class in which he is told that the

book of Deuteronomy was written at the time of Josiah by the Israelite, the Jerusalem

Driesthood, in order to centralte worship at Jerusalem, and to get a bigger income

for themselves that way, and a mighty big argument can be made for this by the critics.

And having made this argument they go on to say that this idea of one place to worshiD

is unknown for the time of Josiah. That's a new thing in Josiah' s time. There was no

such thing as one place where they mast worship before. Now the book of Deuteronomy

does not mention Jerusalem as the ulace to worshi-n, Jerusalem was the place to worshiD,

everybody knew at the time of Josiah. But Jerusalem had only become the place to

worshio in the tithe of Solomon. Perha-)s of David.. But previous to that Jerusalem had

been a heathen city and Shiloh or a long time was the place to worshin, the one place.

1ow they say Shiloh was way back in t1e time, the dark times of early days, we don't

- know much about it and it's a fact we don't know much about it. Jeremiah speaks of

the terrible destruction of Shiloh and the book of Judges and Samuel neveinention the
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destruction. Jeremiah speaks as if everybody knew all about it. Well, it isn't mention

ed as an effectivc city after the time of Eli and so iujte a reasonable assumption

that eremiah is s-seakind truth, but it isn' mentioned in this early (3 3/L)

which simly means it is a dark period of the history of that period, we don't know a

great deal about it. So the critics say, this idea of centralization of worship at

Shiloh is urely mythical, we have no evidence on it, we know it was centralized in

Jerusalem, but this ceme about gradually on account of the imDortance of the Davidic

kingshiD, and eventually the book of Deuteronomy was written in order to centralze all

worshiD in Jerusalem.

Now if a student went into a class and heard a professor say that and was familiar

with Joshus 22, he would not he nearly as re.dy to accept the theory as he is if he has

no knowledge, because Joshua 22 tells/as how the people of the two and a half tribes,

Reuben, Gad, and half of Manassah, fter their conquest was over and the land was divided,

how they dearted, it tells us in verse Q and. they went over, to go into the land of

Gilead, to the land of their possession, and when they came to the borders of Jordan,

there in the land of Canaan, the children of Reuben and the children of Gad and. the half

tribe of Manassah built there an altar by Jordan, a brick altar. Well, this fits of

course, doesn't it, with the c±itcs' idea. That they did not sacrifice just this one

place, like the hook of Deuteronomy commands, but that this command was not even given

till the time of Josiah because here we have right in the time of Joshua, when if there

was any one place to worship, it wasn't Jerusalem at all, it was Shlloh, right at that

time we have these two and a half tribes building a big altar over there by the Jordan.

dosi't it? S pThat fits with the critics theory, we read on, what happens? Verse 11,

they built (5 3/L.) and verse 12 says when the children of

Israel heard of it the whole congregation of the children of Israel gathered themselves

together at Shlloh, to go up to war against them .. Why did they want to go to war

against them? After all, if they could have various altars in various laces what.

was the harm in building a great altar there? So they went u to go to war against

this two and, a half tribes that had, just been helping them conquering Canaan.
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And the children of Israel seth to the children of Reuben and the children f:f and

tc the half tribe of Manassah into the land of Gilead, Phinehas the son of Eleazar the

priest, and with him ten princes, of each chief house a Drince throughout all the tribes

- they came to . . .of Israel: and eae-ee the chiluren of Reuben and the hi1aren O Gad and to the half

tribe of Manasseh, and they said, thua saith the whole congregation of the Lord, What

tresnass is this that ye have committed against the God of Israel, to turn away this day

from following the Lord, in that you have builded you an altar, that you might rebel this

day against the Lord

Well, if the command to have only one altar wasn't given till the time of Josiah, how

could these people of Joshua's danow about it? To talk this way to Reuben, Gad and Man

asseh for building their great altar? Is the iniquity of Peor too little for us, from

which we are not cleansed until this day, although there was a plague in the congregation

of the Lord, that ye must turn away this day from following the Lord? and it will be,

seeing ye rebel to day against the Lord, that tomorrow he will he wroth with the whole

congregation. They say in the end of verse 19, rebel not against the Lord, nor rebel

against us, in building you an altar in addition to the altar of the Lord our God. Did

not Achan the son o Zerah commit a tresiss in the accursed thing, end wrath fall on

all the congregation of Israel? So here we have what fits with the critical theory,

that the; had many altars, that Reuben, Gad and Man&sseh built another altar, instead of

sacrificing at Shiloh but then we have what albsolntely denies the critical theory, that

the rest of the Israelites immediately DreDare to make war on them, they're so determined

it shall not go through and they send to them the son of the high priest, to go over

there to ask them not to do this terrible thing, because the altar of the Lord their God

is at 5hiloh and. they should not have another altar of the Lord..

And, then we see what the children of Reuben, and Gad , and the half tribe of Manasseh

did about this, verse 22 tells us what they said. They said the Lord God of gods, the

Lord God of gods knows and Israel shall know, whether we are in rebellion or in trans

gression against the Lord, and whether that's why we built an altar to turn from follow

ing the Lord, or if whether it was to offer offerings thereon, let the Lord himself
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require it. They say let the Lord see if we've clone the terrible thing you think we

have and let him judge. Because, they say in verse 26, we said, Let us now prepare to ).

build, us an altar, not for burntoffering, nor for sacrifice, but that it may be a wit

ness between us and you and our generations ter us, that we iight do the service of

the Lord. before him with our 'burnt offerings,and with our sacrifices, and with our -oeace

offerings that your children may not say to our children in time to come, ye have no

part in the Lord. Therefore said we, it shall he when they so say to us, that we may

say again, behold. the Dattern of the altar of the Lord, which our fathers made, not for

burnt offerings nor for sacrifices, but it is a witness between us and you. God. forbid

that we should rebel against the Lord. and turn this clay from folling the Lord, to build

an altar for 'burnt offerings, for meat offerings or for sacrifices, in addition to the

altar of the Lord. our God that is 'before his tabernacle.

Well, here then we have the situation that The people are incensed against this,

and Reuben, Gad. end Manasseh say we didn't think of going what you're accusing us of

doing at all, we had. an entirely different purpose in mind, it's only, a memorial, it's

only for a witness, it's not a place to sacrifice, we have no thought of breang the

command of God. there. So they wouldn't talk that way if they didn't know it was God's

command there he one place to sacrifice. The children of Israel wouldn't go to attack
that

them, they wouldn't give this defense-4 they never dreamed of such a thing as defying

the Lord in this way if it had not been known then that it was the Lord's command. 8o

anybody who is aware of Joshua 22, and hears the theories about Deuteronomy, immediately

says, well now that contradicts Joshua. Joshua shows Deuteronomy was already known.

Of course, the critics have a very, very easy way to get around it. For them it is

very simple. They have said that because Denteronomy requires only one altar, it must

be the time of Josiah when they say the command was given. Now you say yes, but Joshua

22 proves they already had that, that command. Well, they say, Joshua 22 must have been

written in the time of Josiah also. So that's what they agree on, that Joshua 22 must
be later--also --and of course you can prove that anything is late if you pit

everything forward that way. You can prove that George Washington never existed, if
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you take everything that was written that mentions his name and say it wasn't written

till the year 2,000 AD. If you do that why you can prove there never was any George

Washington. But we have enough different thins referring to George Washington from an

early tide to be pretty good evidence that he did exist at that time, and is not a figure

of later imagination. And here if it's just a matter of Deuteronomy well then the

critics can make an argument. But then when, in addition to that, they have to take

Joshua 22 and push it forward, it weakens the argument because the argunt has to

account for so many more things. Somebody comes along and says I don't believe that

George Washington ever cut down a cherry tree. Well, you say what's the evidence. And.

if we find, that the first evidence of such a thing is forty years after his time, when

Parson Weems wrote the story in his book of fables for 6hildren, if we find that and if

we can't find any earlier mention of it, we say we don't mow, maybe it is just a story

that somebody made up in order to roint a moral, it didn't really happen. But if we

would come across a letter written by George Washington's father to his cousin in Eng

land telling him about what the boy had done, if we would come across that and there

would be evidence of the genuine letter, if we would have a history book written at say

1880 which told, 1780 something like that, we would have a situation that would be very
Il

difficult to deny.

Now Joshua we have no ether evidence from that early period. So Joshua is late too

if you want. But the more things you have to say that about, the weaker your argument

becomes. So I would think that a person who is going to meet the critical argument ought

to be familiar with this fact, that this occurs. And I think it is very unfortunate

that in our Christian schools, our Sunday Schools, our churches, instead of obeying t1

Lord's command to study all his word, weXen Jericho and Ai and two or three things

like that and talked about them a great deal and utterly neglected this part which would

have prepared people not to be so read:' to swallow the critics' theory. Well, so much

then for our present historical purpose with this chapter 22. The altar which they put
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up, which they set there for a witness not a place to sacrifice, and the others accepted.
it if

that, there was nothing wrong with that is what it was for. But at first sight it

appeared to be a contravention of God's commands, and. the others immediately prepared to

make war, and how ready we are to do that. How ready we are to prepare to attack other

believers before we have investigated fully their action and found out whether they

really are in defiance of the Lord or not. We will find, people who are doing that which

is very, very harmful to the Lord's work which you have (lLi. 3/14) to find

the evidence. And you will find those who at first sight seem to be quite contrary to

our attitude who, on investigation, are found to be dètng the same thing we are but in

other terminology.

O.T.History 235-

.

(i.)

they sent the priest to investigate and. he brought back the record and they were all

well satisfied (i) It's a lot easier to shoot first

and make innutries later, but the wise thing is tftiake inouir&e first and when you're

sure then move forward with vigor to accomplish your purpose. 6o much then for D, the

Division of the Land.

Then B Joshua's Last Days and Joshua's Last Dais then is chapters 23 and 2.

And here we find that Joshua had leg these people into the land, had conquered the land

for them under the Lord's direction, with the Lord's help. They have got what God has

promised, and yet Joshua is not satisfied. Chapter 23 begins, And it came to oass a

long time after the Lord had given rest to Israel from all their enemies round about,

that Joshua waxed old and. stricken in age. And Joshua called The all Israel and their

elders, and said to them I am old and stricken in age. Now did this happen--if the con

auest was in 14.00 B.C.__di this happen in 1399? Can we daèe this 1399, when Joshua

called for the people? How many would. think that we could? I'm saying we don't know the

date, but supposing the conquest was in 14.Ofl, supposing that was when the land was di

vided among/the 'oeople who had conquered it, then we read in chapter 23:2, Joshua called

for all Israel and their elders and their heads and their judges and he gave them 14 Iv
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address, was this in the year 1399 if the conquest was finished in 1400? Would that be

a fair estimate of the date? How mahy think it would not be? 7 or 8. How many could

give a reason why it's not? How many were listening when I read verse 1? Verse 1 says

it came to pass a long time after the Lord had given rest, a long time after itays.

Now I gave you in your assignment which was to be turned in for today, by this noon, an

assignment which had two parts in it but the first tart, chronological partI can't poss

ibly accept late because we have to discuss it now in preparation for today's discussion.

The second part, if it is not in yet, we will simply take off for each day's lateness.

The first part we discuss now, so we just can give you a zero on that, we can do nothing

else because it is a basis for discussion, but in that first art of it I asked you to

look u chronological statements in Numbers 2:13 and you should have found in that the

statement that the Lord's anger was kindled against Israel and he made them to wander in

the wilderness forty years. Then Judges 2:7 ws the second reference which I gate you

to look up for chronological statement and in Judges 2:7 we read. that the people served

the Lord all the days of Joshua and all the days of the elders who outlived Joshua. And

the question there is how long is this period? There's no number given for this. How

long were the days of Joshua after the forty years? Well, they would include the time of

the conquest and then this verse says a very long time, we can't tell what it is. So

anybody that tells to give precise dates in here is simply using his imagination.

Precise dates are not given and, so you cannot add these figures up and get an exact fig

ure, but this you can say, that when it says a very long time here, it doesn't mean one

year or two years or five years. Now maybe some of you might think it means ten but I

don't think anybody would think it means eleven. S0 we would have to say surely that the

days after the conquest were at least ten years, èh the period time, whatever time the

conquest took, plus at least ten years is involved in the liff Joshua, and then there

is the 'oeriod of the elders who succeeded Joshua and how long was that? Again it doesn't

say. But that was for a few years, surely at least twenty or thirty. The elders who

succeeded Joshua. That would certainly would be over a few months. Yes? (64.stiident)

So you would think it at least forty. Well, it's a sizeable number, we can say that.
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We certainly, I would say it's a very, very long time, I don't think forty is too big

for it at all. I think sixty might be it. Yes? (student.6*. But this is after the

forty years in the wilderness.) Well, what he means is that there were no elders who

were come out of Egypt, they all had been born in the wilderness. (student.6. No, my

thctght is that God said ye will wander forty years in this wilderness that noceof this

generation shall live in the promised land.) Yes, that's right. But of course there

might be people who were born say five years after that began who would be 35 when they

went out, so then if they lived another twenty years they'd be 75. 75 is a vretty good

age for an elder, although I think some of/them were that. Yes? (student. 6 3/Li'.)

Verse 8 of which chapter? 2:8 says that Joshua when he died .s 110 years old. But how

old ws Joshua? When was he born? We know that Joshua when he died was 110, and. we

know from the present issage he was old and stricken in years when he died, and I think

at 110 most of us would be old and stricken in years. But how many ;rears (student-7 3/4)

Yes, you mean if he was 35 when he spied, he'd be75 when he conquered and that would

leave him 35 more years, if he was 351. (etudent.81) I don't know. A man told me-

I was at the Mayo clinic in 1915 and the man told me there that one of their doctors

there had retired at the age of 70, rettred from the clinic, and he was a mountain climb

er, he'd go and climb these very difficult mountains with oeaks on them and all that

sort of thing, where you pull yourself and tremendous acrobats and so on, and he said

the man has now been retired over ten years and he's still at it as strong as ever. I

don't think you. can quite make it a rule that a man couldn't go spying when he was 35.

The idea you suggested would make this period at least 35 years, but now suppose instead

of being 35 be was 55, then it would cut it down to 15, but I think ten would. be an ab

solute minimum but I donit auite see--I think your argument that it might be as much as

forty is a very good argument but I don't think we say it had to be. Yes?

(student.9-) when they him out. He directed the army while Moses

sat up on the hill. and held his arms un. That was before they came to Sinai. (stucent.l0

That was forty years before it began, he was then a commander in chief, so that he was

at least twenty, but I wns amazed tiote for the first time that in 1864 the commander-in-
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chief of the Union forces, Genera]. Grant was only 142. Lee I think was, how old was he?

57? Q.uite a bit older, but Grant was only 14.2. That is to any some of the greatest

commanders-in-chief have been very young though as a rule it will not be so. People vary.

Well, the thing I wanted to bring out here is there is a period under this second one,

which you can say not less than this, more than that, but you can't tell exaCtly. You

certainly can't ignore it when you're adding up to get the total of these figures. Yes?

(ltuñent.1l) I don't thtnk there's any evidence given. (student.ll*) Just a general

impression. It seems to show that these people came over across the Jordan(and left just

a small garrison to fight arid go with them in the conquest and. then at the end went

back, it lid not sound like something that took ten or fifteen years. And then the gen

eral im-nression of the story is that it's something that went fattly rapidly, and then

the fact that later on they found an awful lot to be mopned up, that hadñ.t been done,

and a lot of these peoule had come back (11 3/14.) it looks to

me as if it was done quite quickly, but I --of course most of the critics today say that

it is a tremendously foreshortened account of snething that might have taken a hundred

years, slow conquest--I think they're entirely wrong in that, butomebody wants to say

that it was 8 or 10 years involved in it, I don't think you can disprove it but it's not

maybe a yer and a half,
my imression, my impression would be maybe a Couple of years, maybe a years that would

be just my impression. I don't think we have any basis. Of course most of the critics

today say that the time from Egypt to Palestine was about two years, but I think (12*)

Well, here

then, Joshua is an old man, some years have passed since the conquest but still be was

there, he knows the people, he has these good elements, and yet be cells the peoole to-

charge
gether and he gives them a e& and urges them to stay true to the Lord, he doesn't even

take for p,ranted they will stay true, he assumes there is a great danger that they will

fall aside from the Lord. But he urges them to stand true to the Lord and he makes a

great exhortation to them, trying to impress and stress it to their minds, how different
Vicfrm the attitude of those who make a great and then say the thing's done, we've

won, we've conquered, the world is safe for democracy, let's tear up our battleships and
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forget about it. He realized that in this world every battle has to be fought over and

over till our Lord comes back. You do not win a conclusive victory in this world. You

overcome the evil and. it begins to come up again in another y, because we're in a world

of sin and there's sin in the heart of each ohe of us and the (13 3/Li.)

and we can't fight them all at once. We have to see what the Lord's will is for us at a

particular time and go forward on that, an keep exhorting one another as Joshua di here,

that
to stand true. Not can lose our slvation, but that we can easily fall into a

situation or an attitude in which orlives will accomplish very, very little for the

Lord's cause. And so we have this great exhortation in here to the people and he says

that they can choose what they will but he is going to choose the Lord. And. they declare

that they will do the same. He repeatedly makes them declare their intention to stand

by the Lord.

O.T.History 236. ()

...time and again in organizations where I have said well now this organization stands

Cleanfor this, let us make !e -4-iand strong. Oh, everybody knows that, that's

what we've always stood for, there's nor/ question about it. Why do we need to reiter

ate that? Before I was here I was on the faculty of a different institution at one

time, and we had a discussion at a faculty meeting about our entrance requirements for

the next year. We had a certain financial situation which made it necessary to discuss

them, and to discuss certain things, and in the particular situation there were things

in the arrangement made that no one of the faculty liked. They actually, out of a fac

ulty of 8 there were only two votes for the arrangement at the end. None of the others,

I think it was one vote, I don't thikk another person Voted. But nobodyvO-Sdagainst

it so it was passed. Everybody there had things in that they didn't like. But they

didn't know anything better to do under the circumstances so they were quiet and let

the thing be adooed but they didn't vote. But when they were discussing it, I said at
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one point, I'd like this written in, here's a section I don't like at all, I'd like this

written into it, it being understood that these arrangements apply only to the academic

year l93_3L4 and the chairman says why we know the whole thing is just for 1933 and 34.

It has nothing to do with any subseauent year, why put that in there. Well, I said I

don't like this particular thing, I can Dut up with it for one year but I'd like that

written in so it's understood. All right, if you'd like it we'll put it in, so they put

it in, i being understood. And for the next four years that thing stood and was never

our yer5
questioned. I was gone before tne, I n't 1now, it may have stood for thirty years

for all I know, but I know that as long as I was there the whole thing stood. This

was the established rule of the Medes and Persials. Even though it was explicit)y stated

in it, it being understood that it was for only that year.

Well, ft's so easy for people to change their minds, so easy. Joshua came and pre

sented these things to them and. called upon them to consider and it is a mighty good

thing for us to do for ourselves and for those with whom we are associated. Get back to

first principles and consider the first principles and when you get into s. big struggle

over some temporary issue, something which has arisen, which is important and has got to

be dealt with, nd it may take two years, five years, ten years, twenty years before

this thing is settle, nevertheless,t1ng back to irst principles, getting the main

things that are of all thtgs vital, that you don't forget them, in order to handle your

immediate situation, for it is so very easy to do.

And so these two chapters of exhortation as Joshua gave to the people and the wa he

made them repea4edly pledge that they would stand for the Lord, orobbly resulted in

their standing true a little true than they would have otherwise, and were a vital factor

in the Lord's work. Well, that covers then the book of Joshua. That was number 7.

And nuinbenstead of (3 3/L)calling it the period, no I gtess I will call it The

Book of the Judges. I'd thought of calling it the Period of the Judges, because

the period runs over into the book of Samuel, and yet there are special roblems relat

ing to the book of Judges and so perhaps it might be good to make the heading,

)(fThe 3ook of the Judgeshe limited bo one book. But the book of judges then, number



O..istory 236. 4) 1175.

4, under that, is Introduction This book of judges is a book which includes some of

the best known sections of the Bible, and some of the least known sections of the Bible.

There are chapèers in it that are practically never discussed, racticaly never mention

ed in churches or in Sundays schools 6r in Bible classes, and there are chapter?vich

are mentioned repeatedly and which are constantly dealt with. It is a very uneven section

of the Bible, a section uneven in its interest, and as I mentioned a few minutes ago,

the book of Judges is the darkest Deriod en the history of Israel. It is the darkest

period, it is the Derioci of which we know the least There are certain points in it of

which we know a great deal but many of which we know very little.

Now, number, under introductory, there seems to have been no established continuous

litical oraanization in thisnticertoci No established continuous polial organization

in this oeriod.. Now that is the imression you get from the book, you read this man

judges Israel so many yftars, this man judged Israel so many years, and the ord judge

does not mean simoly that he dealt with cases, it deals with, covers more than that, more

than our English word covers. He was a leader, he was a rescuer, he was a military lead

er, he was much more than just somebody who had to have a settler of cases brought be

fore him. And yet it is hard to tell just what the limit of his authority was. There's

much reason to think that iWas quite limited, and .re find in chapter 17:6 the statement

is made, in those days there was no king in Israel but every man did that which was right

in his own eyes. And the same verse is repeated in chapters 21 and 25. In those days

there was no king in Israel, every man did that which was right in his own eyes. Well,

if every man would do what was right, if every man was really doing what was right in his

own eyes and would spend a bit of time clearing out his eyes so he could see fairly well,

you'd have a fairly decent community, but there are lenty of reoole who do not try to

clitify their ideas of what is right--I don't think we can take this, every man did what

was right in his own eyes as rneankng what was righteous, it means what he chose to do.

Every man did what he chose to do, if he was good man and whit he chose to do was

good,*M if he was a bad man what he chose to do might be very evil. Every man did what

was right in his eyes. What he wanted to do rather than what he, aftékr careful consider-
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ation, decided was a true and upright thng to do. Well, that's the reason we have to

have political authority is because people don't see what's right and people don't do

what they see that's right. And in this period we have a great deal of confusion And

some of the chapters in this are ery bad. in the account of the events that occur, but

some of them are wonderful examples of loyalty to the Lord and of following him very

closely. In this book we hae evidence the law existed, the people knew God's law, many

of them tried to follow it very definitely, others did not. You have two earnp1es,

we have Samson, who lived in many ways quite an immoral life, Samson who in utter dis

regard to command, married a Philistine woman, an ungodly woman, and risked his

life in his living with her as he did until finally she succeeded 1nt this

secret and eventually in destroying him. We have Jephthah who was described as a neer

do-well., a man of rather wicked type, sort of an outlaw, but when the people came to him

for help, he became a rescuer and a judge. And both of these men strangely are named in

the New Testament in the great heroes of faith. It's a pretty good evidence of the fact

that the heroes of faith were not perfect men, no man is rerfect except the Lord Jesus

Christ. And Jephthah and. Samson were men who were very, very imperfect, and even Gideon

built an ephod whidh became a snare to the people, which they came to worship. ut

Gideon and Jephthah and Samson are named inthe heroes of faith, because to a point at

least they followed the Lord with single heart, or rather at a certain time of their life

they did, and the Lord used them and. used. their efforts. And of course we have other

characters in the scriptures who are far, far better than any one of these tee, but

these were hero's of faith, they were men whom the Lord used, that doean't mean certain

ly that the Lord is goin to rate them higher than many other men who were far better

characters, but who lived in a period when a hero of conquest wasn't necessary and who

consequently do not display the particular qualities these men do. We'll contiiue there

tomorrow morning. Yes? (student.lOc)

(12) . . .Took u Judges at the end of the hour and the book of Judges, A, Introductbry,

number 1, there seems to have been no established continuous political organization in

strongthis period. (l'uess that seems a litle bit long . There would seem to have been a
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continuous ecclesiastical headship, though very little is said about it. The 'prophets

were raised no here and there, as God called a man from one area and in atber areas, but

the 'priesthood would seem to have continued, it'à1et mentioned during the book, but

at the beginni,g of 1 1 Samuel we find Elk the high priest at 5hilbh, the place which

oshwL tells us was established as the ecc1esiastic'l head of the land, and we find Eli

there tarrying on the sacrifices, and it would seem a reasonable assumption that it had

been carried on et Shiloh all through the long period of the book of Judges. But there's

very little ètidence in the book of Judges bearing directly on that. It deals, not with

the affairs of the priesthood but with the affairs of the political situation, and of the

pronhets and of the deliverance of Israel fromthe oression into which they fell.

1Tumber 2, I mentioned yesterday, yet the law existed and ues ruled irre,ularl

We are not told of a political continuous organization, but we are told the various

judges, that he judged Israel L years, he judged Israel 20 years, and 80 on, and the word

judges as used here does not mean simDly settle cases, it means more than that, it means

also directing their life, particularly as regards here 'orotection against enemies. And

then number 3 The book has succession of fir~eec,- It has a succession of of

apostaes, opress1ons, penalties, deliverances. These four stages appear over and

over and over in the book of Joshua. The people fall into sin, they forget the Lord.

The Lord permits a foreign enemy to conquer them. The people in captivity call out in

anguish to the Lord for help and repent of their sins, the Lord sends a deliverer.

This cycle ap-oears in Judges over and over and over. The principle of the book of Judges

would seem to be quite clear. The main purpose to impress upon our minds (lLi. 3/Lj)

It is quite evident that the book was not written to give us victory

in the ordinary sense, rot as if someone were to write a book to list the presidents of

the United States and tell of their main accomplishments and of their relations one to

the other...

O.T.History 237. (*)

...give a list of political leaders and their relationship to each other. It isot

that you might have, that the rirpose was to show how the United States gained freedom
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from Great Britain and how it became established as a nation. Such a title might refer

to Joshua but not to Judges. Judges, the deliverances in it are veryitmportant, but they

are not the main purpose of the book. The book is very clear, to show Isaèl's relation

to God and how they fell into ftppetasy, how the Lord permitted them to be taken captive

and opuressed, how they renented and how the Lord delivered the1. And this cycle is re

peated over and over. Who wrote the book we do not know, there is no statement in it to

say who wrote it. The critics used to talk about the Pentateuch, but they never refer

to the entateuch any more, they usually refer to the Hexateuch, including Joshua, but

some of them talk of an Octate.uch including eight books and one of those is Judges.

They think that various documents they/find in the Pentateuch run on to these books.

Now n the case of the five books of Moses, we can say we believe Moses wrote these

books, the New Testament refers to them as the work of Moses, but the is so far as I

know no evidence anywhere to say who wrote the book of Judges. I would think that the

one who wrote the book of Judges doubtless had records telling him a good many facts

about these different tribes and facts about the, about var6uus judges, doubtless had

heard a good. deal by word of mouth. And as he wrote the Holy Spirit inspired , kept him

from error, guided him in the selection of his material and in his arrangement. ut

his puruose in arranging tt was not specifically to give us political history in the

ordinary sense. His purpose was to tell us of their relation with God. nd so I be

lieve he had in mnd very, very strongly this cycle of apostasy, opressior, penitence

and deliverance, because it is repeated so often in the book. That he had this in

mind as an important feature of God's dealing with his people and that he was interested

in giving illustrations of it and showing us how it had worked out. nd this then is,

I would say, the outlo&-:, the outlying plan, the general purpose of the author of the

book. Of course it's true of the whole testament, the purpose of the Old Testament is

not to give us a hisbory of Israel, it is to tell us about God's dealings with mankind.

Israel is very important in this purpose, but it's not the real purpose, it is incidental

to it, though ery, very importaEit. But the purpose is to tell us God's relations with

his people, not to ive us a political history on the basis of which we can reconstruct
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details of chronology, to know wh*t,4e-4e how can we know what the dates are, of course

dates are pure a modern invention. But to say how maiy :ears, then, exactly before

the time of Christ, to show the exact relationship chronologically to each other of the

events, to show exactly what onditions were in every part of the land at any particular

time, that's not the purpose of the book, the purpose is to$how their relation to the

Lord, and how the Lord. dealt with his oeople. So this cycle is very, very important, and

it is important for us of course to study the book as a book of history, but it is still

more importath that we study it as a book of God's dealings wit1tnan, and that we get from

it the many spiritual lessons which are there which he wants us to have, and which

we will look at some of as we go along, but we will not have time to liok at more than
after all

a fraction of them because/this is a course in Old Testament History, and while the

spiritual lessons are more important than the history by far, yet the spiritual lessons,

many, mah of them are quite easy to get by oneself, and in some cases when they are not,

they are much more easily gotten if one has an idea of the background or skeleton of the

history. We are dealing, you might say, in this course, in many portions of the course,

mainly with material that is less important than the spirial lesson, but that is helpful

to get the spiritual lessons, therefore has a derived importance of great moment, be

cause of the light it may show on the spiritual lessons. S0 much then for 3, the cylces

that are in this book of Judges.

Now Chronology of Iké the Period You have listed from the references I

gave you, you -o-'e listed the statement which you find here abrut early judges and how

lorg they ruled and here (5 3/Li.)

and adding these statements together you cannot get an exact sum because we're not told

how long Joshua lived, after the conquest. We're not told how long the conquest took.

We're not told how long the diders ruled after Joshua before the eople fell into apostasy.

But then after that we have a number of dates. We have dates when the people were in

bondage, we have dates wherthe land had rest, we have dates when certain men ruled as

'prophets. And if we add all these dates together, you get a, if you add all the dates

together that you can figure from the account, you get a list that runs you up to nearly
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six hundred years, somewhere between five and six hundred years, and if you fiEure

that back from the time of Dvid and oo




xodus at about 1600 B.C.

anti I don't of anybody who has ever taught the Exodus took place in 1O0 B.C. Those

who take the early dates think it was nearer 114.00, those who take the late dates think

it was about 1250. But I know of no one who thinks it is as early as this. If the Bthle

clearly said the Exodus is about 1400 B.C. I wouit.$ have no question but when we get

complete evidence, if we ever do, we will find that it is correct, that this was true.

But the only evidence on which to make such a long period for the period of Judges is

adcing these dates up one after anoth'r. It does not fit with evidence from other sources,

it coes not fit with Biblical statements, such a the one in 1 Kings 6:1 where it says

that it was 1180 years after the coming out of gynt that Se1bm,a dedicated the teinole.

It is about a hundred years less than you get if you IimD1y add all these figures togeth

er. And so it seems to me that as far as the chronology is concerned we have to ask

the question did the Lord intend to give us a complete chronology which the figures could

quickly be added together and give us precise chronological history for this period.

We notice how many, many of these are forty years. The land had rest forty years, he

reigned forty years. Now forty in the first place sounds like a round number, now it

may not be, a man may rule exactly forty years. There's no reason in the world why

it cannot be exactly 14.0 year. But when you have a series of them, and you note that

ordinarily in life that these things do not run exactly the same, ordinarily there is

more variation. You have this series, you wonder in the first place whether the 14.0 is

a round number in a good many cases, and another thing you wonder whether 140 might even

more than that, you might say would be a rounder round number. That is to say the ftgure

10 is often used for testing. A period of testing is often suggested by the number 14.0.

Now did he mean here to say, I dm't think when he says Solomon reigned 140, that David

reigned 40 years, that he means there s a period of testing of o years, I think that's

the length of time David reigned. I dc't think there's any question of that, but when

you have a whole series of detail is given, except tka*C fitting

into this cycle of deliverance and oonression, and in case after case they regned 40
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years or the land had rest 40 years, the ouection well may be asked does he mean a pre

cise period of 40 years or does he mean ther" was a long period in which this was the

case. I don't think we can answer the question, I don't think we cant they did not

reign exactly 4) years each. I think it is extremely unlikely it means exactly iO to

n
faitthe day, it might be 39'- or h0-,tht be 37, 38, or 43 or 44, but whether you can go

further than that, I don't know. I merely call attention to the number of 40's with an

occasional 20 which is half of 40, and which would fit into this general method of speak

ing if that is what is meant here. Now that I sinroly mention as a mint on which we

cannot sneak with certainty, but I think we must notice it, and another thing is that,

I think is ecually important with this as I have already mentioned, that if we add the

dates together, it gives you a period which seems to be much longer than fit together

without evidence from other sources in the ib1e (11*)

And so my personal opinion is that on the chronology of the period we jusnot

been given by the Lord in the book the evidence on which to build uo an at all complete

chronology, we just do not know. And I believe that the reason for this, aside from

what I've already mentioned about the possibility of local judges we've mentioned here

that two other factors y well be mentioned. One of them is that it is entirely possible,

in fact I think extremely probably, that meny of these judges were local judges rather

than completely national judges. That is to ap that wet Othniel, the first of the 4

judges, who lived in the extreme southern part of Judah, ma have ruled over udah,

possibly over a womewhat larger area, rather than necessarily over the whole nation.

And then we have a series of judges who are mostly in the northern section and we have

some who are over in Trans jordan. To hvw great an extent these were men who ruled over

the whole country, and to how great an extent they were men who delivered a earticular

section of the country which had been overrun by an enemy and delivered and moved in that

section, I don't think we're in a position to say, so it is altogether possible that two

of these judges may have been operating at the same time in different parts of the country

or even three, on certain occasins, though probably not as a rule. This of course Ia a

matter again of the purpose of the book. If the Lord had intended to give us a one-two-
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three chronologic1 account that we could tell exactly what happened in what year right

straight through, I think he wojld have added further detail in order to (l3-)




detailon which to establish th''t for a certainty, and. would have given us

elsewhere inthe bible on which to feel definitely that this is a six-hundred year period,

from the Exodus to the building of the Temple, rather than the only other statement we

have about it says 14.08, which again some ole notice is 1214.0 and wonder whether it is

to some extent a rod number. Personally, I hesitate very much about saying a thing

like that about a number of stories, I hesitate very much about it, but it is an isolated.

number, we have no other reference to it anywhere, no other evidence that fits in with

it, I never like to buk].d an argument on one verse of scripture by itself. I feel that

there is always a possibility of an error in any one verse. I think it is a slight

possibility, I think the Bible has been wonderfully well oreserved, but there are cases

I could point to a good many cases where there is absolute proof where an error has

occurred in one verse, like where you read about BerthEadad in one book and Ben-nader
oelt

in another one. Now his name was not/Ben-Hadad' and. then Hader oarticul'rly when we

know that Hadad was the god of the Syrians and Ben-Hadad was from Hadad...

0.T.History 238. (.)

...for the others. But we have only those inscriptions where he's called Ben-Hadad, but

it certainly wasn't Ben-Hader. o change a d to an r is the simplest thing in the world

in copying in Hebrew because the two letters were so muck alike that very often on your

own papers it's hard to tell which they are, and I always when I teach Hebrew try to get

students to always write their d io that there is a line across uo there and. always to

make (1) \:. ce\\

but most make it like this, or more like this, or it's very hard to be sure which it is.

and that is a fault in students which I did my best to correct when I taught beginning

Hebrew but there was no possibility of my getting back and reaching the writers of Hebrew

in ancient times with my ideas on the subject, and you find that the writers of ancient

Hebrew and. Aramaic both, in their writings, quite generally write (l1y4



O.I!.istory 238. (i) 1183.

in such a way that it is very, very difficult sometimes to tell which is which. And so

there are more variations in the Bible text between daleth and resh than anything else

that I know of. There are cases where you read the Septuagint text and you compare it

to Hebrew and it sounds like two entirely different things. You think there's no relation

whatever between the two statements. But you take the Greek ahd the Septuagint 0~ in

some of these cases and you translate it back into Hebrew and you finc3 that it can reore

siit a word which is identical with the word we have in the Hebrew ex*ept for 4e daleth

and a resh. And when it does
c it

y We sure whether the manuscript the Greek: was trans

lated from had had an error in tbpying or whether t} one that ours has been copied from

had had an error in copying. We (2*)

I would say that Drohably the Hebrew is correct rather than the 'Greek, but not necessarily.

There doubt!ess are cases where the daleth and resh have been confused in our Hebrew

manuscripts since the time when the Greek was taken. And so we have many cases where

there is one verse in which a slight error has come in, and I think the Lord intentionally

caused it to be that wa:'. Beause it is very, very easy for you to take a sentence out

of any book and on that sentence to build up dogmatic statements which you're building

on a sentence which were never intended to be in the sentence. And I think it is the

Lord's will that we compare scripture with scripture and have more than one verse for

everything that we feel at all dogmatic on. So when we read only in one case in the Old

Testament that it was 1480 years I would say well probably that is correct, unless I find

some evidence which differs from it. If I found it is reneated two or three times, I

would sa;r definitely it is correct, I have no question in the world that it is. But when

I find it only once it may be incorrect, I will accept it as correct unless there is some

evidence against it. Now I find the judges listed here run into 570 years, contradicting

it and that raises some ouestion about it, then I find archeological etdence which lead

most archeologists today to think the conquest was about somewhere around 1230 or 1200 B.C.

which would make the period around 250 years instead of 480 and I say it's only the one

verse. I don't like the (l4) saying

it's 12140. Seems to me that is reasonable to consider with the 1140, especiallywhen you
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have a lot of them in different verses. But when you have a number like that, 1240,

I don't think that is a great (L4') I would prefer not to use that of

course, If I can help it, I don't say it's impossible, there may be a figure somewhere

that's meant that way, but I think it unlikely. But it is an isolted number and it

may be exactly right and we may find evidence that it is exactly right sometime. But

at present I do not feel that we can stand upon it, I feel that we can say what does the

evidence look (5) and the resent, the external evidence that we have

in my opinion, looks about 60% in favor of the date between 1250 andA.200. That's not

enoh to feel that it's established, it my very well be that the earlier date will be

come established, but it is enough to I think lead us not to be dogmatic.

At any rate with the 14.0 or with any date that archeology seems to fit with, you cannot

get all these judges one right rfter the other. And the evidence of the judges, many

of them being locel judges as far as any evidence goes, seems to me to be very reason

able that it was not a neriod when the whole land was under one king. The judge came

more or less spontaneously into nosition, people recognizing his wisdom, needing a leader

and they come from different sections of the land, and my guesshat they are many of

them active in a cetain section rather than in he whole country. Yes? (student.6

Yes, it sounds like the whole nation, judging Israel, but I think it could be used of

.iudging a substantial nortion of it. As a matter of fact, when you get on into the time

of David, after Solomon's time, the land of Israel is divided into two nrts, and the

rorthern part is regularly called Israel, although they both were Israel. nd after/the

northern is taken into captivity then the sot]thern part is regularly called Israel, and

in between we generally call the southern part Judah to distinguish it from the northern

part. We of'en call, that is, that is a case where Israel was definitely used of one

Tart when of course there was a specific political division. Now that isn't proof that

Ft O-F&_ way but I think it suggests (7 Yes?

(student.7*) Yes, that's right, and it may be that it was exactly three hundred y'ars,

it may be. But I personally hesitate about nutting too much weight on Jephthah's state

ment. For one thing, we have no evicence that the: had, that they were maintaini pre-.
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ise records there to know exactly how many :Tears it was, Jeohthah was a rathert

of a fellow whom they had called to be leader. He was called out to give this talk when

he said 300. Had he consulted evidence to get the exact time. Does he mean 300 years

or does he mean centuries? Jesus we.s three days and three nights In the grave. Most

testants believe, and most Christians believe, not all but most that when it says

three days and three nights, it means three periods, each of which period is called a

day and a night, and?atY it's three whole but that it's tarts of three periods. Most

of us observe the remembrance of his death on Friday. That is a tradition which goes

back to the very early days of the Christian church. It may be wrong, but there's no

proof that it's wcDng. Most interpreters believe that when he was three days and nights

in the grave it means a portion of three twenty-four periods. And actually the portion

in that case was so small that the tta1 Is less than two 24-hour periods, but it was a

part of one and cart of the other. Now what I mean to say is that a century, you say

the United States has been here for two centuries. Well, r guess you'd say that's now,

from 1776 -- it's getting near, about 15 years short. We'd say two centurMs, we wouldn't

be apt to figure the exact number of years when we speak in centuries. If somebody said

it is 212 years since the United States was established, we wouldn't mean it is 227

years, but if we say 200 years, we're using round numbers. Now it is possible that we

may find that that period of which JeDhthah sDeaks in his talk with the king of the

Ammonites was exactly a 300 year period. It epossible, but personally I'll be rather

surprised if we find it works?at way. Yes? (student .l0-c) Well, I just don't know.

I just personally don't feel like contradicting all the evidence of archeology on the

strength of a statement of Jephthah in a heated argument with this king when he was

starting to deliver them and. had no time for reseRrch, for investigation, or anything

like that. And, especially a statement of round numbers. Now If Jethah had said, it's

272 years, something like that, I would feel that surely the Holy Spirit would not have

preserved to us the precise number that he used unless that precise number was correct.

ut I incline to think that the 300 years means three centuries, that's it's just his

way of saying it's a long time ago. Yes? (student.ll-) 450, yes. Yes, now this
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statement in Kings is 480 from the xodus to the time then. This stataniit from Acts

says 450 years from the end of the conquest, that's 40 short on that end, up to when?

Till Samuel the prophet, and so thtt wotid. make it not 1480 but nearer 600 wouldn't it?

That wouldn't fit with the 1480 statement in Kings at all. You'd have to say that either

that or the statement of 1480 is not a precise statement. But we'& better not take time

on this, this is a matter that (student-13. I was thinking that it's possible that a

judge could rise in a local area and then later become recognized in the whole, have

uriddiction over the whole, and appeals be made to him from other portions, which he

would (13*) and then when his history was made up, his history wotd state

his total judgeship the other (l'4) fron!the time of its beginning,

and that would. overlap that other judgeship where another man would be rising up in an

other portion of the country and these would overlap.) That's an interesting suggestion.

The suggestion of Mr. Shellabarger as I understand it is this, that these judges were

recognized throughout the land but maybe not for a very long time, and if the period of

their judgeship is their ruling in their local area, which periods might very well over

lap. Now that is entirely possible and a very interesting suggestion. But(13 3/4)
aome

mentioned here, the possibility that/have egested that these are

inclusive figures. That is to say that when it speaks of the men who judge Israel so

long, it does not just include the period after the deliverance but also includes the

period before the deliverance, the period when they were under the hands of the enemy,

that the figures may be inclusive figures in that sense. ThertmLe But you can't add them

all up, one below the other, but in some cases one of them, the figues you have in your

list, include another one, d.ealir:g with the same period. And that is (i4)

I don't think you could make that as a rule with all these judges. It certainly is a

possibility in some cases. Personally I could take a month studyirg these figures of

the judges, studying all such figures in the Bible, trying to work out a precise

chronology through this period, trying to fit them together and decide whether to consider

these two overlap or these don't, which ones might be (15) for a part

of the time and which not, and so on, and work up, a system after...
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- impression of the situation,

that I feel that I should do far more in the Lord's service at oresent, soend tug

that rqonth, working on other matters, which I feel will advance the ords cause

more. That is to say if the Lord should bring us further evidence to relate to
afterwards.

it, it might be well worth someonets time taking up what is left .(i) But I don't

think we have enough evidence at present to bring us a worth while conclusion on it.

My feeling at present is that we have figures, some of which are round. numbers, some

of which over lap, some of which are either in part or in whole, loa1 in judgeship,

and. that the Lord simply has not given us the material toward a complete and a correct

chronology on this. The same thing is true of the archaeologist. The archaeologists

have constructed a system upon which they give us rather precise dates for a great many

events. There are many points at which their evidence is water tight. There are other

points, at which their evidence rests upon building a great deal upon a little bit of

evidence. In some cases, these conclusions which are built upon a very small amount

of evidence affects only one city or one particular area. In other parts, they may

affect the whole period. It takes a great deal of study to know exactly where these

points are, where there have been inferences and. guesses without sufficient evidence

on which really to base anything. There is not sufficient evidence as yet to prove

that their general conclusions are right, or are wrong, I see no point at present, in

trying to maintain that they are wrong. We may very well 1ii get new evidence from

archaeology which will change or clarify things very greatly. But when the Biblical

evidence that we have upon the matter is quite scanty at present, and. the little we

have based &n a number of cases on only one statement, it is very differently put to
we are told

gether, and there are places where tt just to not am. The Old Testament no where
how long

tells us wbars Saul reigned. We have this statement in Acts that says he reigned LU)

years. But the Old Testament no where gives us evidence on that, tud it certainty

does not give us evidence on the length of Joshua's reign. Then we have this evidence

that the Lord did. not give it to this .(3) I think that as far as this

class is concerned, the important thing to have in mind, is what the situation is, that

in the light of present archaeological discovery, there is a great deal of evidence

which could fit with an exile, about 12 - with a conquest, somewhere between 1230 and

1200 BC. And that if we get more evidence from archaeology fitting in with this
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evidence, enough to make it seem almost water tight: if that is the case, I do not

believe we dm have any Biblical statement that flatly and sharply is sufficient to

say this is what the Bible says. All of the archaeologists may say this, but I'm

convinced they are wrong.

On the other hand, we have a little archaeological evidence which would. fit with

a some what earlier date. And a somewhat earlier date would fit with this date 480

years, which is given in I Kings. But it would be very difficult to fit that figure

of 480 years in I Kings there in with the 450 years statement in Acts. We would have

to do some ju4gling, (I don1t mean juggling in a bad sense), but some not taking it in

a straight literal way, to fit it into that, and at present the evidence for an earlier

period in Exodus has many serious questions, though it may prove to be right. And then

it may prove that the statement in Kings, there is wrong, the 480, and. somewhere in the

archaeological history there is a big gap, of something the archaeologists have over

lspked, and the whole thing can be moved back long enough to make the period of Judges

600 years. That also is not impossible, but it would seem to me very unlikely, and it

would. seem to me, also unlikely, from the Biblical viewpoint, that our big evidence,

that is in the Bible, is God's bringing the people into the land, and then of David's

leading of them, David the man after God's own heart, and the dealings with the people

during the Kingship, are so specifically detailed in so much of it, that this period

which took comparatively little given , was such a very long period, twice as long as

the whole kingship, and so little given on it, would hardly seem what you would expect

in line with the general plan of God.. Now that doesn't prove it is wrong, but I think

that as far as chronology is concerned, we just do not know. I feel that the purpose of

the book of the Judges is to show how God dealt with His people. To give us vital

lessons of individual judges and their relation to God and to the people, to show us

how wonderfully God delivered on certain occasions, and to show us a general idea of

the progress between Joshua and the time when he begins to give us far more detail

about Samuel, Saul, David, and the rest. So much then for this question, chronology

of the period on which I feel that as we say that we must simply say, we do not know,

the Lord has not told us.
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C. The Completion of the Conquest. row this C is a glance at several sections.

As you read Joshua 10, and. the chapters just before it, you would. easily get the

impression that the whole land was conquered, and was at their mercy. The Cana.anitea

were done for. You would get that impression, and then you start Judges and you find

there is much land yet to be conquered. In fact, the Lord. even says that to them when

they begin the division of the land. He doesn't say to them in Joshua after the

Conquest, here is the land. It is all in your hands. Take it. Re says there is

much land to be conquered. Now divide it up. In other words, let each tribe take

on the individual responsibility for mopping up in its own area, now that the backbone

of the opposition has been broken by the great campaigns of Joshua. But the

beginning of Judges tells us that the different tribes failed to drive out the

Canaanites from certain big cities. There were others who take this area, that area,

and. the other area. There is a great deal of the land which was not - they were not

able to take, and it wasn't until the very end of the period of the Judges that they

did succeed in taking it, or it was still later than that. A good many of the

critical scholars t today will say, here are two stories flatly contradicting each

other. Joshua says the whole land. was conquered. Judges says, there is a good deal

of it not yet conquered. They say the story in Judges must be a rapid summary of the

whole thing, while Judges is more in detail, and. actually instead of it occuring in a

few years, it was spread over several hundred years. Personally I think that is wrong.

I don't think that is the correct approach to it. I believe the account in Joshua

describes one great conquest, but in the light of the rest of Joshua and of Judges,

I think we have to say this - this is not a conquest, which was complete in the sense

that the Canaanites were done for and everything was in their bands, but it was a conquest

which broke the back of the opposition, which conquered many of these cities, but they

did not have enough garrison or organization to hold them and the people drifted back

into them, and they had to be taken over again by the local tribe.

(question: Isn't that exactly parallel to our trouble in Korea?) There is a

certain analogy there. Of course there are other factors that enter in, such as the

Chinese communists coming in. There is an analogy there. I think there is a definite

analogy to a certain extent there.
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(question:) 1e11, the analogy has its strong points and its weak points, but

fortuntely there was no nite tions at e time. The compension of the Conquest

though is interesting to notice, that at the beginning of * Jges there is still

a great deal that needs to be conquered. And it wasn't all conquered by any means.

And when you get to the very end of Joshua you find a strong Fortress in the very

heart of the land, held. by the Cariaanltes, a Jebusite Fortress, and it continued so

during the whole time of Samuel and during the reign of Saul, who was only about 5

miles south of Saul1s capital. Sauls capital at Gibeah, just about 5 miles south of

it you have this fortress of Jerusalem, which remained unconcuered. And, it remained

unconquered until David becomes king, and David says, I'm going to conquer Jerusalem,

and the people then are sttbl strong enough, that they say, the lame and the blind can

protect this city so your men can't get in it. But David, the great military

conquerer, conquered Jerusalem. But this great cential city worthy to be the capital

of the land, remained right in the heart there unconquered. all through the period of

the Judges, and through the reign of Saul. And there is no evidence of any strong

effort to ta1 it. Now Joshua says it was conquered.. But it was there of course.

So either Joshua was wrong, which I don't believe to be the case at all, or the force

from Jerusalem was conquered but the city was not held, and the people came back and

reestablished it. Well, the completion of the conquest then - it was not complete

until into the time of David. However, I think it is important to note at this position
complicated.

that it was msitataib1 by a new factor. The Israelites conquered the Canaanites.

We have no mention of Joshua, of any conflict between them and the Philistines.

And archaeologists do not believe that there were any Philistines in the lath, at all,

at the time of Joshua. And consequently from their viewpoint, it is a mark of

genuineness, and authenticity on the part of Joshua, that it does not deicribe any

conflicts with Philistines. They went in to conquer the land from the Canaanites.

And they conquered the Canaanites. But at some time between the time of Joshua and,

the time of Daniel, the Philistines came into the land. Now archaeologists believe

they can tell. us when they came into the land, because at around 1200 BC. or a little

later, we have in Egypt an account of the great attack upon Egypt by the people called
the people of the sea.
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And these people of the ea attacked Egypt by sea and land, and were driven back.

And there are many reasons, why archaeolgists believe that a strong component of these

people of the sea, was the people which we call the Philistines. And that these

Philistines, driven back from Egypt, settled on the coastal area of Southern Palestine.

There is certainly no evidence that they were there a hundred years before that. That

the Egyptian references to the area speak of the Canaanites there before that time.

But now we find that the Philistines landing there, as we've seen, and establishing

themselves. And in the early part of the book of Judges, you don1t read about the

Philistines. But in the latter Dart the Philistines become the primary force with

which they have to reckon. And it would seem that when the Philistines came in, the

Philistines were enemies of the Canaanites, just as much as the Israelites were. In

fact there are even some who think that the two were friendly in their time. We have

no evidence of that, so that is purely a guess. But at any rate, it wasn't long

before the Philistines proceded to take the Israelites into subjection to themselves.

And in the story of Samuel is the story of a time when the Philistines held. most of

the land in subjection all through the period of Samuel. Samuel was going about from

place to place amon the people who were under constant oppression from the Philistines.

And. after Samuel we find Saul always facing a great Philistine danger, and eventually

destroyed b3 the Philistines, and yet David isnt king very long before the Philistines

almost disappear as a menace. We have them referred to occasionally later, but they

seem to disappear just like that, as far as an important menace is conered. They are

such a trem.ndously important force and yet they are not very important (l14'
why

and. in a very short time by this quick change? The &a idea of archaeologists is that

the Philistines were a people who were not very numerous, that they were not a great

numerous people like the Canaanites. They were comparatively small people numerically,

far less of them than of the Israelites, but the Philistines came from a land to the

west, where they had discovered the use of iron, and that the Philistines knew how to

make iron weapons. And from our archaeological effects from this period of the knowledge

of this time, we begin to find. iron agriculture in Palestine.
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,. the judges, for a long period because of their superior weapons. And, then that

after David. was down among the Phlistines, lived. with them and worked with them, for

a time he learned the secret of the handling of the iron, and the making of weapons,

and. after David became king, before long the Israelites had. just as many Iron weapons

as the Philistines, and. with equal weapons and far superior numbers, the Philistines

ceased to be a vita], menace, from that time on, In King's they are mentioned, but there

are many other people mentioned just as much or more. Now this is not purely an

extra-Biblical theory. In I Samuel 3: 19-22, we have statements which throw great light

upon this situation and upon which this situation throws great light. That's only

about four verses, our time is up for this morning, so maybe at the beginning of this

afternoon hour, some of you can tell me, through writing or orally, just what light

I 4 Samuel 13:19-22 throw upon the situation I have just described.

O.T. History. 240. (2-)

First part of the hour is taken up with a test.

Now the decision that I made about the Philistines, about their effectiveness

being due to their, despite their small number, their use of iron weapons. You note

that this was borne out by these four verses. It is a very interesting case. Where

we have an extremely important fact in cultural history, and. military history, which

is not d&scussed in the Bible, but is just barely touched upon in another purpose here,

to show how it came about that Jonathan and Saul had armour and the rest didn't. So

why was that? Your reason was, because the Philistines were in the place where you ha

to get the armour. You had to get the strong iron weapons from them, and naturally

they would.n1 t give them to equip the Israelites to fight them with. They had more

sense than some modern nations do in that regard. But at the same time, the leaders,

the king and his eldest son, naturally they couldn't refuse to give it to them. That

we find in modern times too. The leaders can always get ahold of that. They are almost

sure to be given that, as an honor when they come together in times of peace, but it

was kept from the people here. Mr. Shellabarger.

5(uestion: In addition to that, they could have taken them as trophys of

warfare, and they would always go up to the king wouldn't they?) Yes, that would have

been another way they could have gotten it. Naturally, as Mr. Shellabarger says, they
might captured some and if they did, naturally the King would have the first chance.
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Yes, Mr. Haffly Cl kind, of doubt if they have weapons that the rest dontt have,
r1
ause they are going to give it over to the other side, even to the king. We

dontt give our atomic bomb over to another country.) Yes, well, this here is the

secret of making it. You mean we shouldn't give it over. We should not have given

it over. Yes, Mr. Rang. (Question:) That was a good guess that somebody made 80

years ago. commentary is a good commentary and it has excellent

suggestions on many points, but if you get particularly into anything dealing with

archaeology it was written before the discovery was made, and. consequently in that

area you might just find, just guesswork. And. that would be a pretty good guess, £mm

before we realize that iron was just beginning to come in before we excavated cities

and towns that they did not have iron until about the time and. then they begin to

have agricultural th'.*iii implements before they have - it is an important thing to have

in mind about commentaries. A good exegetical or spiritual commentary can be 200 years

old and be very, very excellent. But when you deal. with archaeological matters or

anything like that, it has to be reasoned, or naturally it does not have material in

that line. Yes, Mr. Deshpande.

8(Q,uestion) Yes, that's right. That is, Tubalcain is spoken of as having iron

and copper weapons and that of course is a real difficulty in the acceptance of this

part of Genesis, because it is perfectly clear that it was very long after the flood

before iron or copper weapons were used. But it is on the understanding that what

haopened. before the flood, is lost to us. We have no remains of it. It was not, Noah

and his sons would not have had. that knowledge, that we understand, that high culture

in this regard, before the flood, because after the flood, according to any estimate

of the time, there would. have been at least a thousand years after the flood, before

iron weapons were used. I say it may have been 10,000 years. But they had. it before,

but afterwards, it was just about 1200 B.C. that iron began to come in. About 3000

years when copper began to come in. But the iron weapons were just at this time

they were coming in. We have another trace of the coming of iron at the time, in

one of the books of the Pentateuch, which is something which is not, which used to

be considered by the critics as a proof of that Moses didn't write it. And that was
the statement that Og had. an iron bedstead. Well now, why bother to mention that this
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king had an iron bedstead. You wouldnt bother to mention that itler had an iron

bedstead, but the thing uns t}t it ''as not known -it thst time. It was not used.

This king had a rare treasure, which he had. secured which was just in advance, of the

coming in of the use of the iron. He secured the bedstead but he certainly did. not

have knowledge of how to handle iron or to forge it together or to make weapons with

it. But it is just a trace of the beginning of its time.

Well, these verses, maybe we should glance at them, a little more fully,

although I think we've covered everything that is vital in them. We read in them that

there was no smith in all the land of Israel, for the Philistines said, lest the

Hebrews make them swords or spears. Now that ILlicott, whoever wrote this chapter in

Ellicott, writing 80 years ago, would read this, the Philistines said, lest the

Hebrews make them swords or speaks. That's why there was no smith found throughout

the land of Israel. And this commentator a hundred years ago or a little less, would

say well, the Philistines destroyed the smiths, they said, lest they make swords or

sears theyll just destroy them. That would be a natural interpretation. But it is

not the correct interpretation. The correct Interpretation is that they didn't have

smiths because the Philistines didn't let them learn that. Incidentally it Unk would.

not be particularly easy to destroy the smiths that they had. It is not an art which

requires a great deal of difficult equipment, and it is not an art which s fairly

widely known, and could. easily be destroyed, and it would. not be easy to destroy all

the smiths, but if you keep them from getting them in the first .ace, was fairly

simple. And so the Israelites went down to the Philistines to sharpen every nn his

share, and his coulder, and. his ax, and his mattax. They had. agricultural things first,

and that is what archaeology shows.

l2(uestion The Egyptians before the iron age probably. But the art of smelting

copper in a cold mold was only introduced. in the Egypt by the Hyksos, only about

1600 BC. am MR MMAA that

So it came to pass that neither sword nor spear were found in the hand. of

any of the people that were with Saul and Jonathan but with Saul and with Jonathan

.(13) That was a very peculiar situation, but under these

circumstances There's one little side line here that
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we should look at some time during the course and since were glancing' at this

passage now, I might save time by doing it now. ?et they have a file - that file

is a guess. he ebrew word was Pim. And it occurs nowhere else in the O.T.

And consequently it was a guess. They had a pim for the coulters and the axes etc.

A file was a good idea, a good. guess, so they put it in. After all, in translation

there is often an. element of guesswork, particularly when the word only occurs once.

How else are you going to know what it means? You know by context, and when you

come to provng exactly what a word means the best guide as to the meaning of the

word is context. How was it used? If you have a theory that a word. has a certain

meaning if you find a usuage that contradicts that, that proves that you are wrong.

But when the word only occurs once, you have to look at the context.

Now you have Pim given. What was a Pim?

O.T.H. 2141. (4).()

...but we now know. Yes? (student.?) Evidently it was in the commentary. I'm not sure.

(student.3/14) No, but this work is Pim. They had a pim for the mattocks. Well, in

one of the excavations the±e has been found a stone, a weight, on this it sid. Pim. So

we know that a Pim is a wáight. What good. would a piece of stone be to sharpen the

mattocks and the swords. A good whetstone would, but just a little pae of stone that

seems to have no purpose except to be a weight, it is a measure for money, it shows how

mach money, how much silver you had to pay to get it sharpened. It shows that the Philist

ines kept the prices high on the agricultural implements, naturally having a jonopo1y,

they kept the price high on the agricultural implements but they didn't let them have the

spears and the swords at all. Yes? (student-1 3/L4) Yes. Does it say sharpen? Oh,

they went down to sharpen every man his spear. That's an interesting question. I have

not looked into it. I couldn't say. Whether it was just to sharpen or to act (2*)

I on't know. Yes? (student.2-) Yes, and the Israelites. But they'ri

not nearly as good, as a good suit of armor has a real source, in fact, lt!zs an inter

esting thing, that when Protestantism got a good start in Ozecksiovakia, one ofthe most

sedate and solid, people in the world, Protestantism got an excellent start there in

this land of Czeckslovakla which is also sometimes called Bohemia. And it had a good
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start there, and. then the forces determined to destroy it, and they set to work to

utterly destroy otestantism in that area, and they did eventually destroy it. 95

of Protestants were wiped out but it was a long time before they succeeded, and there

was quite a period there in which the local peasants came out with their agricultural

instruments, with their bay forks, with their hoes, and they were so filled with zeal

for their cause that they fought back some of the best armies of EuroDe, with armor

and with swords and with spearkj. Of course they did not permanently succeed in the end,

in the end it was made so that 20 years, 30 years ago, 95 in Czecks1ovnia were Romans.

But that was the situation then when 8O of them were Protestants, they were so zealous

for the cause that they, with these agricultural instruments, fought back the best they

could., and it made such a stir, this story that was told all over Europe--in Germany to

this day people fear the Bohemians, and in Paris the story was told about these wild

people with agricultural instruments, fighting back seasoned armies, and just at that

time a group of gypsies happened to enter Paris, and they said oh they must be the

Bohemians, and the result is that today people speak of Bohemian life meaning sort of

Gypsy life, sort of wthld sort of life, and the word they use for it, Bohemian, is as

unfitted for it as any word could be, because actually it is the name of one of the

most solid and. substantial groups of people in the world anybody cobd stress in that

way. But that simply illustrates the fact that though agricultural weapons have been

used for weapons aM{ very effectively, it's only rare that it's been done. They

are not fitted for the purDose particularly well, and have--an equally good force with

equal enthusiasm will easily wipe them out if they have good. regular (5*)

Well, the conquest then is not really over until thePhilistines are out of the way,
as far as we know.

but of coarse when the conquest came there were no Philistines there,

It was the Canaanites they were to possess. And when God says he'll drive out seven

nations greater and mightier than they from the land, several times these nations are

mentioned and the Philistines are not included in the list. Ar1 it would be very strange

for God to pronUse to give them the land. of Palestine--the word Palestine is derived

from Philistine, but to promise to give them the land of Canaan and say he'll drive out
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the great enemy, seven nations granter and mightier than they, and not name the Philist

ines if the Philistines were the most important one of all. But if the Philistines

wereVt even there when God gave that promise, those romiees, that exla1ns it. And

our archeological evidence would be that frey came in later. And that for a time they

were overcoming some of the Canaanites and the Israelites were overcoming some of the

Canaanites. For all we know they may have had a very friendly feeling toward each other,

as people usually do when they're fighting the same enemy. Roosevelt felt that the

Russians could do nothing bad at all, they were against Germany as we were too, so he

could trust them perfectly, on everything. That's a usual feeling, so long as two people

have the same enemy, but it's not a wise thing. We don't ow whether the Israelites

took that attitudd toward the Philistines or not but if they did they we speedily lost

it, because the Philistines, in the last half of Judges are the great enemy of the Hebrews

and the Hebrews do not overcome them in Judges or in 1 Samuel. But you get into 2 Samuel

and pretty soon the Philistines almost diappear and it's other people that David is

fighting because he got (7) and 4 was a much larger

force. With equal weapons they were no longer a great factor. Well, the conquest then

was complete by the time of David as far as the land of Canaan is concerned.

And then we'll go on to D,A e pj.ns about Out st Jdes You will see from

this that we are not going to take time to go into details on the portions of the book

of Judges. We could spend a year or two on it easily. But for this course in Old Testa-

ment History, we will have to move on rapidly and there are other matters we must spend

a good deal of what time we have on, and I want therefore just to touch on a few vital

points here. And. so D, is a few points about outstanding judges. And number 1, there,

1 Deborah and Barak And we find in Judges L that it tells about Deborah and Brak,

and how the Lord said, how Deborah said to Baraic, go and draw toward mount Tabor, and

take tiwh thee ten thousand men of the children of Naphtali. and of the children of Zebulun

She didn't gay anything about taking any people from Judah which was the largest t±±be

of all. She didn't even say anything about the tribe of phraim and Manasseh, which

were larger than the tribes of Naphtali and Zebulun. It would seem to be a north Isa1-
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ite occurrence here, and 6f course ilazor was in the north ar.it was the northern part
drae

of the land that he held. And she said I will thee to the River Kishon Sisera

the captain of Jabin's army. And then we read how Barak did this and they got on mount

Tabor and then we read. that Deborah said to him, in verse lit, up for this is the day in

which the Lord bath delivered Sisera into thine hand: is not the Lord gone out before

you? And that means of course that when she said this he looked up and he saw the (9k)

clouds, -- and he knew that she was right in her prognottication that the Lord would

send. rain at that time, to sake it possible for them to conquer Sisera's chariots and

horses. And then we read on how Barak's men rushed down mount Tabor among the chariots

and horses down at the bottom which would have completely and easily destroyed them had

not the Lord. sent the rain, which caused the ground to be all clogged uo so that they

were unable to maneuver, in fact the horses got mired in the wet clay soil there and

they were discomfited and the great mass of Israel were able to overcome the smaller group

of Canaanites which could've easily destroyed them because of their horses and tbi.er

chariots and their far better weapons that they had, if it were not for these' weather

conditions. And then in chapter 5, Deborah and Barak sing their song of victory, and

in this song of victory, we would never know what really happened if we just had. the

song of victory, never. It's a story in chanter 5 that tells what happens and yet in

chapter 5, some of the most important arts of it are passed over so rapidly, we couldn't

be dogmatic what they were if we didn't have the reflections of them in chapter 6, I mean

in chapter 5, in the straight story in chapter L, some are passed over so rapidly. And

they speak in here of how the Lord came, verse Li., Lord, when thou wentest out of Seir, wher

thou marchedst out of the field. of Edom, the earth trembled and the heavens dropped, the

clouds also dropped water, describing how the rains came, and then when it came it ppt it

so that the horses could not be used as they should, verse 21, the river of Kishen swept

them away, that ancient river. Verse 22, then were the horsehoofs broken by the means of

the Dransings, the pransings of their mighty ones. Curse ye Meroz, said the angel of the

Lord, curse ye bitterly the inhabitants thereof; because they came not to the help of

the Lord, to the help of the Lord against the mighty. We are not told in the previous
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chapter what Neroz had done, but here in the song we learn that the people of Meroz

to stand with the people of God against Sisera's force, had not dared

to do so. The appearing that it might be an abortive uprising which would fail and they

themseies might lose out by it, they have stayed at home, ready to espouse whichever

won. So they sang curse ye, Meroz, said the ange of the Lord, curse ye bitterly the

inhabitants thereof, because they fame not to the help of the Lord, to the help of the

Lord against the mighty, and there are many today ho are in just that situation, like

Meroz. Well, maybe, I gave a talk in chapel last fall in which I discussed prophetic

aspects of these two Chapters and dealt with some matters which are very important from

the viewpoint of DroDhecy, and of understanding of the (l2) work of a

prophet, that would not particularly enter into this pourse in Old Testament History so

I do not hold you at all in this course for that knowledge of the prophetic aspect. But

the historical aspect which I gave
t
you I very rapidly looked at again now because I think

we should (12 3/14.) Yes? (student-13Y

Deborah and Barak were the deliverers together, but as to the judge, what does it say?

Deborah, a prophetess, the wife of Lapidoth, judged Israel at that time. I do not notice

anywhere that it says that Barak judged. It says definitely that Barak assisted Deborah

when she (13-) and it's interesting the way some people have the atti-

tude today that woman's place is in the home and taking care of the children and she
not

shoulde a,yactive part in church (13 3/14.) It is true that woman's place

is in the home taking care of children when there are children there for her to take

care of. She makes one of the most vital services to the world that she can -oossibly

make in her work with the children. But the idea that women are constitutionally unable

to help in other phases of the work is something for which I think there is no support

anywhere in the scripture. Women are piled un with the activities of the home to the

extent that they cannot do the work that men can, and. it is certainly the Lord's will

that there should be a head in the family, and. the man is the head in the family, and it

is normal that in other activities he should be the head. But here is the Old Testament

which is a very, very vital definite part of Godfs Word, and. most of the judges were men ....
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...that in Christ, there is neither bond nor free, male nor female, Jew nor Gentile, and

we are all one in Him. Mr. Deshpande has a suggestion at this point. save you not?

Hebrews 11 speaks of the heroes of faith and Barak was a hero of faith (1) and led the

troops in deliverance. I don't think it says there he was a judge. But he was one of

the$ heroes of faith, there's no oustion about that. And he may have been ajudge, but

I don't think we have any evidence of that. But I think the fact that Deborah, in her

clear and vital decisions, is something which he (1*) from God




Yes?

(student.l) I wid advise every men who is going to be in the active ministry to ry

to be careful to get a wife with a little less intelligence than his, because it is a bit

embarrassing when she can give a Bible talk that is better than his sermon--a bit embarr-

assing. But it doesn't need to be embarrassing batause after all we have different

the Lord
gifts and may have given a man a gift for pastoral work that is extremely import-

ant in the work and he may be better in this phase of the work and not so good in another.

And if the wife can help out in that phase why (2-)

but just for your own ease and comfort it might be a good qualification in selecting your

wife to try to make sure her intelligence is less than yours. Mr. Shellabarger? (student.

2. Yes, sir. &&se a point right here, that it's a pretty embarrassing thing for Is

rael to be so lacking in men that a woman has to spring into the gap in a case like this.

What's this going to do before the other nations who are witnessing this thing?) Well,

as long as they won the battle (2 3/1+) (student. that's worse.) Sort of

like Abraham " She, you remember, when they came and thor cimed that General Grant

as a drunkard and should be dropped from the army, that'was before he became command

er-in-chief, and (3) till Lincoln sent investigators to

examine it and found that the criticism was not a true one. But when people brought

that criticism against General Grant, Lincoln said well I'd like to know what brand he

used so I could give some to all my generals, so they'll fight like he does. And I

think that it would have been very embarrassing for them if a woman had steed into the

gap and they'd lost the battle. But in this case they won. So in this particular case
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I don't think there'd be any embarrassment. But I think that it certainly definitely

denies ?iextreme attitud taken that a woman's ability should not be used in some way

in the Lord's work, I certainly believe that. Yes? (student.3 3/14, The thing that I'm

saying is that one of these jidges had a stone dropped on his head from a wall, and he

was very embarrassed that a woman had killed him, so this feeling was there.) He (Li')

(Well, now his embarrassment had taken place just before his death. (241)

He had himself killed because he didn't want to be exposed.) Of cQrse that

ties up with what Paul said about women in Corinthians. And I think we should note that

Paul says that a woman should not pray without a veil over her face, and people take it

as meaning a hat, it isn't a hat, it's a veil. She should not pray without laving a

veil over her face. Well, I don't think that Paul meant that there was a special merit

in a woman being dressed in any certain particular way. I think that what was meant was

that in the custom in Corinth in which the reeks had the very wicked practice of think

ing that all decent women had to be as ignorant as possible, and keeping their women at

home, shut up, where they never had any contact with other people hardly at all, and. keep

ing them in utter ignorance, and then the men starved for intelligent comnionshi, went

out with loose women, and they had loose women who were highly educated and under the

circumstances for a woman to take a prominent part in any discussion of subjects or any

thing like that, that would be interpreted as her being that type of a person. And under

the circumstances wicb were in Corinth, Paul advised that they act in such a way as to

avoid giving unnecessary offence. And if people are going to think that you're a loose

woman because you don't wear a veil in that particular area well, why not wear a veil?

What's the harm in it? But as a practice to be kept up permanently, it is silly sort of

a thing.

Now, as I say, when I was in Palestine in 1929 I could see how some of the feelings

the Arabs against the Jews would naturally arise. Because I wd come along, and we'd

come through an Arab town, and here would be these Arab women with skirts'that would

drag on the ground and with their face covered with a veil, and just covered up like a

oman nun, and as if there was something that was unholy and wicked in your seeing her,
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And then you'd go a mile down the street and you'd come to a Jewish colony and you'd

see the girls there all out like you would on the streets of New York, with high skirts

and, rouged lips and painted faces, and the ccntrast was so sharp that naturally the

Arabs would become highly incensed at it, the impact that it wo.ld have on their children

and on their general situation. I don't think the Arabs there had any higher standard

of morality than the Jews, but they had a much differt custom (7)

and it is wise for us to avoid giving offence th unnecessary ways. That doesn't mean

that we need to be bound by the ideas of other oeoDle which are often very silly ideas

but in situations where people have strong ideas which there's no harm in, there's no

reason why we should not cooperate to some extent. Well, this is, I think Deborah rs an

" * . o.ud look at Gideon
important factor in this whole discussion, but I think we can go on -e

now. The clock is still moving.

Number 2 Gideon And Gideon is far better known to the average Christian than

Deborah is, beause the story of Gideon is one that we tell over and over. But even that

we talk much abott. A few main aspects of the story of Gideon are repeated over

and over. Now 6 course Gideon is a very interesting story, a ital story, a story filled

with important spiritual lessons and it is well worth all the time that is given it.

But Gideon is not a typical story, it is a very unusual story, and the Lord. richly

blessed in these unusual ways, it's good for us to be aware of, but not to think that

the Gideon story is a{ sample of what everything should be. Of course, you often hear

people say I'm going to put out the fleece, and sometimes what they mean is I mustn't do

anything until the Lord gives me a miraculous sign. I don't think that we have a right

to expect the Lord to give us a miraculous sign at every decision of life. And to some

extent Gideon's attitude might be taken as an attitude showing lack of faith wherthe

Lord had specifica.lly spoken to Gideon, Gideon said you're the one who delivered Israel

and Gideon said I'm from a very small and tnimportant family, how can I do it. Well, the

Lord said you the one I've chosen for it and I want you to do it. And then Gideon

went and knocked over one of the idols and. he got away with that without being destroyed

but then there was the question about what to do about facing the Midthanites. God had
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told him he was to go and lend the people and deliver them. Then Gideon said, Lord, if

you're going to give deliverance by me. show it by working this miracle. The fleece to

be wet and the ground dry and the next time he said let the fleece be dry and the

ground wet. Well, was Gideon so lacking in faith that even when God had said this is

what you're to do he wouldn't believe it until God wo.work a miracle. Personally I

incline rather to think that the purpose of this particular thing was different, that in

this case Gideon was asking the Lord if he would choose to give him a marvelous sign to

assure others of the fact that he was the one through whom God would give the victory,

and thts to lead the others to join with him in the work, rather than that Gideon him

self didn't know what to do, because had told him very specifically. And then in

this particular case God wanted to show them that God can win with few as well as with

many, and. so he told him the army was too big, everybody that's the least,,it fearsome

tell them to go home, and he went home. And then he said it's sttll1oo big and they cut

it down to just those that were alert, on their toes, picked by the way which they would

drink their water. And it was, God cut his army way down. Well in the case of Deborah

and Barak he said bring 20,000 men, he didn't ask to cut it down. Ordinarily God uses

the resources that are available. An he said, Joshua send all the force against Al, in

the end. It is not usually God's plan to cut them down. I've known people that have

done foolish things that hve alienated others from them. And, when the others have been

alienated and have left them, have said, oh well we'll get down to Gideon's 300 ptty

soon and then/ie'll be able eaby to accomplish, and I think that's a wrong attitude.

If somebody really doesn't belong with us they shouldn't be with us, and if we lose people

because they don't stand truly for the cause, praise the Lord, Re'll make up the loss

some way, but let us not a1ienté people by our stubbornness or by our foolishness and

then rejoice that they're being alienthd because we're getting down near to Gideon's

300. It's a misuse altogether of the story of Gideon. God wants us to (11 3/Li')

as many as possible for his truth and for hts cause. T0 act in such a way as to win

men for the cause and to lead them to stand for the cause. And so we have different

lessons we learn from different ones of these judges. And the great lesson from Gideni



O.P istory 242. 11 3/4) 1204.

isn't that it's a good. thing to have a little grout, not at all. ht it is that God

can use a little group, if he chooses to do it that way. God can work in suc1 way

as he may take a notion to. Of course ii this case he worked in that very unusual strange

way, that clever strategy of having them fight the Midianites till where the Mldianites

got to fighting among themselves, and of course W$ prepared for that by the spreading

of the rumors among them, which Gideon heard when he went down and spied, that these

people had the dreams that it was Gideon, they had. even used, the name, that was going to

attack them. He scared them. The Lord caused the rumors to get around, and scrred them,

they didn't know what was ahead and then this sudden attack with breaking the pitchers

and blowing the trumpets, and there hate been battles in history won in very, very similar

ways, but it doesn't happen often. If you did it very many times it ld completely lose

its effectiveness. And so the story of Gideon up to the point of the victory is a story

that is filled with very imortat spiritual lessons but not a story that is really a

straight pattern for us. There's a very interesting thing in this story of Gideon

that we ought to note, which is in chapter 8. In chapter 8 it reads that Gideon

said, to the princes of Succoth, in verse,5, M Gideon said. to the men of

Succoth, "Give, I pray you, loaves of bread unto the people that follow me; for they

faint, and I am pursuing after Zebah and Zalmunna, kings of Midian. And the princes

of Succoth said, "Are the bands of Zebah and. Zalmunna now in thine hand, that we should.

give bread unto thine army? And Gideon said, Therefore when the Lord. hath delivered

Zebah and. Zalmunna into mine hand, then I will tear your flesh with the thorns of the

wilderness and with briers." And. then he went on and he defeated the Midianites, and.

captured the people, he had. defeated them but now he mopped them up, and. captured

Zebah and Zalmunna, and d.isposited their host and. then he came back, and we read in

verse 14 that he returned from battle before the sun was up and he caught a young man

of the men of Succoth, and enquired. of him. How did. he catch a young man of Succoth?

Well, it was just one young man from the town who had been carried, had gotten out

in this time of danger, outside the wall. He wasn't a man carefully selected. He

was a man. who just happened to be there. And he caught this young man and we read.

that Gideon said to him, he enquired. of him, and. he described. unto him the princes of
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uccoth, and. the elders there, even 77 men. And maybe some of you would find, a

description of that nature helpful but 11m sure that I wouldntt. If I was in Gideonts

place and I grabbed a young man from Succoth and I said to him, describe to me, the

leaders of Succoth, and this young man said. well, he's John Jones, hets a tall fellow,

243.

be has a scar on the left side, on his head. He is very good in counsel but he is not

too good as a natural fighter etc, and be describes the 77 men. When he got through I

wouldntt know the one from the other. I don't think there would be much point in it,

and I doubt if thimn if would be to Gideon, too. And the fact of the matter is, that

the Hebrew word here translated described, is also translated describe where it tells

how they described the borders of the different tribes, The1 men went out and they

described the borders going from this town and that town and that town of the different

tribes, but aside from those cases, in connection with the making of the border, and

this one in here, the word is always translated. in a different way in Hebrew, in a way

that I trust practically everybody in this room could immediately tell me. The word

is " What does that mean? To write, and. what the Hebrew says, is he wrote down.

what the Hebrew says, and. there is some sense to that. If I were to say to a

young man, you write down these 77 leaders, and. I had them written down, I would have

something I could use, and. would be of value to me, and that's what (].) did.

Why did not the King James version translate it, wrote down. The RSV does. It

translates it as it stands, wrote down, because that's what the Hebrew meant. The

American Standard Version of 1901 says described and. then has a foot note that says,

Hebrew, wrote down. Well, if the Hebrew is wrote down, why do they say described?

Why don't they say wrote down. And of course, in making the Tribal borders it is

writing down. But the only reason it was rtht translated described was that people

couldn't quite believe that a young man caught at random outside of Succoth, would be

able to write the names of these 77 people. And actually it shows the high state of

liberty in that day, that just a young man picked. at random like this, a man who he

was able to get, he could. say, write them down, and. he could. write them down, and show

that all these ideas from a preliterate age, when every thing had to be passed on y

word of mouth, are simply not true to the facts. We had literature in Palestine
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probably fart superior than what it was 30 years ago in Palestine.

next day. (5)

We were noticing aldeon and we noticed how God gave him the victory in a very

wonderful way, from which we learn many extremely important spiritual lessons, but

that it is not an example which we can take as always applicable. And. I think that

the tendency to think that Gideon is a supreme example, Gideon is a man like ourselves

who had his mistakes, A man who had. his wonderful faith and. was wonderfully used,

But the tendency to take him as an extreme example, is offset by a final account of

Gideon in which we find. that Gideon after he was - the deliverance, that Gideon made

an ephod to put it into his cities and all Israel went awhoring after it, which thing

became a snare to Gideon and to his house, and then we read. in verse 30 that he had.

70 sons of his body begotten because he had. many wives, and. his concubine, in Shechem

also bare him a son, whose name he called Abimelech. th He want satisfied with his

many wives. He also had a concubine in Shechem. From her came Ablmelech and our

next chapter tells of the misery that came to the land. through this Abimelech. The

whole chapter is devoted. to the account of Abimelech, and. it is an interesting story,

about Abinielech and Jothan, I don't know what spiritual lessons are derived. from it,

there are probably some, and. it certainly was not a very good. thing for Israel.

Though there are some interesting things in that chapter, but Gideon was an imperfect

man, but he was a man who did allow himself to be used of God. to a certain extent,

at certain times, in a very real way. And of course that is one of the bad. things,

about this life, and in this imperfect way, Satan does succeed. in leading away many

very true believers into so action and. the results of their lives are tremendously

cut down. And I believe that we should take him as an example in regards to us to

keep our body under lest we become a a castaway, and to especially watch for the

pride of life which can mislead us more easily than anything else. But with others,

to be very sympathetic with them when things happen and. to do our best to help them.

But to remember that we also can easily fall.

(Question Nobody knows. The word ephod is a word. which is used. a good. many

times for a sort of apron, that a man wears. And it is put on, a linen ephod.
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ow this ephod. here was not made of linen, because he made it out of the metals

that they gave him, They gave him golden earrings, a thousand seven hundred shekels

of gold, besides ornaments and collars and purple raiment, and the chains that were

about the camels' necks. And Gideon made an ephod thereof, and put it in his city,

even in Ophrah. And. all Israel went thither a whoring after it. It sounds as if it

was a kind, of statue, which some of the people came to worship. It doesnt say that

Gideon worshipped it. There is no evidence that Gideon ever fell into idolatry.

There is no evidence of that. He began his career with over throwing the idols.

But this which he put up, which doubtless was for his pride, they came a whoring after.

What does that mean? That they made it a sort of an emblem of idolatry, that they came

to worship it, or does it mean that they revered this symbol of Gideon in a way that

they should not, apart from actual idolatry. The term is not very clear. But it is

quite evident that it became a snare to Israel, It was injurious and. harmful to the

people of Israel. And that is evident and it sounds as if it was some sort of a

statue. But since ephod usually means something more like an apron, it is just a

thing that we need more evidence on. There is very little vvidence on it, in fact,

I don't think we have any on it except the Bible. Just a few references. So that in

cases like this where we have only - we have to guess from context. And. we have

enough guessing from context to do with the best kind of a translation you can get,

and therefore to my mind, it is extremely unfortunate, for us to have to use a

translation that was made three hundred years ago, in which I dontt care who it is,

today that reads it, that they have to guess a great many words from context, that

are perfectly clear in the original, and. that are perfectly, and were perfectly clear

to the people then. And. it seems to me that we are making a great mistake in. going

through every effort to try to have a version that is really dependable, that is in

our present day English, because I dontt think we should take something that is

uncertain, like the ephod, to translate it statue or translate it apron would be

foolish, because here, we have to guess from context so we'd bettèr keep the word,

and. then everybody could make a guess. But when it comes to a statement like, I do

you to whit with the grace of God,, there is nobody here who would. ever say, I do

you to whit. That is, that the class hour is finished, nobody here would. think of

saying that. And therefore we just have to guess it from context, and we're guessing
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from context of a word that we dontt know, and you have enough of that to do anyway

and then to add the words that are simply old English, and are perfectly clear if you

knew Old English, it is just putting an unnecessary cloud between us and the under-
exnect

standing of the Bible. You can't/everybody to learn Greek and Hebrew, to know it in

the Original, so I think we have a right to an English translation that where it is

not anywhere near as good. as in the original is at least as true to the Original as

we understand it and also in a language that is intelligent to the people of today.

Of course, it is one thing to say that, it is another thing to get one. To get one

is a tough, hard. job, and the RSV meant a tremendous lot of time, effort and study,

and work, and. what a shame that it wasn1t done by men who believed the Bible, instead

of by men who were mostly unbelievers, and who with their study and work doubtless in

case after case give us a good English translation of the original where the King

James is obscure or wheren the English has changed so we don't recognize the meaning

today. And in case after case, yet in between these, you will find verse after verse,

where they've abandoned the original and given us just what they thought it ought to

be, with no reference to what the original said, and unless you know Hebrew you can't

tell which verses are in one category and. which are in another. So that it is a snare.

It is a snare to those who use it.

(question:) I would say that the people of the 17th century, we are in a better

position to know the meaning of words today than they were in the 17th century

because we have gained a certain amount of knowledge since of antiquity. But that

would not affect more than 2 or 3 percent known of the Bible. There was a tremendous

lot that was perfectly clear to them and it is clear to us when we see the original.

That they expressed it well, is perfectly clear to those who read it. And when they

said. ephod they didn1t know exactly what it meant because it was a Hebrew word put

into English letters, and. that's the sensible thing to do when you don't know what it

means. And anyway when it is a thing like that it is good. to take the Hebrew word

and carry it over. We never called Hitler the leader, we took the German word that

they used, and called him the Feuther, we called Mussobini the Duke. We took their

words and used it, and it is a good. thing to do with something that gets its specific
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meaning in one language and takes the word over.

Oh, the word. o White" was just as clear to them as the word. To KnowU is to us,

today. It meant exactly the same thing. I do you to whit, meant, I want you to know.

And, anybody in that day would not have the slightest question what it meant, I do you

to Whit. They said. he wot not. Well, we say he didn't know. It was just the same,

it is just as clear to them, but today we use the phrase to whit in legal documents.

The word has just dropped out of use. And so today when a man today comes to it,

there is nothing obscure about it, it is perfectly clear to anybody who knows

E].iabethen Thglish, but to a person today reading it, you say I do you to whit of

the grace of God, and you think it has something to do with the grace of God.

0.T.H.21414.

.no way of knowing what it means because it's not something that occurs in the language

that he speaks, and be wot not, you can pretty well guess from context what that is,

but he guesses, he doesn't know the word. Well, the, if we had time to look at this

story of Abtinelech, it a very interesting story and would have value for us (3/Lb)

this fable that Jotham gave, but all we can take time for now is to see

that Gideon was a great hero of faith. And it's interesting that it doesn't say after,

at least in Judges 8, it doesn't say that he judged Israel. It says, and the country

was in quietness forty years in the days of Gideon. That's what it says here in verse 28.

He did say in verse 23 when they were asking him to rule over them, he said, I will not

rule over you, neither shall my son rule over you, the Lord shall rule over you. Of

course that's exactly what it should be, the Lord's rule, but how' tb Lord. going to

rule. He's either got to appoiht a king to rule or appont judges to rule, or the

people have to get together and try to determine who they think is the n best quali

fied to interpret the will of God. and rule. But in a world of sin you've got to have

soebody to rule, not to direct people and tell them what to do, but to protect them

from the violence and crime on the -part of those who do not obey God's law. And this

would sound. as if Gideon prefers not to assume that responsibility. How they were

ruled during this tithe we're not told, but it says that they had quietness forty years,

got rid of the Midianites and did. a tramdãuus thing for them and gave us many, many
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spiritual lessons, he was a great man of faith, but he is not the example that we

should follow in every regard, nor is his battle the example Of how we are to win all

our (2-) for the Lord, though it has points given, it's valuable illus

tration and. it may be the way in which God would work in any particular case, but not

the prescribed way that he's declared to do in every case. Yes? (student. 2 3/14)

Yes. Unfortunately we are not in a position to know a great deal about what the office

of a judge was. We have, out evidence is quite scant, but it would seem to me that

probably the difference between a king and a judge was principally this: that a king

was established in such a way that there was a hereditary situation. That would seem to

me to be the rincipal difference. The judge was more easily gotten rid of if e proved

uliworthy and the king' t$$i,L$ power would descend to his son. And the descent from

father to son of kingly power was something which we have no record that the Lord estab

lished but it being an established thing among men, the Lord did not permit it to work

house thatout in Saul s day but allowed David to have a Se-we would continue and. gave us the

reat




c1imax of this house in the Lord Jesus Christ, but the hereditary method of deter

on
rulership is0e 8 has sprung up spontaneously all over the world, ouite

naturally, because no matter how good the man is he is very apt to be very anxious that

his power descend to his son. And such a system gets established, but it is inherently

not a good system. You take almost any line of hereditary rulers and you find, that

the bulk of them are not rirticular1y good. It's mta very good way of selecting lead

ers and you look at the history of ancient Rome and you find that when they had. emperors

who succeeded, they gave their power to their son, usually it went bad pretty quickly.

The time of the best rule that Rome ever had was in the 2nd century A.D. And they had

very good system which they used for a brief time. There were abott six or seven of

the rulers who each one adopted a man who was an outstanding man who seemed to be splen

didly ecuiuped to be emperor, he adopted him and then he succeeded him. And there was

a series there: (5k) Hadrian, Antoninus, Pius, Marcus Aurelius,

they were five of the best rulers that any nation ever had. anywhere, and each of them

ddopted. his successor, and picked out a man of prime character and great ability. Until
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they got to Marcus Aurelius the philosopher, the last one, and he had a son he couldn't

bear to pass over his own son and adopt somebody for emperor, and so his son became

emperor after him and be was one of the worst emperors ever. But the hereditary system

is a very, very poor system. As far as getting good rulership is concerned. It is a

good system for promoting security, simply because of the reason that the people get in

the habit of adoring a person) they can easily pass that oer to his son, and in England

in some way they have managed to keep that part of it without the other, and they aver

age English person is just crazy about their royal family. And almost worships them

and yet wouldn't let them have any tower in government whatever. They're nothing but

a figurehead, they haven't even, 50: years ago when Edward VII made an expression about

a political thing, he was condemned from one end of England to the other, because he

abuthad. no right to say anything a-a government. He was simply a figurehead, but as a

figurehead they worship them and it gives them a unity and a security and a coherence

which is a valuable thing to get, very valuable. But it's the only dountry I know of,

well, almost the only one I know of, where they've gotten that thing about the herditary

ruler, without the evils that come from a descendant line. And they had to go through

an awful lot of misery before they (7*) Yes? (student .7*)

Not in the sense in which the word judge is used in Judges. For there is the difficul

ty in discussing any problem, Ltwords have differenth meanings in different contexts

and often you can't he sure exactly what the eaning is. You have learn more about the

context, have to maybe learn about the people's attitude, because words change their

meaning so from time to time.

I remember 30 years ago, 20 years ago, down town here, there was a great big

building down town here which had a sign on it the Pennsylvania Company for Insurance

on Lives and Granting Annuities. It was one of the three largest banks of Philadelphia.

It was just an ordinary bank and nothing else, but that was its title. And at the same

time I visited New York and a man there told me that one of the biggest banks in New

York is the Chemical Bank, and he said that was an organization founded for chemical

work and. they had a little room down in the basement where they had a man mixing some
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chemicals together because they had to be doing chemicals but 99 99/lOOths of their

work was banking, it was just an ordinary bank, but the word changed its meaning as

far as that place was concerned. Now one of the big banks here used to be called the

Corn Exchange Bank of Philadelphia. I imagine years ago they used to exchange torn there.

Today it is just an ordinary bank but it's still the corn exchange. And words graUal]4

change their meaning. As the thing changes the situntioxhanges and instead of saying

we've got to get a new word the change comes gradually and we keep the old word. Now

in English a judge is a man before whom cases are tried, and he gives a decision about

each case, and that is the specific aning of judge in modern English, but the Hebrew

ord (9*) * the verb * or the noun *

we learn frornthe context an a man who ma and probably does judge cases, but that's not

his primary activity, his primary activity is he's a leader of the people in gathering

them together and delivering them from their enemies and helping them maintain peace and

order in the community. That is, he's more like the policeman perhaps, or like an ad

ministrator in modern times. He is pretty much like a king except that he has none of

the hnnors of the king, none of the prestige of a king, none of the hereditary powers

of a king. And not being established so solidly as a king it's easier to get rid of him

if he proves (10) Though there are great advantages of having a judge

over a king, if you have a godly judge it's a great advantage, but there is a didvantage,

that there is not that continuity, that security, and so the time of the judges was a

wonderful time when they judges who were really godly, but a time of confusion and tur

moil when they didn't. While under the king, if you got a good godly king to reign, and

he followed the Lord and you got things into pretty decent condition, if he was succeed

ed by a weakling or by a fellow of small vice, his general good situation which he'd

established would continue by its own momentum for quite a period, you'd have to get two

or three dngs in a row to ruin him. If he had a son unfortunately who was a very

wicked man or a son who was a man of great ability and was a wicked man, he would change

the situation rather quickly. But under the kingship you have more stability, more con

tinued--of course it worked the other way too. You get a wicked king and he would estab

lish a situation that was pretty much changed the other way. We have an example of that
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which we should look at later on, but which is very impcrta just to mention now. The

last kings, who before the end of this semester I want ou to know the names of, the last

kings of Israel were Josiah and his two sons who (11*)

and Josiah was a very righteous king, goo man who had a great revival, and Josiah estab

lished righteous leaders in the land. He did an excellent piece of work. Josiah died

and was succeeded by his son but the king of Egypt came and seized the son end took him

to Egrnt and put a second son in power, and this second son was a wicked man, Jehoikim.

But Jehoikim had the righteous good princè that had been established by his father

in power and he couid not remove them immediately. That is, I suppose, he had the power

to say all of you get out but it would have made such a stir in the land that he might

have lost his on position, it was too dangerous, so he had to do it gradually. AM the

result is that in the days of Jehoikim, though he was a wicked man who haft6d the prophets

God, he was unable to do anything to injure or destroy the prophet Jeremiah, because of

the good rulers established by his father Josiah, and it's explicitly said in Jeremiah,

that the king Jehoikim wanted to kill Jeremiah but that the godly princes protected him.

But then Jehoikim gradually changed these princes and by the end of Jehoikim's eleven-year

reign when he was succeeded by his son who reigned just three months, and then succeeded

by his brother Zedekiah, the brother of Jehoikim, Zedekiah was a good man, that is to say,

he was a good man in the sense of one who's good but not good for much. He desired to do

right. He is spoken of as a bad king and he was but he was a good man who desired to do

right, he desired to follow the DroDhet Jeremiah, to do what Jeremiah said, he Drotected.

eremiah, he was a man who in ordinary peaceful clrcuuistances might be considered a good

man, but the princes and the leaders, the able, efficient, effecté king had gotten in,

during the course of his last year, were evil men, and the result was that Zedekiah was a

prisoner of the princes and the nobles, and, he was unable--he would call Jeremiah in and

talk with Jeremiah and. then he'd say now Jeremiah don't you tell them what I talked to you

about, don't you say anything that PeoPle can understand what I talked to you about, and he

was just afraid of these nobles, and. rightly so, because he was not a man of such ability

and power that he cculd. overcome them, and they were established end if held had. the good
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nobles that his father had, put in, he robably would lave been a very good king. But he

didn't have the power, didn't have the determination to step out and to make a change, and

1 wayshe was a irisoner (lL4-) And you see, both aee itU
/L

illustrated the stability that you get with a monarchy that you can't get with just a

judge. Yes? (student.1!4 Yes. There are three terms here which we should. define.

First, the men of Israel. I don't think (1k 3/k)

O.T.History 2Li.5. (..)

.because you have delivered us from the hand of Midian. But Gideon refused to rule or

to have his son rule, and thus far we think of George Washington (3/k)

who refused to become king. But/on the other hand, after George Washington retired and got

a little bit of rest after the terrible labors of the Revolutionary War and thought he'd.

settle down and finish his/Life in peace, he fonM the country in considerable confusion

beôause there was no established settled government and George Washington got busy correspond
woriçing and

ing with people and/got a constttttional together and helped in getting a better system of

stable government established, and then they elected him the first President and he went

in and ttted to rule for four years, the worst four years ofhis life because half of the

oeoDle were reviling him and criticising him and calling him names and when--I guess it was

8 gears--and when he finished one of the newspapers had a big headline from tie Bible,

now lett.st thou thy servant depart in peace, because I have seen the end of the evil days.

George Washington as President. There was no president in our history ever reviled more

than George Washington. But Washington gave up his peace and his security and his uleasure

in order to try to do for his country, so he's rightly called the first in war and the

first in peace, that is up to that time. He was ertain1y one of the very best we've ever

had. -de

But Gideon here, he refused to be kind, as George ashington did, but did he go

fuibther and fail to take an interest in the well-being of the country? We don't .imow.

But there's that he didn't, so we're not sine. Butt in war he was certainly first. He

was able , he was helpful, he did a wonderful thing for the land, he as truly one of the
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heroes of faith. Bi.t then Gideon said to them, he said I don't want kingship. But he says

I'll tell you what I WL11d like, that every one of you would give me the earrings of his

prey (For they had golden earrings because they were Ishmaelites.). Well the ones, that

is their prey, the people they had captured, people that had been (2-h) attacked,

had golden earrings because they were Ishmaelites. Well, now how did the Ishmaelites et

in here, this is Midianites they've been fighting about and now we read all of a sudden

they had golden earrings because they were Ishmaelites. Does any one of you. think of any

time in which the word Isbmaelite end Midianite have been used similarly together. I see

one does, there are more than one, two, three, four, five, six, any more than that, seven,

eight, very good. Now I want to tell you now, because I don't want to leave it till too

late, but every time I give a course in this history, the exam at the end of the second

semester covers both semesters, because I don't believe in teaching a coarse to be taken

like a pill, swallowed and forgotten. I see no advantage in that. Whatever is worth while

should be gotten firmly, but if Mr. Deshpande was the first to raise his hand, if I had

called on him he wob.d have explained, that back in the book of Genesis the critics say

there are two documents because it says the Midianites ssed by but Joseph's brothers

ulled him out of the well and so him to the Ishmaelites, and they say here's two docu

ments, one says it was the Midianites and one says it was the Ishrnaelites, that took him.

And that's a real problem n the tudy. But here we have this verse in which we're talk

ing about Midianites all through the chapter and then it says they had golden earrings be

cause they were sbmae1ites and this verse here is -roof, I aporeciate Mr. Welch's calling

our attention to it, this verse here is proof that the Ishmeelites and the Midianites are

overlapping terms, that these men who were Midianites ve could also be called Ishinael

ites. That doesn't mean they are the same thing, not at all, but they are overlapping terms,

The same man could be both, both an Ishmaelite and. a Midianite, and like if somebody said

in Europe oh here comes a Texan, somebody else says oh, it seems good to see an American.

Well he says what you talking about, this man's a Texan. Well he's both. He's a Texan

and he's an American. And someone else would say yes, it's awf.ffiul good to see an Indian

again. I don't than the Texan, I mean the Oklahoman, this Oklahoman is an Indian, an
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American Indian of course, but he's an American, he's an Indian, and he's an Oklahoman,

yet j5 the same man, and there are different overlapping areas which may apply. Some

people would call me scotch, because my ancestors are Scotch, but yet I'm American. Other

people are American who Scotch and most who are Scotch are not American. Our terms

overlap, and the Isbmaelites and the Midianites are overlapoing terms, the exact (5*)

significance of either one of them we don't know because we don't have enough evidence.

But here's proof they're overlapping terms, and evidently from this we learn that for some

reason those who were Ishmaelktes rticularly rejoiced in having these big golden ear

rings. Now Mr. Welch is raising his hand to ask if these were the descendants of Ishmael

but it would seem that most likely, that the descendants of Ishmaèl became leaders among

the Bedo.ins, among the Arab people and that the term was extended to mean other people
Midianites

of similar type. Now it is possible these maeee were descended from Ihmael, but

I don't think there's any proof of it in the other (6)

One might think, here you say Ishmaelites, Ishmael is the uncle of Israel, you're confusing

the term Ishmael and Israel but you see theytre quite unrelated here. The Ishmaelites

describe the people from the area to which Ishmael went, peoDle of a certain type. Maybe

Ishmael became quite an outstanding leader and became very vain with his decorations and

those who followed in his footsteps were the same, we just d&t know. (6k)

That's the trouble with any history. There is much you understand and much you

don't, because we dontt have sufficient evidence. (Question:) We don't have any.

(Question: What is our proof at all that - ) Well, I would say that this passage

here is pretty good proof. The whole chapter is talking about the conquest of the

Midianites. They've taken these Midianites. They've killed them. They've taken the

plunder from them. Now he says, every one of you, give me the earrings from your

captives. And. it says, for they had golden earrings, for they were Ishmaelites. Well

that tells us here that their captives were Ishmaelites, but everything else in the

chapter said. they were Midianites. Well, either the sentence was inserted by somebody

who didn't know anything, or else it means that you understand that they were overlapping

terms. (Question:) That's entirely possible. But the exact relationship we dont

know. It may be like the Scotch and the American can overlap, or something like that.
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It could be like American and Texan, that the Ishamelites refers to the whole group

of nomods, rn the i:'ianites were one branch of them, because after all, you say,

why should the whole group be named after Ishmael, when only part of them were

descended from them. Why should we all be named after Amerigo Vespuciu.s. Only

comparatively few of us are Italians, yt we are called Ameriôans.

(question:) Yes, in Genesis 37, in tbat passage to which Mr. Deshpand.e referred

to a few minutes ago, there the word Midianite and Ishmaeellte are both used several

times, and they use one and they use the other, and they pass back and forth, and the

critics say this is a perfect example of two stories that have been confused, and they

take a sentence from one and a sentence from the other, just anybody with any sense

wouldntt do a ift thing like that. That is, if a person combined the two stories, that's

awful. Or if he did, head make them fit together. Held take one term and use it, not

just take what he found in the book, unless he thought it meant the same thing. So,

whether one person wrote it originally, or whether it was two stories combined is not

proven by the use of the two terms. Whoever combines them, if they were combined,

thought they meant the same thing. Not the same thing, but that they could be apDlied.

to the same man. And if you question whether it was possible to pass from one term to

another like this, read a Russian novel. I read one once and I was dizzy before I got

through with it, because I think the leading character was Peter Alexandervitch,

Devitevitch, Henrodeze, or something like that. And they'd call him one time by the

whole name, one time by the first name, one time by the fourth, and one time by the

second, and they'd be in the same sentence. Henry came in the door, and. the friends

were surprised to see how pale Alexanervitch's face was. And that would be in the same

verse. It is their custom. They used different names just for variety, and we use

different terms, too, but not as much. say, Ill refer to my wifets father, as

your father, my father in law, Johnny's grandfather, there are different terms, we'd

refer to him by his name. Different terms. And I may use 12 or 15 different terms

about him. And you don't think a thing of those, as long as you know who it is, and

what it means, but it is strange to one who doesn't know the terms. But this Ishznaelites

and Midianite, anybody who takes the Bible as true, from Genesis 37, will find proof that

they are overlapping terms. Anybody who raises a question about that on the critical



O.T. istory. 2L4 lO 1218.

theory, will find over here in Judges, a similar thing done, which is a proof that

we are correct in taking it as overlapping there. Well, I think that maybe, unless

there is some other vital question of Gideon, we should go on to number , which is

Jephthah and I dare not take very long on Jephthah. We could spend a long time on

him, but again we are not told much. That's a rather frustrating thing about the book

of Judges. We are given glimpses of the situation. We are given glimpses of important

events, but we are blessed with much in between, and just don't know.

Jephthah here was a rther wild, sort of man. He had been driven out of his home,

and he had, was sort of an outlaw, but he was a good fighter and when the Ammonites were

fighting against Israel and when they needed the help of somebody who was a good fighter

they went to him and asked him to lead them, and unlike Gideon who refused to be their

king, JeDhthab said, now if I come, and be your captain, he said, how do I know that you

won't use me just as long as I could help you and then get rid of me. I want some

guarantee of permamence of our relationship. And. he said, if you bring me home again to

fight against the children of Aminon, and the Lord deliver them before me, shall I be

your head. And they guaranteed that they would do that. You win the victory for us,

and you will be our head. Gideon won the victory, and he said, I don't want to rule

over you. The two were different in that regard. But of course their background was

different. Gideon was a member of a respectable family, well, established and secure.

And he risked losing that in order to rescue the people. He wanted to go back to this.

Jephthah was an outlaw who was invited by the people that hated him to come and help

them. He wanted to be sure that it wasn't just a temporary deliverance. So he came,

and. he led the people, and he delivered them. But then he made this terrible vow.

He said, that "if the Lord will really deliver the children of Ainmon into my hand,

then whatever comes forth of the doors of my house to meet me, when I return in peace

from the children of Ainmon, shall surely be the Lord's, and I was offer it up for a

burnt offering." And he went over and he fought the children of Amman, and the Lord

delivered them into him hands, and he n a tremendous victory, and he came back to

his home, and his daughter came out to meet him with cymbals and dancing. She was

his only child, and. when he saw his daughter he rent his clothes, and said, "Alas,
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my daughter, my ughter. Thou bast hrouht me very low, and thou art one of them that

trouble me, for I hnve opetmd riy mouth unto the Lore, n c1 I cannot o back. And she

said unto him, My father, if thou hast opened thy mouth unto the Lord, do to me

according to that which hath procedde, cut of t1 moLti:; fcrasmuch as the Lord hath

taken vengeance for thee of tUne enemies, even of the children of Ammon. And she

said. urto her father, Let this thing be done for me: let me alone two months, that I

may o up and down upon the mountains, and bewail my virginity, I and my girlfriends."

Very poor English translation, my and my fellows. It was perfect in Old. English,

because in Old English, a fellow means an associate. My associates. The Hebrew word

is feminine. I and my girlfriends, is what it means. But in the English, in Modern

English, a fellow which previously meant an associate, regardless of sex, had come to

mean a man, a boy. And. so it is a very unfortunate translation. I and. my fellows.

It is not one of the passages read m the most, but ft if was it surely would. bring

confusion, uncertainty and misunderstanding. To translate a Hebrew fethinine word,

it was perfectly all right in Old English, but it is extremely bad in Modern English.

And so she says, "Let me alone two months, that I may go up and down unon the mountains,

and bewail my virginity." "And he said., Go. And he sent her away for two months, and

she went with her companions," here we have it translated companions, bewailed her

virginity upon the mountains. At the nd of two months, she returned unto her father,

who did with her according to his vow which he had vowed., and she knew no man. And it

was a custom in Israel, that the daughters of Israel went yearly to lament the daughter

of Jephthah the Gileaite four days in a year."

2'6. (0)

Here Jehthah made a very, very rash vow, a very foolish vow.Whatever comes out

of my house first. Whatever the first thing is, I suppose he thought it might be his

favorite dog. Or it might be that cow that he was so fond of. Certainly there was the

risk, if it was not o member of his family, that it might be a servant, it might be

another human being. And it was a very, very foolish vow, to make. And Jephthah is a

great hero of faith, but he certainly was not an ideally (1). The Lord, wants

us to keep our vow, but he wants us to " Yes? (question). They would. use

it to show there was human sacrifice, yes. But the thing is, as far as religion is
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concerned, tht they can not find enough other in that

Cf course when you get on to the Kings, we read. about some wicked king who made his

sons ass through the fire to Moock, and that would. seem to me, that this Israelite

king followed the heathen practice of sacrifice. We find that the king of Moab,

when the Israelites were attacking, he killed his son, as a burnt offering on the wall

of the city. And the Israelites were so thoroughly disgusted that they left and went

home. But it is not anything that has ever proven anything in religion, of Moses and

the religion of those who gave us the Old Testament. It was a common practice among

the wicked idolaters around them, into which they came to fall. Now the critics will

say, that when Abraham offered. Isaac, what it means is that that is when Abraham

learned that human sacrifice was wrong. And they will tell you that that is an utter

misinterpretation against Genesis 22 , because the whole story as it is told is

that Abraham was ready to do whatever the Lord actually wanted him to do, and he under

stood the Lord. wanted him to offer Isaac, and actually what the Lord. wanted was for him

to show that he was willing to give up even his own son, Isaac. And the Lord intervened

not to say Abraham, human sacrifice is wrong, not to say that. Human sacrifice was

never taught in the religion of Abraham, but to say I have seen that you hold nothing

back, not even your on son. And. so their interpretation is a false interpretation,

but one can easily see how they arrive at it.
UT

Now in this case, you have a vow made, m have no other instances of a vow being

made. But it was a part of the heathen religion, and this poor man Jephthah had. no

education, he had been driven out of his home, mistreated by the family, by his

relatives, by the people of the area, and all that, and now he was, now when they were

in this difficult spot, and they know he is a good. fighter, they want to help him.

And he came and he seems to be a man who had. a real knowledge of the Lord, but a very

limited knowledge, and he came and he wanted to serve the Lord. He wanted. to do what

was right, and he made this very rash vow, but it is certainly not an example in any

way. A nd of course that is the difficulty. 4any people get the impression, the Bible

is the book, where everything in it is an example for us. It is nothing of the kind.

The Bible is a book that how in a wicked. world in which sin is wide spread, God brought

the knowledge of Christ, and prepared the way for His coming, and. in which He showed. a
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little by little what we need to know, because he culnt give it to us at once,

because of our sin and our wickedness, and it is the same situation todr. We have

to lead people little by little. We know that the human heart is enmity against God,

and. even the heart of the converted man, is still to some extent, enmity against God,

and even the heart of a man who is fighting for the great doctrines of the faith, he

still has an awful. lot of wickedness .n him, that he has to watch out for and the rest

of us have to look out for, too. And be sympathetic toward him, because we all fall into

such a thing, and God has promised that we will get rid of them, and we want to go

forward in sanctification, but we want to know that our character i very imperfect and.

our knowledge is thmpre imperfect, and you cannot take Gideon or Jephthah, or even

David as a perfect example. Anybody who sets out to do everything that David did, is

very, very foolish. David was a man after God's own heart, but that meant that he had.

an attitude of really repenting of his sins, and looking to the Lord for help and trying

to get over it. And a lot of other people who don't have sins but in the eyes of the

world are anywhere near as bad. as David ere, are a lot worse in God's sight than David

ever was, because of a heart attitude, they have and. a pride of heart.

And. so Jephthah here makes a very serious error, in making this vow which we are

told about here. And we are told about the wonderful attitude of the daughter. She

says, "Do what you vow. There was no evidence that she even knew what it was. That

she was ready to trust ta to what her father had vowed to the Lord, he ought to do.

Than after evidently he tells what it is, and she says, "Let me go two months on the

mountain and bewail my virginity. I and nr companions, my girl friends." And at the
did ?

end of two months, vhe returned to her father, and he said to her, according to his

vow which he had vowed. And if it had. stopoed. there, no body would have any question

uut what it mean aft is, that he did kill her. But then it says, "he did with her

according to his vow which he had. vowed, and. she knew no man,"and the simple way of

interpreting that is, this girl died, and she was still a virgin. She had never been

married.. She died a pure virgin, she knew no man. But giving it right after, the

accoutt here, and not saying he killed. her, he did according to his vow, and she knew

no man, some people take this meaning, that as a result of his vow, she knew no man.

Always she had. to give up normal life and be shut away like a nun for the rest of her life.



D.T. history. 2L6. (7) 1222.

And there are those who feel that that is the correct inter-wetaton, of it, and it is

r. rather peculiar way to state it. Maybe they are right. I cant say that they are

wrong, I must say this though, that the more natural way of interpretation In of the

words as they stand seems to be but I don't think that it is onc1usive1y certain that

it is. I would. personally reserve judgment on it, as I like to do on anything which is

the evidence is not sufficient. Yes, Mr. Haffly.

(I see why it is not clear when it says that he makes a vow and he says,
,is

he does according to that vow, and the vow/that he'll sacrifice her.) That is the way

many take it, but there are those who take it the other way. (Mr. Tow. (Question)

Well, in our civilization where women can get out and be dentists, technicians, and.

store clerks, and all kinds of things, many women have a successful life, apart from

marriage, but in many, many lands, there is no such possibility, and particularly

anywhere where there is a more or less -where there is a life of less security, where

you have tc have more protection, the tendency is for women to get shut off so that

the only fulfillment of their life, fam in marriage, and in such an

organization the fate of a woman in not fulfilling her natural physical function,

becomes a thing that is greatly, she is felt as having been extremely unfortunate.

And whether it was that way there I'm not ready to say. But at least there is a

possibility. fYes. (Question) But it is always limited in time. The Nazarite vow

can never become " (9-) (Question) Well, I think that we could discuss

this for three hours. At the end I don't know whether we would. know anymore than we

do now. So my feeling is each of you read. the passage, and make your own guess, but

I don't think it is an article of faith, or a matter to divide churches over. And I

personally think that it sounds more as if she was slain, than it is that she was shut

away, but I think the arrangement of the phrase, is such that it gives at least some

possibility to those who take it that way. Thatis my guess here. But I doubt if we

could gain anything by expressing all our opinions on it, because I dont think there

is any fu±ther data to be found on it, than what we have. r. Mitchell). (Question).

No, I don't think so. I think that we should be extremely careful about making vows.

Be sure they are in the Lord1s will when we make them. I think that if we make a vow

and we promise in good. faith, and people take it in good faith, and we later find, that
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it is disadvantageous to ourseif, 'e should go through with it anyway, if we are

obligted to it. But I think that if we have without realizing or even with

realizing have done something which is contrary to God's moral law, or injurious to

His purposes, I think that we should renounce it, but I think such cases are very,

very few. And it can not be made an excuse of any (11*).

But I don1 t think the attitude of the Roman Catholic Church in making little children,

that don't know what they are doing, take a vow of chastity for life, and think they've

done a wonderful, noble thing, because they take a vow of chastity, a little girl of

14 or l, an she shows her wonderful devotion to the Lord, by taking a vow of chastity,

for life. I don't think that is a right thing and a proper thing to do, and when
women 7

Martin Luther told those people to come out of tse places that were closed up and live

normal lives, those women did. The Roman Catholics said these monks have not taken

vows on chastity, and. it is bad that they left the monestary, to follow Martin Luther.

Is bad, but it is excusable, but these nuns. They have vowed chastity for life,

and that was wicked for them to come out, and Martin Luther said that that vow was a

wrong vow, they should never have taken those vows. And I think he was right.

(question: If a sow had come out of this house or a dog, well now, there's another

thing, what alter is it to be offered on, if the place of sacrifice is at one place

here? Should men offer sacrifices apart from that How much did he know about Israel's

law? How much would Israel tolerate of this man?) It is true, we don't know. It is

possible that everything he did. was over there in Gibeah, but it was still in

Transjord.an. He never had any connection with the people on the other side of

the Jordan. We don't know. It is altogether possible. But he was a hero of faith.
the Lord. blessed

Because Hebrews says so. He was a man that had great good qualities but

he also had mighty little power in connection with that. Well, I fear we will have

to stop. I'll post the assignment, and we'll have to stop. I'll post some kind, of

assignment.
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...last time about D, which as A Pew Points about Outstanding Judges, and we looked

at number 1, Deborah and Berak; Number 2, Gideon; and number 3, JePhthah. We glanced

at Jephthah.

And then humber 14. Samson And. Samson is a very interesting history, one that is

given with much detail, with much narrative, a history which has many interesting incidents

in it and a considerable number of important spiriturl lessons. It is a history which

we cannot ade to our understanding of from any external source, where we don't have it

The only source which might add to its understanding would be information about the

Philistines. Because Samson is the first of these (li) named who had

any relation with the Philistines as far as the Scripture account is concerned. Now if

we had full detailed history of the Philistines it, a full detailed history, would throw

a great deni of light on the life and history of Samson. If we had a fair amount of

material about the Philistines it would, even if Samson wasn't mentied, it would throw

a good deal of light on his background. Unfortunately, we know very, very li1é about

the Phklistines aside from what was stated in the Bible. The reason we know very little

about the Philistines is because of the fact that they occupied mostly that fertile

valley section, next to the Mediterranean, the finest part of Palestine, the t in which

the Jews have their best colonies today, the main na.rt of Israel today was Philistine

land in Biblical times. And this region was such a fine region that after the Philistines

died. out it continued to be a very important section. In the time of Christ, Athenians

came to Gaza in southern Palestine to study Athenian hilosophy, because the best teach-
o it,

ers/, many of them were in Gaza and this area which formerly had been the Philistine land.

It was a great center of Hellenistic culture. Well tiat xans that every one of these

Philistine cities now has had other cities above it and. archeologists are not greatly

interested, in those later cities. You could learn a great deal about Greek and Hellen

istic culture of the time of Christ by carefully examinàñon of Philistine cities from

that eriod. But if you want to learn about Greek cultre of the time of Christ, most

people would rather go to Greece, there's plenty there to study where you get it at first

hand. And therefore there not much interested in this, but you can't go in with a. steam
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shovel and dig up that matérial and get down to the Philistine material. If you're going

to excavate the Philistine period you've got to carefully excavate the periods that are

later on the same lace, you can't just throw the staff away. And nobody has felt

enoi.h interest in those periods to go and. make a thorough detailed study of them, go

g down inch by inch to get to the Philistine period. So there -probably is a great

deal in these places of tremendous importance to the history of the ancient Philistines,

but it will net be available to us until or unless somebody gives sufficientake

a few years first to study the later Hellenistic culture that is above that, and I doubt

if that will ever happen. Hellenistic culture was brought, was after Alexander the

Great's conquest of the east, Greek cities were established all over and there's Hellen

istic culture in many of them and many of them have been excavated, very interesting,

and very important, we've ained so much knowledge here and there, I question whether

anybody would want (fr) to examine the upper part of these

Philistine cities. Now that's true of most of the Philistine cities, not all. There

are one or two cases where they were abandoned after a comparatively short time, before

there was this great Hellenestic culture but in which it so happens t}at the peo1e who

lived right above them dug a lot of storage pits which have been dug down into the re

mains of the Philistine period and. thus he cut it all up into pieces and left so much

trash in it that attempts to excavate at them have just proved not too worth while. A

very, very careful excavation of those cities, one or two like that, probably would re

veal a great deal but it would take a tremendous amount of money and careful effort to

do it because it's a very unusual difficulty. And so we just don't know much about the

hlistine cities and we know prcticaliy nothing about Philistine history except what

we gain fromthe Bible, and the result is that Samson stands rather isolated. His constant

activity was in relation to the Philistines, we learn a great deal about them from his

account but very little, nothing about him, from their sources. So the story of Samson

stands rather isolated, there's much in it that we would understand far better if we

had other information hrowing light on it, as we read it in the Bible we do not get a

very high idea of Samson's character. God had set him apart for his work from before his
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birth and he was ordered that he should be a Nazarite all his life, he should never

touch strong drink, and he should never cut his hair. And he was given these particular,

not only strong drink shouldn't be touched, any kind of graDe juice, anything that came

raisinsfromthe grape , anything from grapes should not be touched. He was to be a Nazar-

ite from his birth all through his life. Now that's not an ordinary Nazarite, because

in the book of Numbers the descritior1of the situation of the Nazarite lays down exolicit

ly how long one is to be a Nazarite. It was a limited thing. Samson was an unusual

situation, a very unuswl thing, not a pattern for others,io described in Scriptures

that pec-ole shall make themselves Nazarites for life end say they'll cut their hair,

never touch a dead body, of course he touhed many dead bodies so he certainly broke

that part of the Nazarite's vow. But t is not prescribed as a vow to be taken for life,

and it certainly is not described as something that parents could set asic5.e their child

ren for. ut in his case it was a special revelation from God, that in this particular

case God ha.d set him apart for his special work but to how great an extent did Samson

do the work for which he was set apart, I mean how great, it says that he set himself to

do a work, but to how great an extent did he simply do what he felt like and the Lord

used. him for the urpose that the Lord had in mind? It's pretty hard to make much of an

example for us of Samson. If he avoided strong drink there were plenty of other things

he didn't avoid, that the descriptions suggest, are certainly not a ttern for an ideal

follower of the Lord. Et the Lord used him and the book of Hebrews lists him with the

heroes of faith. And it lists these others, Jephthah and Barak and Gideon, they are all

four listed, they were varying characters, they had their weaknesses. Barak had his

weakness of faith, Gideon also. Gideon had his strength of character. Jenhthah and

Samson are characters that seem to be morally and as general examples far inferior to

Barak end Gideon, but all four are heroes of faith, all four of them our God greatly

used for a specifi purpose that he had in mind in this pericd of the judges. I think

they are a warning to us, the fact that these four are listedT-e& heroes of faith,

that it is only God who can see the heart and really judge who really is a hero of faith.

And they are very imperfect as all heroes of faith are, because every human being

is very innerfect, and we see the imperfections in other people and don't realize that
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we may in ourselves have far worse ones than they have in the Lord's sight. The Lord

judges the heart, the Lord mows who are the heroes of faith, got a big job in

keeping ourselves in the category of truly following the Lord, avoidigg compromise with

that w.ich is wrong, that which is sinful, that which is evil, that which is contrary

to His will, if others who are truly followers of His pretty well (9)

that we should leave judgment of them to the Lord, and. that as to our own, the extent

to which we work with them & don't, that is a matter which has to be decided in each

uarticular case by the situation nd by the knowledge of the case, because all men are

imperfect and there is no one but has his faults. And these four are the outstanding
of

characters, erbas, in the book of judges, at lerst they are the four




/whom more is told

than of any others, and they are the four who were picked for the book of Hebrews to list

as heroes of faith, and we have many lessons to learn from all of them, but one lesson

we learn from all of them is that it is only God that is perfect, and of course his Son

Jesus Christ. And we learn from men's weaknesses as well as from their strength. Now

in the light of Samson, I trust you all are familiar with the details of it, I don't think

there's need of my going over it in class, but there is value in your own study of it

and in your own meditation on these lessons which you. can derive from them.

The incident of Samson killing withthe jawbone of an ass, some people have tried

to make out that it wasntt a real jawbone of an ass, that was the name for srnething

else, it was the name of the place where it occurred. But I don't see what the diffi-

culty is there, because the jawbone of an ass is a pretty large instrument, and it's
tron

a .'etty7thin and especially for a strong man like Samson (11), even in those days without

modern weapons it could be a very (11)

Now we go on then to E The Closing Chapters of Judges And these closing chapt

ers of the book of Judges are indeed a sorrowful section. They are a section in which

we are given an account of certain events which took place, in which the two sections

o± the land sunk into a prett: low state. In chapter 17 we have Micah's wicked worship,

and the Danites taking him and making him their priest. They move north, leaving the

territory where they could not conauer, the Canaantes and the Philistines, and moving
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up to the north into a new territory. And. then, that's 17 and 18, and. chapter 19

we have the story of the Levite end his concubine and the way in which she was terribly

treated. and how all Israel was aroused against the Benamites because of the very low

standard of morality to which the Benjamites had sunk, and how all the peo'Dle of the

land gathered. together against the Benjamites and fought against them and destroyed a

great many of then, destroyed their cities, and then in chapter 21, we find the Israel

ites mourning because they lost one of their tribes. The Benjamite women were all dead,

comrative1y few of the Benjamite men were left, and they had sworn that not one of them

would give his daughter to a Benjamite to wife, and so it looked as if a tribe was to be

utterly destroyed and so they worked a subterfuge in order to give the Benjamites wives.

The,; took women from Jabeth Gilead and. they had them go out and be available where the

Benjamite men could come in and seize them, supposedly without the rest of the Israelites

knowing about it. So it was a. rather silly subterfuge, but it made J-6 possible to

maintain the tribe of Benjamin. Was the tribe of Benjamin of any great importance in

subsequent history? in Israel? How many would say it was not? Would anybody say the

,tribe of Benjamin was of very great importance comparatively soon after this? Why?

(stuent.l4) In I Kings we have evidence tb% think of Benjamin as a rather important

tribe, as Mr. correctly pointed out, but does anybody think they are of

importance earlier than Kings? Right in the very next major book, 1 Samuel, you have

the people asking for a king and God gives them a king, and the king he gives them is

from the tribe of Benjamin. So we have the Benjamites being the leading tribe inthe

land b: the middle of the book of 1 Samuel, and in the last two chapters of Judges, we

have them almost annihi1ated,(uth is of course a very small book dealing with a couple

of individuals so that as far as the general (14 3/4)

O.T.History 248. (i;)

..and 1 Samuel not going very far before you find Samuel anointing a man from Benjamin

as a king over all the nations. What does this suggest about the chronology? D0 you
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think- that the last three chapters of uges are the last thing that ha-pened in the

period covered by judges and previous to 1 Samuel? Does not that suggest very strongly

that after describing various judges, these events, the Danite migration and the Benjamite

war, are just you might say stuck into it at the end of the book. Now that's nothing

wrotwith that, there is no history that ever was written that is a history and not a

(1+) mere chronicle, -- that went strictly in chronological order. If it did it

makes mighty tninteresting reading. If you wrote the history of the last ten years and

JhJyou told what happened on a certain day in eFR




and in India and in Africa, and in

Tennessee and in Montreal, and. then you told. what happened the next day in all these

areas, and the next day, it would j.zt be confused if you tried to read it. We would take

one of these areas and we would trace it through for a month or a year of maybe five

years, and then we would take another and trace it through, That is the only way to

write intelligently. You have to deal with areas to some extent and you can't be strict

ly chronological because unrele ted areas things are haDDening at the same time but you

don't understand it (2

And so it is quite natural that in judges there should be two important events which they

want to tell us about but they don't want to interrupt the story of the individual judges

to tell u, and they put them at the end. I doubt if there's a history book ever written

that won't have plenty of parallels to that sort of thing. And that doesn't mean these

are not the last events of the time of the judges, but it does mean that we can't be sure

they are, we have to look for evidence and the evidence I've just mentioned is pretty

strong in the other direction. Yes? (student-3) Well, I wouldn't say that would be

the sole purpose, that may be a -ourpose. (student-341L) Mr. has mentioned Eli.

Was Eli a judge? He was, wasn't he? He judged Israel a good many years. When does Eli

become judge? Is he mentioned in the book of judges. And when 1 Samuel starts, is Eli

just beginning his work? He's an old man in 1 Samuel. So we have most of Eli's life,

his active life, almost entirely before the beginning of 1 Suel. Now did that come

contemperaneous with some of these judges, or later, we just don't 'Mow. We're just not

told. But the fact that El is one of the, is the judge, and yet it's quite incidentally
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we learn of him in connection with Samuel, would suggest there may have been other judges

who were not even mentioned, besides the ones we have. It suggests that possibility

rather definitely. And Samson is a judge but was Samson a judge in our modern sense,

one who settled disputes? Maybe, maybe not. He certainly was a judge inthe sense of one

who led the people and delivered them from an adversary. He was a judge in that. But

(4 3/4) just doesn't Jean anything, but the Hebrew

word shows that (5) Yes?

(student.) How my recollection is a bit hazy, but it's my imrression that it says he

judged Israel a certain number of years at the time of his death. Am I wror,? It's al

ways good to get the precise words (5k)

and where does it tell about Eli's death? It's n the fourth chapter. 1 Sam.4:l8,

He had judged Israel forty years. You see how incidentally it's mentioned. He had

judged Israel forty yees. It's cuite incidental, we are not previously told that he

was a judge at all. He was an old man at the beginning of the book. His main activity

(6*) previous to that time.

Well, these closing chapters of Judges then end with the words in verse 25, in

those days thei¬ was no king in Israel. Every man did that which was right in his

own eyes. And many Bibles that have notes in have a statement that Judges is the low

est point of Israelite history, that eery man did that which was right in his own eyes,

there was no king. I think there's a large element of truth in that and yet I think

it's a little exaggerated. Because, after all, if every man will do what's right in

his own eyes, if his eyes are trained to see what's right in God's eyes, you could ask

nothing better, and there are some pretty low points in the time of the kings too.

But judges is a period of confusion and this period of confusion, we don't Imow how

long it was, it may have been 200 years, it may have been 60, but it's a period with

some high points and some greet victories and some treat blessings, (7*)

of a very considerable amount

and the chronology of it is not clear in the book. These two ins ances at the end may

have overlapped with the actiu&ty of two or three chapters', we don't know. But (7)

came all during Eli's time as a judge would seem to be quite un-
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likely. They both seem to me to be events which may have taken place fairly early

in the period of the Judges. So much now for B, the closing chapters of Judges.

Now I'm not going to give a special head here for Ruth, I'm just going to say a

few words at this point about the book of Ruth. The book of Ruth is a book which gets

probably as much attention as the book of Judges. And it is a very interesting story

and a very worthwhile story. They say that Benjamin Franklin when he was in France,

as you know Benjamin Franklin was very ponular in Prance, they had his nicture all over,

constantly the people were quoting him, he was idolized by the people there, but it was

in the period shortly before the French Revolution at which there was a very low point

irreligious life in Prance and nearly all of the brilliant people boasted of being

Atheists and having no use for the Bible or for anything religious, and the church which

i'itually andhad destroyed the Protestants, wiped them out, was at a pretty low ebb wrong

morally. But Benjamin Franklin used to attend various meetings with French intellectuals

who would occasionally scoff and sneer at the Bible and religion in general but who were

brilliant men and had much of value in their discussion and Franklin enjoyed his associ

ation with them. And, one day going to one of these groups, he said I've come across an

old story which I thought you might be interested in hearing. And he proceeded to read

it to them and the story that he rend to them as the book of Ruth with the names changed.

He changed the names so they wouldn't know what country it came from or have any suggest

ion that it was fromthe Bible except what is there, 'that is dust leaving out the names

of the places and (9 3/L) and when

he finished it they were enraptured and said what a wonderfully, beautiful little story,

where on earth did you get it? And then he told them tIrt it was taken from the Bible)

and the book of Ruth is a baautiful idyll, it is an interesting account of events here

which are probably of importance historically, principally they the hisy of the

ancestry of King David, and it was most likely that the book of Ruth was written down

after David became king. That would. be a good guess. The events in it were remembered

but they were written down at that time because that's what gave them importance, histor

ically, that Lth was an ancestor of David's. Of course it was very interesting that
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with the great exclusiveness of the Jews that this woman Ruth, who came, who was a

Moa'oitess, should, have become one of the ancestors of Dv1d, and not only one of the an

cestors of David but one of the beautiful characters of the scripture, one whose loyalty

to the Lord and. whose loyalty to her mother-in-law and to everything connected with her

mother-in-law led to the events which are described in the book of Ruth.

Now Professor Millar Burrows of Yale University wrote a little pamphlet about 13

or 15 years ago which he called The Basis of Israelite Marriage. I have not reed the

uamphlet but I heard. Burrows give a pauer at the American Oriental Society describing a

little of how he came to write the pamphlet. And the problem was this that as Burrows

studied the book of Ruth the marriage custom descrbed in it did not seem to him to fit

with the regulations about marriage in the Pentateuch, or with the evidences we find, of

the marriage customs later on in the Bible, end he had various roblems that he couldn't

understand as to what the situation was in this regard. I any of you are interested in

anYtime,
making a careful study of marriage customs through the Bible ou d certain-

ly want to study this mphlet which I don't say it necessarily has the correct answers

but he is a careful scholar and would have much of real value. I only mention it here

with this in mind, that it hrins out the fact that the book of Ruth gives us a glimpse

of the life of Israel at a time at which doubtless many things were very different from

what they were when they were first settled in Palestine, and also from what they became

later on, under the rule of the Kings. And culturally there are very interesting pro

blems in the study of the book of Ruth. For most of us it is important along the two

lines, first it shows the ancestry of David, and the place of this Moahitish woman in

the. ancestry not only of Datd. but of the Lord Jesus Christ, a place which is shared

by the Canaanite woman, Rahab, harlot of Jericho, who is an ancestor of the Lord Jesus

Christ, on account of her fidelity to the Lord, a woman of l3*)

but a woman of deep desire to join herself to the (l3)

and God, marvelously blesses her desire, and saves her life (i3--), not only that but gave

her a place in the Lord's genealogy. That would be our first (134)

the second, of course, would be the example of her relation to Naomi, and those verses
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of course we often quote, of where she refused to leave Naomi but declared that she

would remain with her and stand. be&e her, stand true to evrything that Naomi believed.

It's not the hiph level of her reasoning to worship the Lord, to God the creator of the

universe (14) but it hrings

home to us (114') the great importance in the wor

of our lives, of our personality, of our lives, and our, of the way in which we show

forth the beauty of the Lord in our lives. Ruth did not know much about the Lord Gog of

Israel, but she knew that Naomi was a woman that she'd want to stand by and if this re

ligion was good enough for Naomi it was good enough for her. And while we want to point

people to the Lord and see the great worthwhile evidences of Christianity, we want to

ramember that for every one we reach that way there probably would be six people look at

our lives and be either drawn to the Lord or repelled from the Lord, from what they see

in our lives.

O.T.History 249.
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...well that is all we will say bn this oue of Old Testament history about the book

of Ruth. And we'll go on to Roman Numbrl IX.

Roman Numeral The Life of Samuel And here there's an imbalance in my outline.

I made a minor error. Then I made woman Numeral VIII I hesitated whether to make it the

Book of the Judges, or the Period of the Judges. And. I made it the book of the Judges

to go on and discuss the book specifically. But I now realize that was a mistake, be

cause thst means that between It and the next main head. which should. be the United

Kingdom, between those two we have only the life of Samuel, so we have to give him a

whole Roman Numeral to himself. I should have included him under Judges(l) and made

it The Period. of Judges,
- but rather than have you have to go back and make any

changes in your notes (ii) we will have the minor inconvenience of having Roman Numeral

IX, the Life of Smuel,

A good question to have asked instead of the one I asked about miracles would have

been this. How much do we learn about the life of Samuel from the book of 2 Samuel?
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Which of you that we learned more about Samuel's life from 2 Samuel than from 1 Samuel?

Shouldn't because it's a shorter book actually. But is anybody here so bold as to say

we learn nothing about the life of Samuel from 2 Samuel? Would anybody say such a thing

as that? There seems to be one or two, three, four. I wish you would all immediately

raise your hand. That 2 Samuel tells us nothing at all about the life of Samuel. Well,

2 Samuel is not called Samuel because it's about Samuel, because it isn't , tells nothing

abbut Samuel. Then, why is it called Samuel? Is 2 Samuel the 2nd book that Samuel wrote?

How many think that Samuel was the author of 2 Samuel? Pees Is anybody lere who is

quite convinced he was not the author of 2 Samuel? Very few. I wish everybody was be

cause Samuel died about two-thirds of the way through 1 Samuel, and it would be rather

difficult to write 2 Samuel unless he had the gift of prophecy beyond what any of the

-prophets ever had. The book of 2 Samuel is entirely about the reign of David. A much

better title for the book would be The Reign of David. It begins with David beginning

to reigh and it ends shortly before David's death. 2 Samuel is the book about the

reign of David. Why then is it called 2 Samuel. Well, it's about the poorest name for

book that you could possibly imagine and the Septungin improves on it, it calls this

the second book of Kings. In the Septuagint 1 Samuel is called 1 Kings, 2 Samuel is

called 2 Kings, 1 Kings is called 3 Kings, and 2 Kings is called L Kings. And what do

you think of that designation, Mr. ? (student.L) Except for the first book

of Samuel it's very good and even the first book, the last half or two thirds of it is

about Saul's reign, so it's much better than the way we have it now. But it has not

gained, been accepted much outside of the Septuagint. The Hebrew calls it 1 and 2 Samuel,

1 and. 2, as a matter of fact, the Hebrew doesn't call it that, the Hebrew calls it

Samuel and Kings, and the division of Samuel is an arbitrary thbig, in fact some of our

manuscripts differ as to the lace where the division comes. Because, you have one book

the book of Samuel and you have one book the book of Kings. And that being the case,

there's nothing wrong with the book of Kings strting with Solomon the third king and

andin with the downfall of the kingdom, but the book of Samuel starts with Samuel but

you take the two together and not more than a fourth or a third of it is about Samuel,

it just keeps on until it gets nearly to the end. of Dav'5 reign.
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The names are arbitrar1y set. but this book of Samuel has been divided into two

parts, 1 end 2 Samuel, and the division is a very good one because the death of Saul

made a real vita], dividing point in the Israelite history. But our number IX is the

life of Sriuel and we have two books named after him, the first very aptly, the second

very Inaptly. And under hbi we will call A Ancestry and Youth

The book of Samuel starts with, at the time of, with a certain man, but it's really

his wife it's talking about, a certain man of Mount Ephraim, his name was Elkanah, the

son of Jeroham, the son of Elihu, the son of Tohu, the son of Zuph, an Ehrathite. Well

an Ephrathite means one of the tribe of Ephraim, doesn't it? And this Mount E'ohraim is

the land that belongs to the largest of Jose-pi's tribes, the tribe of Ephraim. And this

man up there fromthe tribal region had, two wives, one was Hannah and. the other was Peninnah

And Peninnah had. children and Hannah had. no children and then we read how Hannah prayed

and the Lord gave her a son and she dedicated this son to the Lord,

Now this boy Samuel when he grew up he came to judge and was lender of the people

for a long time and he carried on sacrifice a Shlloh, the place, that place having been

destroyed, he carried it on in various parts of the land, and the critics have two big

problems about it, that is, I don't think it's a problem to them, they re.ent it as a

problem against our (7) . One of them is that Samuel had. sacrificed in

various places, we'll look at that one later because Deuteronomy says that they had their

sacrifice all in one place, and secondly that Samuel was a man of the tribe of Ephraim

nd how could a man of the tribe of Ephraim offer sacrifices, when sacrifice was supposed

to be restricted to the Levites, and in fact to the family of Aaron. Well, it proves

that we hae references to him in other books, which tell us that his family were Levites,

and so we know that in this cased his father was an Ehraimite because he lived in

Mount Epliraim rather than hecause he was descended from Ephraim. He was a member of the

tribe of Levi, that is brought out, I believe, in 1 Chronicles 6 where we have the

genealogy of Samuel. I believe it's also in 1 Kings 11 that there is a reference to it.

Am I right in that? No, it's not 1 Kings 11:26. It is 1 Chronicles 6:27 and 34, where

we hove the mention that he was a Levite. Where it giveshs genealogy and shows that he

was a Levite.
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Now the story told here in the beginning, of Semuel tells about this godly woman

Hannah praying for a son and promised that she would give, dedicate her son to the Lord,

to the lord's service. There is no example here in the story of Samuel for every Christ

ian to dedicate their child to be a believer in the Lord, because this is he story of a

child. whose mother gave him up to go end live in the Temple as a very young child, to

have his whole life dcvoted to the Lor'd' service, This was not a dedication for sal

vation, it is a dedication for service. And it is not a dedication for partial service,

it is a d.ed.icatioh for complete service, for an entire life of devotion to the Lord.

And so &nnah has this son but she gave him up almost immediately, she brought him to Eli.

And then we have a2:ae1 brought up by Eli but we have Eli's wicked sons, wicked because

they were selfish, they were taking fromthe sacrifice what they were not entitled to,

wicked because they were immoral, as described here.

And so E1, this godly ipan, this man who had served the Lord and been a judge end

exam-ale in so many way, had neglected the upbringing of his sons, and. it is a terrie

rning to us, this, the Lord. promises his blessing for our children, but he does not

promise those blessings if we simply neglect the children. He promises that if we do

our tart, if we endeavor to bring the children up in the nurture and admonition of the

Lord, we teach the children, we pray for the children, we endeavor to bring the children

to know Hirn,that we as Christian parents can trust Him to fulfill his promise end to

bring the children to the knowledge of the Lord, we have blessings promised but they
olavinpare not blessings promised ert from our eTh ur part in the carrying of it out.

We do not need. to be full of anxiety and. wonder wbe.th the children will be heathen

all their lives or whether sometime they may accept the Lord, we have a right to know

that they will 1 His, but if we do our part, that the Lord will bring them to himself.

But li evident1 did not do his part, and so thks godly man who neglected his children,

and I've known eange1ists, great evangelists, godly men whose children have, their

parents were always so busy serving the Lord they never had any time to teach their

children to know about the Lord, and the children have grown up in utter ignorance to

God.
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But Eli's wicked. sons, E1± had this little boy Samuel there ministering in the

Temple, and evidently he did his best to teach the child, and when. the Lord appeared to

Samuel, we have Eli dealing with him in a very beautiful fashion, when the Lord. speaks

to Samuel and Samuel thinks it's li and runs to Eli and Eli says he hndñ't called him,

and then when the Lord. calls again and h runs to Eli again and Eli sees that the Lord

is speakin to Samuel, and he tells him that if this happens again, say, speak Lord for

thy servant heareth. And so Samuel did it and. the La-rd. tpld Sanrnèl how he as going to

punish the house of Eli for the wickedness of Eli's sons. And then when Eli made Samuel

tell him what the Lord. had said, Eli accepts it as from the Lord. And then of course

you have the outworking of it, that terrible incident in the early life of Samuel. All

who were from Dan even to Beersheba knew that Samuel was established to be a prophet of

the Lord. We read in chapter 3, verses lfl and 20, Samuel grew and the Lord W,-,.s with him,

and did. let none of his words fall to the ground. How many years involved. in this, we

don't know.

ut in chapter L we have the Philistines coming to attack them while Daniel is

still a young man and. there you have the fulfillment of the prediction God had made through

a nameless prophet in chapter 2, and also through Samuel in chapter 3. e have the hatile,

and. the people pray, the people show their superstition (i3)

let us fetch the ark of the covenant of the Lord out of Shilch unto us, that, when it

comes it may save us out of the hand. of our enemies. And any prediction (l3-)

into superstition. The finest things, those which are most used in the

Lord's service, can become objects of superstition, as the ark became here. These people

instead of getting on their knees before the Lord, asking what was wrong, and trying to

get their hearts right before him so that he can give them the Victory, simply say

bring the ark in And then we will have the victory, and it didn't work that way. The
let

Lord, not only let the Philistines defeat them but them take the ark and let the

(lL*) come and capture Shjloh and destroy it though that's not mentioned

here at all., We find over in Jeremiah that 5hlloh, the destruction of Shiloh, was (lL)

a terrible example of God's wrath.

(l)
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At any rath the Israelites were terribly defeated and the people ran, and here was Eli

98 years old, when did he judge Israel for forty years, when he was 58 to 98? Or had

he finished Inks judgeship sometime before this? He surely must have been retired for

some time, because he was 98 years old and. when he died he could. hardly see, we are told.

O.T.History 2O. (?-)

...judged Israel forty :ears. And, so here is the Youth of Samuel ending with a terrible

situation, the ark taken, the people overcome by the Philistines, the land. at about as

low an ebb as it's ever been, Eli the beloved leader is dead and. Samuel has to take a

hold. And so B, will be:

The Return of the Ark Well look at that tomovrow morning. And I trust the

miracles in connection with the return of the ark will be mentioned in all of your pers.

(1 3/14., two very brief questions, quiz, to 2 3/14.)

We were looking yesterday at A, which was the ancestry and youth of Samuel. We

notice something of his ancestry and his tribal mem'bershi-o, his call of the Lord, his

relationship to Ei., the wickedness of Ei'5 sons, the problem of chronology involved

here and the situation which led. to his being recornized as a prophet throughout the

land and the death of Eli. Now those are a good many things under ancestry and youth

of Samuel. I hone &&-y if I ask you in the final exam to discuss the ancestry and

youth of Samuel that none of you omit any of them.

B, is the Return of the Ark. And. the return of the ark is the outstanding miracu

lous event in the book of Judges. In the book ' 1 Samuel, I mean. There is very, very

little th"t would be marked as màraculous in 1 Samuel. There is much of men's relatin

shin with God, there is sane of God's revelation to man, but there is very little of

God's doing things in the sphere of the physical world in a way that would be designited

as miraculous in the book of 1 Samuel. But ˆhere, under the return of the Ark there is

more than at any other point.

We have of course first, the matter of how they came to bring the Ark back. The

Philistines had. captired the Ark, God had let them capture it because the 'srae1iés
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had been using the Ark in an entirely wrong way. They had been making a thing of magic

of it, and God is always grieved when his peonle change what he has given for religious

purposes into an object of magic. And it can be done with anything whatever, the Bible

can be made an instrument of magic, we can think that by iatg the Bible on our table,

by putting it out where people can see it, by carrying it around with us, even by read

ing a certain amount of time out of it a day, that thereby we are winnng God's favor.

God is interested in getting the ideas which are in the Bible into our heads, not in our

going through a orm of reciting WP+F4 41 words, excellent to recite wcrds, it is help

ful. in getting the idea into our heads, but if we think that the reciting of the words,

or tht the sreàing a certain amount of time on it, is something that in itself ecures

God's favor and improves our position in life, we are making it magic rather than re

ligion. And. of course the extreme instance of this is that when the Ark of the Covenant

which was supposed to be in the tabernacle as a means of teaching the people lessons

about God and showing them how they can approach to God., was used to take it out into

battle with the thought that then they must win the battle, was making it strictly a

thing of magic and God did just what could be expected under those circumstances--he

allowed- it to be taken prisoner by the Philistines and allowed the Israelites to Com

pletely lose the battle, so now the Philistines had the ark and naturally they took it

as a great trophy and put it into the house of Dagon their fish God and. they set it up

there. Whether Dagon is a fish God or not, we don't know, we don't know much abott the

Philistines, but does anyone here know of a reason why it might be suggested that he

as a fish God? Yes. The word we know about it is from a book in Hebrew which calls

him Dagon, and Dag is the Hebrew word. for fish. And. so his name in the Hebrew means

fish. Well, it may have been a Philistine hhme which this is just the/iearet the Hebrews

could come to pronounce it, it may have nothing to do with fish, on the other hand it

may be that this is a translation of the name in the Philistine language. Yes?

(student.7*) That this Dagon was the grain god.. I haven't checked on this pertiular

poin in the (7 3/14) material, but the material

might well throw light on it. I don't recall this Derticular name in the

material but it may very well be there. The (8) material has Baal in it,
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and it has it has various heathen gods mentioned in it (8)

and. D0 is certainly not as outstanding but it may be there, I just don't

ilOW. I mentioned to you yesterday that we had -practically no archeological material

about this aeriod. I perhaps should modify that slightly and say that the (8*)

material may throw some 1ght on this riod, but I doubt if it would throw a

great deal on this Deriod because the (8) material comes from a much earl

ier time, it comes from at/.east two or three hundred years earlier. It cam from a

region much northward from this, and it canes fromthe Canaanites and it would tell much

about the Canaanite. The Philistines were not Canaanjtes, they were a people who had

migrated in there, unrelated to the Ce.naanites and unless they took something over from

the Canaanites the (9) material would hardly throw light on that. Now

it is possible that the (2) might have taken over a god from

the Cena,anites, but it would seem not at all impossible but certainly not far from cert-
when they came.

am and likely it would be the other way, they would. bring their on gods with them'. And

we know so little about the Philistines that actually it is pretty hard (9*)
do mat ic$

There may be men who make theories about them, some are pretty áe4t on their theories

but we don't hve much evidence on the Philistines, for the reason I gave yesterdayl

Mr. Myers? (stuent.9) No, thank you for that quection, that s "ood to hve cari

fied. The word. (9 3/L) is a word which designates a kind of dye which

was found. along the coast of Syria, what is now Lebanon, north of Palestine. Thid dye

there was sold all over the ancient world, very valuable, the Phoenician purple. At an

earlier time it was called Canaanite purple. We have it mentioned way over in Babylon

as the Canaanite wool, Canaanite purple. The word Canaan includes what we speak of as

Palestine, and also the region to the north, Lebanon, theyre both called. Canaan in

ancient times. Now Phoenicia is used only for that northern section. Phoenicia is

what is today Lebanon. It j the area north of Palestine, on the coast, the coastal

plain, that was called Phoenicia. Now Philistia is entirely difference from Phoenicia.

They both start with F, ith the F sign, but the rest of the word. is entirely different.

The Philistines are a people who occuw mainly the coastal plain in the southern part of
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Palestine, not to any great e::tent the northern part of Palestine, and not at 1l in

what we call Phoenicia, which is present-day Lebanon. The Philistines came there from

either Crete or Anatolia, somewhere to the West, they had a culture, they brought the

knowledge of the use of iron with them, how to handle it, to make good weaoon of it, and

good im-plements, they had a culture very different from t1i't of the Phoenicians. The

Phoenicins were the great traders, they were the greet see-faring people of that (ii-)

One of the leading Phoenicians cities is Bibla and. they got papyrus

from Egypt and exchanged it for cedars of Lebanon, and then the papyrus they had left

over after they had. all they wanted, they touk to Greece and sold it , and so the Greeks

called it after their city, Bibla, and we get our name Bible from the Phoanicia, which

should be carefully distinguished from Philistla, the two are entirely different.

Well, now these Philistines then put him n the temple of their god, many today

think that he was the grain god, and he may have been, we know very little about it,

aside from what is told here in the Bible. But this, next morning they found that their

statue dtheir god was fallen on his face to the earth before the Ark of the Lord. Well,

that could happen once, a (12*) wind

statue could fall over. But itj' bapened again the next night. that's pretty hard

to explain as pure happenstance. The next morning they fouhd. Dgon on his face before

the Ark of the Lord, and the head and the palms of his hands were broken off.

And so, in addition to that, we find that they began to get emerods, they began to

have a disease, have boils, and they decided that this was an unhealthy thing for them

to have this ark and to hld it down there. Their god was broken and. they themselves

were diseased, they thought we'd better get rid. of it, and so they said let's get rid

of this thihg, what will we do with it? And so they took it over to another town, Gath,

u in Adhdod and there at Oath there was a great destruction, they had an epidemic, these

boils again. So they went it to Ekron. In Ekron by this time, people were afraid as

soon as they saw it coming, didn't want it in their lace. And there they had the boils,

so it was seven months in this country of the Philistines, and the Philistines called

for their priests and diviners and said what shall we do with it? Up to this point,
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there had been wonderfully (iZ) repeated. miracles (14*)

The spread of disease also might be a miracle, certainly it was God's

activity, God's providence, whether he acted in a way contrary to normal procedure in

nature, whether the epidemic had been prepared long before and. right at that time it

would come in, whether it even was on the Ark and God (14 3/4) it in

that way, we don't 17-now.

O.T.History 251. (:)

...brought the epidemic to the people and caused. them ()

whether the spread of the pestilence would be

called a miracle, but certainly the flli.ng over of the statue was a miracle, miraculous

intervention of God., nd the other at least the Drovidential action of God to show his

displeasure, and then the Philistines having this impressed on their minds, decided to

send it home. Now what is the next miracle? Who knows? (student.l*) The oxen going

in the right direction. They said, these Philistine diviners were men of considerable

intelligence, they said don't just take this ark and. give it back tothe Israelites, they

said put an offering n it, a certain amount of gold on it and images of the boils and

(la) and then they said, take two milch kine, that

is a cow which has recently had a calf, take these two much cows which had. never been

tied to anything, we read in verse 7, had never been used as offerings, to pull . low

or to pull a wagon, take these mUch cows and tie them to the cart, take their calves

away from them and lock their calves up. And then let go of it and see what happens.

And what is apt to happen to a cow like that when its calf is locked off. Is it

apt to go off in the opposite direction? Two of them going right beside each other,

pulling the cart.

One time I was in the High Sierras in California, a friend and I, and we rented

a burro, to carry our packs, we were going over some pretty high mountains. We didn't

want to have to harry two week's provisions on our backs. So we rented this burro.

We never used a burro before. We had. quite a job in learning the tact of how to

get on and. get all packed up and everything. And. when we got everything packed on

this burro, then the man said, "oh, he said, you won't mind, if the colt just follows
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behind. We the burro had a colt. We started off with this burro and

the colt followed along behind. And he didn't give us a very decent pack strap.

He didn't have anything to bold it in front, so as we went up the mountain, it would

slip back and back and back further and uver its rump until finally it would. slip

off. And when it would get half way back, we would get on both sides and. try to

hold, it, but usually you couldn't hold. it, the only thing you could do would be to

take it off and fasten it again up in front. We found later that we should. have had

a thing in front to hold it, so it wouldnt slip back, just as we had. one in back, so

it wouldn't slip front as we went down bill. But we came to one place where there was

a pass we wanted to go over, and the men in the neighborhood said, you'll never get

over that pass with the burro. You'll slide down the side. It is impossible. You

just absolutely can1t go through. When you hear stories like this, I never take it

at race value. I always go up and see what it looks like close. We got up close and.

we saw that we could get across it. It wasn't too bad. But we just didn't have any

shovel with us. We had to take our pots and use this to dig the snow out, in order

to make a path along the side of the slope there, and. it was getting along in the

afternoon, as we started across this slope. And we had quite a job getting it across,
the stuff

We had to pick thteii up and carry it, and then half drag the burro. And when we got

it across, the pass, and got it repacked., one of us remembered the colt, so we went

back and. we looked for the colt, and there was the colt on the other side of the pass,

and. we tried to drive it across. It just wouldn't go. And we tried. for about 15 or

20 minutes, the sun was getting lower and. we had to get down out of the snow area of

the camp, before dark, so we just went on. So for the next two days we had the

experience of what it was to take the burro with its colt taken away from it. That

burro which was very easy to lead before, was quite difficult now. And we had quite

a job handling the burro and. getting it to go where we wanted it to do, with the colt

back there behind. The next day we tied. the burro up, carefully to a tree, and left

it there, as we went 'back up the pass and. we took a rope with us. And there we got

the rope around. the burro's colt, and, the one got behind. him and. shoved., and. the other

one pulled in front, and. we mame managed to drag that burro across the pass.
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And once we got it across, then it was all that we could to hold it back, because

it was in a hurry to get to its mother. And we got it down and we got the two

reunited and then from there on it was much easier to go across. Well, it was a

vivid experience of what it means to have a burro with its colt left behind, and
power ?

here there wasn't one problem in that situation but two. Two that had never dragged

and. before, never had. been (6) by it, they are yoked together

by this cart, and the cales are kept at home, away from them, and they, the heavy

cart with the ark on, and with these on, and they let it go, and see what

happened. And the ark went straight up thn the hill, up to the Israelites. And.

Professor Ainstead. of the University of Chicago wrote his book on the history of

Palestine, and in it he said, the cows went up there, lowing as they went, as if in

protest against the Divine compulsion that forced them to go away from their calves.

Of course, Amstead doesn1t believe a word. of it. He is ridiculing the story,

although he does it in such a tone, that you would never know it, unless you know

his view point, for it was an entirely unbelieving view point. But in his history

of Palestine and Syria, a book which is one of the most exasperating books I have

ever seen, written 25 years ago, and it was at that time the most up to date thing

on Palestinian archaeology, because Amatead. knew the archaeology thoroughly, and knew

the material of Palestine, and. from Assyria. f you would. find all of the material

up to that date that was known in his book, with good. pictures, too. It was an

excellent production in a way, but a most baffling, disgusting producting for this

reason - that Axnstead in his book, History of Palestine and Syria, when he would deal

with something that everybody knew, ntth which is just common, all archaeologists knew

it. Nobody else would know it, he would incidentally mention it, just very briefly

and. pass on. And when he would. mention something on which there were two or three

theories about it, be would take the one he preferred, and. he would stress it quite

strongly, and. then he' would come to a matter where he had a brand new theory that

nobody else had ever heard. of, and. nobody had. ever accepted. it, and. nobody else would

accept it, and. he would give that in such a dogmatic tone, making two or three

arguments for it, to drive it home in such a way, the person not trained in archaeology

would think, now herets a thing that is really certain. Look at ll the evidence that
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Arnatead gives for this. Look at ho he stresses this. And you have to know about as

much about the archaeo1oy as Aniste 1d, in order to evalusate his statements, and

wc know which to depend. on, and. which not. Then when he speaks of this, he

tells how they went up there, lowing as they went, as if in protest against the

Divine compulsion. Anybody knowing nothing about it, would think, here's one thing

that Amstead. just has no doubt about. Of course, knowing his view point, you know

that this is one thing that he thinks is just a pure fiction, it has no basis in it
who read.

whatever. But we/believe the Bible, hmm that this happened, and. we have no

reason to doubt that it did, but I think that we can consider it definite here,

unquestionably a Divine intervention in human life, causing something to happen

which is contrary to the ordinary forces o± nature. If a homing pigeon flies back

to the place it came from, that is a thing that we are accustomed. to. It happens

repeatedly. But when these cows go in the opposite direction, pulling the cart,

the two working together, with their calves left behind., the only way that anybody

can do, is either to say that this .s a story that is a legend and. there is no truth

to it, or to say this is an instance when the God of the universe, is intervening in

order to accomplish his purpose in human life.

So we have hero one of the very, very few miraculous events that occurs in

either first or Second Samuel. (Question: Then a miracle is: a phenomena that

a thing that happens that is cantrayy to nature?) Now unfortunately the word.

miracle is used in different senses. In a strictly Biblical sense, the word miracle

you want to see what does the Hebrew word mean? And. the Hebrew word., the two words

used and and means a sign. It means an evidence.

It means no more than that. Out of 200 uses, perhaps 40 of them refer to what we

call miracles and. the others to simply indications mth or inferences. So that that

one word does not mean anything supernatural. The word , the other word.

which is only used. about 9 or 10 times, usually means something that is very unusual,

but even it does not always mean a supernatural event. The idea of miracle as an

event which shows power of thought beyond what He providentally used., is not taught

by any specific Biblical word. But it is an idea which has passed into our

Theological discussion for many centurs, because of the fact that some of the signs
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which od gave, undoubtedly were acts which utilized the power beyond or different

from what God normally used in the providential control over life, and in common use

the word miracle has come to mean one which is clear proof of supernatural intervention.

Some people define it, I think theologically it is usually defined as the sign in the
which

external world which is beyond the ordinary nature, and/shows tm m= mmm!EV the

immediate power of God. You see, there is no Hebrew word which designates that

particular idea, but of the signs in the Bible, many of which are God's providentially

causing things to work in a certain way, there are some and a very specific amount

which definitely means that he did repeat it in the interest of the other (12)

and so I think it is permissible to use the word in the common sense, but it is

helpful tth see in which sense ire are using it, so I think Mr. Mitchellts question was

a very good question. Very appropriate.

Yes? (Question). The difficulty there, the way the word miracle is most commonly

used is, a supernatural activity. The way the really Biblical suage is, simply an

indication of power. Now there is no established terminology for the

(l2). Usually when people say, Is it a miracle?" they mean, did God interfere

with the normal processes of the world. But of course, I personally believe that God

is always interfering in the sense that he providentially controls everything, an

causes that all work together to accomplish his purposes. And I also believe that His

power is so past and so varied that no man has any ability to know about exertion of

His power, supervening the normal course of nature. We have no way of knowing. We are

constantly discovering more about the possibilities of nature, and. it is perfectly

easy to imagine that there may be a hundred times as much as we know already about
normal

nature. This is part of Goals ?nmmfi providentially working. Of course, He works

in. such a way that it is hard for us to tell, sometimes. So I don't think we can

always distinguish them. But certainly we can say that these two, the falling of the

statue, and the going of these cows is something which is so vary (in) that

it is an intervention in a very unusual way. Now in the case of the shuting up of the

Jordan, that was just as much a wonderful sign of God's activity, as anything elsa.

God could. have said to the water, you. stand right up, and they could. have done that.

He could have caused a - God could have caused an invisible line of sound waves to be
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-placed right up and down there, that the water e1nt get through, and. thewater

would have stood right up there. I went to the dentist yesterday, and a woman cleaned

my teeth, and she said, In using sound waves to clean your teeth. Now ten years ago

people would. have laughed at this. They would think it was a silly idea. She said. to

me, another five years, and. people will be washing their dishes with sound waves.

Now I've never seen a dish cleaned. with sound waves. I never before saw a tooth

cleaned with sound. waves. I held. the mirror in front of my mouth and. it looked to me

as if she had. succeeded in cleaning them. She said, it was the sound. waves that did

it.

C.T. History. 252. (0)

line of sound waves could stand. right there and cause that water to stand right up on

a heap and you could. not see anything holding it back. But the Scripture doesn't give

us to think that was the way He did it here. There he caused. it to happen by Adam,

which is the p place where in 1927, an earthquake caused earth to mmimim hold it

back rather than sound. waves. Now how are we going to distinguish which is a use of

God's power, and which he exerts in nature, and which he uses beyond the nature. To

me, nature is Godts constant exertion of p
and

r' tan0Grthat God can break.
habitual 1n oeuses that the And they do work that way,

But there are ea1 methodslwhich God.orces that it shall work.! God chooses to

work in certain ways. As far as I can see in the Bible, in the bulk of cases where He
he here

gives a sign, He causes the forces/to work in such a way, as to give us convincing

WrPduQeevidence rather than mththntheeem necessarily to new course at any

particular time, a new course which he might only use once in a million years, or something
of the kind, always that it

2 (question: Is the element present!- will it always arrest the attention of

the observer7) A miracle, that is the central idea of a miracle, the miracle, our word

miacle is taken from the Latin word miracle which means a sign. It is something which

causes the observer to feel that there th the power of God. It is an evidence of something

startles your attention. Now, of course, too, I think we can say this about it, that God

hes ns much sense as an advertiser of today, probably a lot more. But our advertisers
means

put on the television every day, put on a lengthy description of the scientific/by which

they would undertake to prove that Viceroy cigarets have a better filter than other kinds
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of cigarets, and chances are that everybody would turn off their TV when the explanation

starts, but instead of that they have a man stand up and say, now remember, Viceroy has

a thinking man's filter. See that man, he thinks for himself, he uses Viceroy, and I've

probably heard that a thousand times on the TV, I'll probably have to get it to my dying

day, but I have nver heard any evidence given of any sort, btt it probably has sold many

more Viceroy cigarets than the other would. Now God has given us evidence, he has given

i evidence which the thinking person can work out and study and see the evidence of the

existence of the power of his being. But he is working with human beings wh are sinu1

and. who do not want to know about him, and he is using means to attract their attention

and strike God's truth to their minds, to drive it home to them, and while the evidence

is there for the person who will bother to look into it and examine it, for the bulk of

people who won't bother he uses the striking example to drive the thing hone to their

minds. So we need not expect these miracles in the Bible to be presented in the manner

of a carefully worked out logical evidence. That is there that we can find, but the way
is the way

it is presented to the peore/to get it to their hearts and minds, and attract their

attention. (student.1*) 1 Samuel 5:8,9. Let the Ark of Israel be carried about unto

Gath. And they carried the ark of the God of Israel about thither. And I've looked that

up in the Hebrew. I believe it's simply Old English, they took it there. That's my

impression, it's Old English. It's possible there's an unusual Hebrew phrase there,

but it's not rn impression. (5)

But my impression is that it's simply the Old English way of saying they took it to Gath.

They carried it about thkther. About thither, that could cause somebody today to wonder

just what on earth it's driving at, if you stop to think about it, it's another of the

many evidences of the fact that we need a Bible that is dependable, that really trans

lates the original, in this present day a great need but a difficult one.

Well, the ark then was brought back to Bethsbemesh and the people of Bethshemesh

looked into it, and they fouhd, they saw there, they looked into it and we read in verse

19 that he smote the men of Behtshemesh because they had looked into the ark of the

Lord, even he smote of the people 50,000 and 70 men, and teh people lemented because the

Lord had smitten many of the people with a great slaughter, and. the men of 3ethhemesh



O.T.istory 252. 6-) 129.

said, Who is able to stand before this holy Lord God? and to whom shall he go up from

us? An they sent messengers to the inhabitants of Kirjathjearim, saying, the Philistines

have brought again the ark of the Lord, come you down and fetch it up to you.

And there's an interesting critical problem about verse 15. Yes I think I'll take

a second for it, in verse 15, of chapter 6, if you look at that n your Bible it would

be helpful, chapter 6, 'e read in verse lL, and the cart came into the field of Joshua,

a Bethshmite, and stood there where there wa a great stone and they cave the wood of

the cart and offered the kind, a burnt offering unto the Lord, and the Levites took down

the ark of the Lord, and the coffer that was with it, wherein the jewels of gold were,

and. put them on the great stone, and theme.n of Bethshemesh offered burnt of¬rings and

sacrificed sacrifices the same unto the Lord. What's the problem there? Mr. Deshpande?

(student.7*) Yes. There's an offering made there not in accordance with the specific

command of the Lord. But of course this offerigg is on'.y given by, in an unusa1 situ

ation, it's not an ordinary offering (7 3/Li')

so I don't think it should be taken as evidence that the law of God was not known. But

aside from that the problem is the arrangement here, in which there is a logical arrange

ment rather than a chronological arrangement of events. And one critical book says,

you see here, how ridiculous this is, it says in verse 14 that they cut the wood of the

cart and offered the cows a burnt offering to the Lord, and. then verse 15 says the Levites

took down the ark of the Lord, it says they hook the ark of the Lord down after the cart

had. already been torn up and burnt, for a burnt offering to the Lord. And as it is given

the order is not chronological, the order is not chronoloical, it first tells abut what

the men of Behshemesh did, took the wood of the cart and then they offered the cows a

burnt offering, and. then it tells how the Levites took down the ark of the Lord and. the

ooffer with it, wherein the jewels of gold were, and. put them on the great stone, end then

it says the men of Bethshemesh offered burnt offerings and sacrificed sacrifices the same

day, so that you have here not a chronological arrangement, but a logical arrangement,

what the men Ôd and. what the Levites did, and then how the men of Bethshemesh continued

through that day. And of course the critics claim that it's evidence that you have two
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narratives pat together, because they say it doesn't make sense the way it stands. ut

if YOUS as they say, that it doesn't make sense, it would have been obvious

to the man who put the two narratives together. He wouldn't have put them ogether in

that way. He must have thought that it could reasonably be taken as it is, if there

was such a man who put it together. Andf. man could put it together and think it was

reasonable, a man could ite it and think that. So we simply äe to take from it that

we cannot take everything in the Bible n chronological order, it is often in logical

order rather than in chronological, and the sae is true with our own accounts. We don't

always deal with things as definitely in the order in which they happened but we deal

with what one person did and then what another did and what another, and there can con

fusion come from that if we try to insist that it is chronological. Well, the ark then

was taken up to Kirjathjearim and stayed there 20 years. Why didn't they take it back

to 5b1oh? 1 Samuel doesn't tell us. It just says here that they took it irjach

jearim, and told the men of Kirjathjearim it was theie, come and get it, they came and

got it end it stayed there 20 years, why didn't they take it to Shjloh? 1 Samuel doesn't

tell us. In the light of Jerem.ah we think we know, un the light of the fact that the

earlier -,,)art of Samuel tells about the battle which the Israelites boat and that 5hiioh

toes not again be the lace where the ark is, Jeremiah gives us a hint that actually

there was a tremendous destruction of Shjloh bj the Philistines at this time. After

Eli died the people fled, because the Philistines didn't jut win the battle and go on

home, they did. as any sensible force did, after they won the battle, they pushed £brward

in order to win the peace as well as to win the war, and they pushed forward and they

destroyed Shiloh and they subjected the Israelites to them, and so they sent it not to

Shiloh but to irjath-jearim. Yes? (stucent.ll) Yes, well, who has their Hebrew

Bible with them? Mr. Rapp what is the word there, 1 Samul 1:9? The end of the verse.

Eli the priest sat upon a seat by a post of the temple of the Lord. It is (12*) *

Another warning--very important ---another warn

ing against a very easy tendency, to insist that the Bible always uses words in a

specific technical sense. I know of a man who insists--he's very much against pre-
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millenialism and one of his reasons, the argument he gives, he's a theological professor,

he insists that the word "the end" when this phrase is used, that it means the end of

the age and that the return of Christ in glory to (12 3/L4) all

people under him is no milleniuni. He insists the end must mean that. Well, when I re

fer to his end or the end of the age, he says I mean the end when it's i.d absolutely,

without any (13) So then when we found case where the word

end. was used absolutely (13*) he said oh in that case it's used (13*)

and we have to recognize that in all sciences we try to use words

technically, we say this word will have this specific meaning, and we'll only use it

in that sense, but the very scientist, once he gets out of his laboratory is probably

using those same words in common language, without that precise technical use, and

science moves forward and it's necessary to change the technical meaning of the words.

We used to use the word !pQ5j5U as meaning the plr'ce from which electricity comes

and "negative" to mean the place to which it goes. Now we still use the word positive
mean

only we se eact opposite by it, we mean the same end. of the battery we meant before,

but we have the oppostte idea of what happens, because we now know t}-at electricity goes

in the opposite direction to what we used to think, when we made the terms. We

changed the terms, we use the terms in a wider sense, they're used to mean the exact

opposite of what they say, but all the/ way through (iL-)

and rather than to try to change the use of words we simply use a word to mean the

opposite of what the natural word means. illustration of how the technical

meanng cmnges from time to time (lL4;)

have precise technical. It's most interesting to see what people do when they try to

tell what he last de.ys are. T last cays are a technical term for th particular

time. Well, (l14 3/L4)

A.ter all, it means after a time, it means later on, that's all it means, it doesn't mean

a technical period at all...
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" . .pre-millenial, oost-millenial, a-millenial, whatever it is thin.-. insist it's a techni

cal term but they take a different sense for it each time, and every one hs to say

certain thigs are not technical or they don't (3/Li.)

Now these words, it's important for us to1 have in mind, let's say a word about

them. Our English word tabernacle to us means a religious place, but in te Hebrew there

is no word tabernabe, in the Hebrew there's a word (1) * which means a

tent, and in the Hebrew there's a word. (1) * which means a dwelling

place, Well, any place where they sacrificed to the Lord is simply called a *

but ordinarily it wasn't, ordinarily the word. (1*) * is designated.

a rather permanent dwelling olece when the tabernacle ws actuall- set up it then wa.s

called the (l.) * Before that I don't recall a place where

God ws worshipped called the (l) * But the word. *

a tent, a tent could be used of the tent where Abraham lived., it could. be used of the

tent where they had the center of worship previous to the tabernacle and it is used. of

the tabernacle a great deal of the time. We reed in Hebrews abouthow Abraham lived in

tabernacles with isaa and Jacob. Of course to us it gives an idea of a certain amount

of religious ceremony. Actually all it means is a tent, much better if it would be

translated that way. But the Hebrew is tent and dwelling, either of wh'.ch could mean

any place, but 'both of which are used. after the erection of the tabernacle, very commonly

for the tabernae. Now the temple of the Lord is ordinarily called the house of the

Lord., and the word house of the Lord, could be used of the tabernacle. It could be so

used, but it isn't ordinarily, ordinarily it's simply called the tent. Ordinarily you

think of a house as a place more fixed and he word house of the Lord is cornonly used

&-e-temp1e (2k) very often is meant the house of

the Lord. But the ordinary word. for temple comes from two Sumerian words, (2 3/Lb)

means house in Sumerian and dal means great, so a groat house in Sumerian means

the biggest house, much more than the ordinar person had and it means a palace, a palace

o± the king, called the (3) and then the palace of the king,
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the the Babylonians called an which is derived

from (3) a. oace, and then that word hs been taken over into Hebrew as

() * but in Hebrew it's used not for the nalace of the king but for

the palace of the Lord, so our ordinary 'ord for temple is (3*) *

which is derived, from the Sujeerlan word for palace. Well now this derivet ion then as

you see comes to be the regular word for temple, (3) but it could be

used before the great temple of Solomon. From this use here, there are those who think

that at Shiioh they had fixed up a permanent thing rather than just a. tent for a taber

nacle. It's altogether possible hat since the,/ expected to be permanently there in

Shiloh for the center of worship that they built a wooden structure around the taber

nacle, that in some wa:r the taberna&e was encased in wood, something like that. Maybe

wood put in certain places to make it stronger, so that it could be called a temple,

because thr.t word temple is used for Shiloli. But we have no evidence, we have very little

evidence said about Shiloh, but we have no evidence Hat any important change in the tab

ernacle. (student.!) Yes, because they are told in Numbers how to carry all the--who's

to carry this, who's to carry that, who's to carry the other. All described in Numbers.

And then when the people came across the Jordan they carried the ark first but it would

be reasonable to take all the rest. It would seem that the tabernacle must have been at

Shiloh but here we have no further mention about the tabernacle, just the ark we read.

about, until the temple of Solomon was built, Well , what happened in the meantime did

the Philistines come up nô destroy Shu1h and the tabernacle get destroyed with it and

all of it lost? Did the Israelites, knowing the Philistines were coming, take the altar,

incense and the laer and sor:e of the valuable th4.n,s out of the tabernacle and flee

with them? Did, they perhaps take the tabernacle itself and flee? Had. they put the

tabernacle at Xirjath-jearim, is that why the people of Bethehemesh sent to Kirjath

iearim and. said. fetch the ark, because the things of the tabernacle were there? We

just don't know. There's so much we don't know about the history, that it's interesting

to conjecture. I think it's importah to recognize the limit between what we know and

what we don't know. Yes? (5 3/!4student) Did he reconstruct all of it? I don't ow.
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Certainly the ten1e he built, the great bulk of the temple was a new prcuction, and

it's built after the general plan of the tabernacle, but are some of the parts of it

the salae, I would think they would be. After all, during David's time they used it, they

had. it in a tent in Jerusalem, all through David's time. David said shall the Lord

dwell in a tent and I dwell in a house of ceear. It was there, and I don't think they

Just had the ark by itself. They must have had something similar to the tabernacle dur

ing those 23 years or more under David's reign, but how much of it they had, we just
/

aren't told. Yes? stucent.6:) Yes, I've mentioned that before. I'll just briefly

mention it again. Two D.aies went to excavate Shiloh in 10,28 or I'm not sure

when they started, they were working in 1129 when I visited them. Shiloh, Beiruth of

modern day. These two Danes, one of whom was a very godly man and trefendously anxious

to get down to the part where the tbernae bad been, evidence of it, the other was a

museum expert who was tremendously interested in ancient things, not particularly in

religion. These two were working together and every few days of rking they'd et into

a big squabble and have to come up to Jerusalem and Dr. Aibright would pacify them and.

ooulci. .et them settled so they /coninue working together. Ag I visited them with him in

1929, the work was going nicely, but the trouble was they dug down to the Byzantine

period and there they found a Byzantine church and this Byzantine church had a most

interesting mosaic and the museum man from Copenhagen was trmmdâuus1y interes'thed in

this Byzantine material, but to take that up bit by bit, bit by hit, would take two or

three years, take a lot of time, a. lot of effort, a lot of funds, and the other man was

not a bit interested in that but you can't just destroy things of a later period to get

to the bottom so they were frustrated in getting to the bottom by having all this of

tI yzantine period to take up first, and then before logg the museum man died., and ahe B

good part of th money, of course, had. come through himthe people who bad confidence

in him, and the work had. to stop. So far as know it's never been strted since 120.

So that the work at Shlloh was begun but only carried that far, we just don't know.

'net'ner if we were able to carry it on down, take two or three years to get all this

Byzantian stuff out of the way and. find what' s underneath, we would find, things of great

importance on this, or not, it's hard to say, because the Philistines burnt or destroyed
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it, they might have taken awry everything of importance the others had at first, and

there might be little, on the other hand there might be a great deal. Yes? (stu.ent.

8 3/Li.) Yes, oh that wouldn't he dJfficult, that in the present state of things, that

is the fact that the excavation has been carried down to maybe 500 A.D. 4,00 A.D., some

to say
thing like that, in view of that, it would be absolutely impossible/wiTh absolute dogmat

ism, it was not occupied from about 30' A.D., but it would be possible to Say it was

perhaps 90% certain, for this reason, that in two or three pes they would dig pits

and in these pits they would find pottery and materiel from the dffferent perods, and

therefore if they find pottery and materials from about 1200 B1C., and right above it

they find some from about 300, that is proof that at that spot there was no settlement

weTlbetween 1200 and 300,if they look at two or three spots, that's a fairly good evi

dence,is9mpossible that the section of the city that has not been excavated,

had a small (10) in between, but it's quite unlikely

in two or three places. An archeologist, before they excavate a place, always makes

trial pits (10*) they always do because they have to have a gener-

al idea of what apt to find, in order tomake their plans as to how to arrange it,

how to divide their time, and so on. But it's always done and it's not final but you can

be atleast 80% certain. o I would think that a statement like that, that between 12,00

and 300 it was not occupied, is a statement that we can make, not with absolute certain

ty but with pretty tolerable certainly, in view of that. And of course in the Bible

(10 3/U) S scripture.

Well the ark, then, is brought back.

Number C is the Victory of Eezer. Now this does not come for some time because,

first--no, it's chapter 7, the victory of Ebenezer, we read here that the Philistines

gathered against the people, that Samuel called the people to Mizpah, an that the

Israelites had a victory over the Philistines at Ebenezer, and we gather from this that

the Israelites had a powerful measure of safety during the succeeding years, but they

certainly were not independent altogether. They weiesubject to Philistine raids, they

probably had. to y tribute to them, they were in constant danger fronhe, they were
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not in a very good situation, but this was the scene of the victor,- of Ebenezer, 1 Sam.7

and this victory of Ebeneer established Samuel as the leader of the people, and we

rend. in verse 15, Samuel judged Israel all the days of his life and he went from year to

year to Bethel and C+ilgal and Mizpeh, and judged Israel in all those places. And his

return was to Ramah for there was his house, and there he jged Israel. That is probably

the (12*) which is about twenty miles north of Jerusalem

(12*) though we're not sure. And there he judged Israel and there

he built an altar unto the Lord. And of course those who Deuteronomy wasn't written

till later say the fact he built on altar at Ramoth proves that Deuteronony wasn't yet

written. But there's no reason to take it that way, this was the period when they were

subject to the Philistines, they had to carry things the best they could, and it was

better to have (12 3/L4.) not under the ideal con

ditions in Deatronomy, and Samuel did the best he could to maintain the life of the

people during this time. This is Samuel's Circuit.

D Samuel's Circuit 1 Sam. 7:l7. We have had no judge yet of which we've been

told that he made the (13*) circuit. Here we have the three places named,

four places named, he went to every year, made a regular circuit, he was the leader of

the people, he was trying to keep them together and. to help them, but they still were

not in a very excellent situation, and so it's quite natural that, B, we have,

E The Selection of a King Israel demanded a king. Samuel became old, and he

made his sons judges over Israel, the name of his fi'stborn was Joel and the name of his

second Abiah, they were judges in Beershebo., but they didn't walk in his ways but turned

aside after lucre and took bribes and perverted judgment. Samuel was so busy with this

circuit around, these four places, and trying to carry on the direction of the whole

nation by himself bhat he did not take the attention to the upbrirging of his children

that he should, he did not learn frli's unfortunate example, but followed his bad

example and his sons took bribes and perverted judgment and the ders of Israel gathered
kino-themselves together and came to Samuel and they asked him to give them a to

judge them like all the nations. And it displeased Samuel and Samuel wanted them to con-
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tinue as they were but the Lord gave them a king, the Lord tried to comfort Samuel, he

said they haven't rejected you, they've rejected me. They had rejected men, and God

raising up leaders (15) but they had never followed

O.T.History 254. ()

...number IX, the life of Samuel, and D, Circuit. We are ready to lok at

, The Selection of a Kingl

The test that we had not long ago, many of the papers were very excellent and

d very well indeed. There were a good many thouah that were very different, at least

(1) Quite a number

which surprised me greatly at the small amount of information they contained. And I

hope that the next one will be much better. (1*)

Now, E, then, the selection of a. king. We've noticed the situation inwhich the

people asked for a king. he situation in the days of the ud.ges was not satisfactory,

from any viewpoint. Ideally, for God to raise up a man to be his representative in

time of crisis would sound like an excellent situation, far bet;er than picking a man

by a hereditary basis. which in most countries has resulted in very, very poor select

ion of leaders, on the whole., The hereditary principle is not a good principle. Bt

the sstem n the days of the judges had no continuity and it had no unity for the nation

as a whle, and the judges were sinful men even as the king were, and many of them fell

into very severe sin, and the people were falling away, and when a few

people would influence others into wickedness, there was no strong central authority

to try to meet the problems at once, and while the king situation is a very unsatisfact

ory one, the judge situation was perhaps an even more unsatisfactory one, in both

situations the man's failure and his sin became very evident. It was not God's purpose

to raise up an ideal cornmcnwealth of 'srael, it was not his purpose to establish the

kingdom of God on earth, it was his purpose to keep alive the testimony and to prepare

a way for the coming of his son, the Lord Jesus Christ. And to show by his dealings
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with the different individuals, to show us many things we should know about ourselves,

about G0g, about our relationship to Him. And here we find, a rather mixed situation,

we find Samuel the great leader, the one who has been such a blessing to the people,

feeling thet he is rejected. Actw.liy if he would think about it a bit he w8uU getting

old, and a man can't always be as good after his power has left and when he was younger.

And more then that, his sons were proving very inferior. It was more his snns who were

rejected then he. Perhaps the very fact that the people needed strong leadership was

to some extent a testimony to the value they had received from the strong leadership

that Samuel had. been ble to give them in the past, which he could no longer give, and

which his sons were certainly not able to give. At any rate, Samuel was very much hurt,

and you will find some of the finest men, some of the very best men, will have their

weak points, will be hurt where there's little reason for them to be, and here God

ties to comfcrt Samuel, and says Samuel it isn't you that they are turning against, it

is me. Of course, people are always turning against the Lord, and God lets Samuel tell

the people all the bad. side of a kingship. The way that a king is apt to lord it over

them, the way s going to have heavy taxes, he will take away from their good things,

and all this, the bad side of a king, but the people were conscious of the (Li. 3/Li.)

and oppression, and anything seemed better then that to them. The people said

say, but we want a king to rule over us. The Lord said, Hearken to their voice and make

them 4 king. S0 here we have the request of the people, then we he.ve the selectio, of

the people. Samuel was to give them a king, but he looks to the Lord, to show the man.

And the Lord picked a man whom the people would not have picked, he picked a man who

was not outstanding, he was not well-known, but he was pretty close the the ideal thet

the people had in mind. He was strong, able man, an effective leader, a man who would

be a good soldier and he was a man of great husnili.ty. And you find in Saul's character

that he refuses the kingship, tells how.he's unworthy, tries to run away from-it, you

see the most wonderful illustration of humility, and what a lesson is this for us, be

cause Saul the man who was so humble that he could not possibly accept the kingship,

was the man who after he became king was carried away by his pride. Cart±ed away by
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his pride, to where he looked for his own gioy and refused to follow the Lord is will.

How easy it is to be mistaken in people's humility. As long as people have much

they're apt to be very, very humble, they're .6*) there are some who

lave nothing who are very, very proud, but mary, many a person is very humble when he has

nothing, but the minute you put him in a position of power, he gets tremendously conceited

and tremendously overbearing. You just cannot predict until a man has been n a situation

like that how he is going to rect. It was Lord Acton, the great English Roman Catholic

historian who was so disgusted that they tried to declare that the Pope was infallible

and Acton had been defending Roman Catholicism all his life and. was a great Professor in

Great Britain, made the declaration when he saw the effort to put so much power in the

hands of the Pope that he said that power, he said, leads to corruption, and absolute

power leads to absolute corruption. And I don't think that Acton left the church after-

ward but I think like most of the Roman Catholics he swallowed his words, though many of
of abso1ut power.

them had opposed the tendency tremcndously/ ihank you very much, I couldn t think of the

word soon enough. Mr. Deshpande comes from a British speaking country, where they would

be more familiar with these British situations than we in the United States. I know that

a few years ago here, it was very widely (7 3/L4) I imagine it is still

there. It was a great statement that he made and very true.

The humblest man you can't always tell how he will react. Somebody, a man said once, he

said to me, hen I was in Seminary I was told, I heard this statement made in a class of

pastoral theology, don't trust when you first go to a new church, the first man that

seems to be so friendly and so kindly, and so helpful, don't immediately proceed to give
jht . dapoont.ng.him everything you can and put ;TourselI/ln his hands. He's apt to be very ea4g

He said he I forgot those words when I went into this church, aid when I found this young,

this humble young man who was so fine, I just did eerythin I could to get him into

the oosithn of leadership where he could help me, and then he turned araint me violent

ly. And we ourselves have to be in a position of stress before we can know how we will

react to it. We're all weak vessels, and Saul seems to be an ideal man, but, judged by

every external standard he was, but when he'd been in this awhile what the heart (9)

God gave the people a man after their own heart.
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Not the man they would have picked but the man was the type they wanted. And. then he4 it

proved how wrong they were. Yes? (stuent.9i) Yes, God blessed David the king and

promised, him that he would always hhve a son to sit upon the throne, and when we read

later in the Bible that that occurred, we can know from that that it was not contrary

to God's will that they have a king, and if you just read this one chapter alone, you'd

think that Samuel, God says to Samuel they haven't rejected you, they've rejected me,

you would think that he meant the kingship was not his will. The later events prove

that that is wrong. We have to interpret scripture by scripture, and coil-pare it together.

I would say that in the end any kingship is wrong, except the kingship of God himself.

That is Jesus Christ who is God,b.t we live in an impfect world, the world of sin,

the world of human beings, and. in this world, any is imperfect.

In their situation there they needed strong leadership and there was no system,lmown
tQ give it to them

then except the system of the kingship. Yes? (stadent.l0) I don't think so. I don't

think that God felt they rejãcted him, I think God was trying to comfort Samuel, I thin];

he was saying to Samuel don't you. feel baabout this. Samuel was a great and good man.

And Samuel felt hurt that the people wanted a king, but after all he should have realized

that he was too old to be their judge any more and hions were not worthy, and God is

comforting Samuel. God is saying to Samuel the people are not satisfied with God being

their king and a human being raised up like Samuel to do it. Well, that was an excell

ent system so long as you. hve the right man raised up but there's only been one Samuel

in all
their

You can't compare Eli with him or Barak with him or 1deon or

Jephthah or any of them. They did. a good work in their own place, but not a work like

Samuel, and the kings, most of them, were not like Samuel either, but the ideal system

would be God ruling direct. The peole said no, we want an earthly ruler, the people

weiputting a faith in an earthly ruler which an earthly ruler does not warrant. So

that in a sense they were rejecting God, but I don't think, I think we have to compare

it with what he says elsewhere, he says David is king, the people must obey David, David's

son, God. is putting his supoort on, God does not change, but God. expresses himself

partially in situations. think we have to interpret. Mr. Desh.,nde? (student.l2)
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Yes, that's right. And he teis them what the king will do, these are things ihich a

good king won't do, but most of them, some kings are very bad, and most of them have a

that
tendency that way. It's the wickedness in the human heart/ dive a man the possibility

of going these things (i3-)

So God shows them the evil and the danger of ki, but at the same time he grants

their recuest and. gives them a king, which is what they need in that situation. Mr. 7

(student-1314) No, I don't think so.

O.T.Nistory 255. ()

...the people's concern on the whole is not on their relation to God, it's on their

deliverance from () It is on the political situation. Of course
from the Phi].isines. $

they got, they wanted. deliverance/ whey dithi t get it right awar, they didn t get it

il1 David but they did get it. But God had given deliverance from other (3/14)

through judges, but this was, te Philistines, was a greater more

difficult

Well, I don't think we can learn a tremendous more about this particular matter of

God in relation to kingship, but I think we can get a very aluale warning against tak

ing one verse of the scripture and buildin too much on it. Oonrre scriDture with

scripture. When you find one verse don't try and twist the rest of the Bible to fit it,

but take all the verses and see what they teach, and get the balance of them all (li-)

one statement here, they've

not rejected you, they've rejected me, and from that you cn1d thake the whole business

of God's blessing on David to be contrary to God's will. (1 3/14)

you have to fit the two together

and balance (1 3/L) to see what God's will really is. God's will is that

he be king, but with an earthly representative, and the earthly re'esentatie, the

hereditary system is e. pretty poor system, but perhaps it was good7system as any n

that evolved yet. Any system (2)
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Well, we won't look at the details of the selection of a king, they are very inter-

know that
esting and very worth studying. It's interesting in connection with this tbj/&

in general people seemed to think of Samuel more or less as ' soothsayer. And you can

go up to him nd he'll be able to tell you where your asses are. A viny of getting help

for the ord.:Inary affairs of life. Of course, tt insn't what Samuel was at all, Samuel

was God's leader, but you will find that all through life, that people are using God's

leadership trying to make it just a means of meeting their own immediate needs. God is

interested in our ueecs, but he's more interested in the great problems of the kingdom,

and he was us to be too.

The story of the selection of Saul, his anointing and all that, is a very beautiful

story, and as you. rea, you just about feel that now it's perfect, they've go a men who

is ideally suited, a man of humility, a man of ability, a man who is just perfect for

the situation. But later on we find. how Saul changes, as so many men change, when they

have power.

Well, we're not looking. at Saul right now, we're looking at Samuel, so we go on to

nber F, Samuel Rejecting
theuni And Samuel who hnd to). go aginst what he wanted. in

order to give the people a king, now has reconciled. himself to it, rejoices in the king,

how he has to go against the king they've got and. tell them it's not the Lord's will

they have it. So poor Samuel is in a position there, has to in order to represent the

lord. rightfully, he has to change his attitude several times, it is necessary as situ

ations chnge. And. Samuel finds here in verse 15 that Saul is not serving the Lord

right, Saul is putting his own will ahead. of God's will, Saul is not obeying the Lord

fully, Samuel had to rebuke him and had. to tell him that the Lord. is 2ish

him for it. That is, if you want to find contradictions in the Bible, chapter 15 here

is a very interesting example. Because here in chapter 15 we find that e Samuel said

in verse 29, he said to Saul, the strength of Israel will not lie nor repent, for he is

not a man that he should. repent. That's what it says in verse 29. But right back in

verse 11 we find, the word of the Lord. came to Samuel, saying I have repented. Now

there's a verbal contradiction if there ever was one. The Lord says it repenteth me
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that I have set up Saul o be king. Samuel gives the message to Saul, he says the Lord

has rent the kingdom from thee and the strength of Israel will not lie nor repent, for

he is not a man that he should repent. Here we have verbally a flat contradiction. In

actuality of course we don't. Becnu.se the first mean{ God is grieved at hat Saul has

done, in view of the changed circumstances, it is necessary that God change his attitude

toward Saul. God has not changed but Saul changed. In the second, Samuel says to Saul,

god is going to remove you from heing king, now he says no sacrifice or presents or

brhe or anything you. can do is going to make a change, God is not a. man that he can he

moved in that fashion. not man that he should repent, the Strength of Israel will

not lie nor repent.-- You have to take the implications of these things. In view of the

implication of them, there s no contradiction but the flat verbal statements certainly

seem like a contradiction. God. says I have repented, Samuel says that He is not a man

that he should repent. He won't repent. There's no contradiction but there appears

to be.e-e Another wrn:.ng against grabbing three words out of a verse and

building a whole theology oh it. We' re all too ready to do that, we must compare scripture

with scripture and see what it's really talking about.

Well, the, message is given by Samuel, God has rejected Saul, he's going, as he

says in verse 28, theLord. has rente fhis day and given it to a neighbour of thine,

.ctunllvhe has done it this day' but it was years later before it pe& worked out, but in

principle he had done it that day. So we have, in chapter 16 then, we have a selection

cf the nucleus which is part of this rejection. Samuel represented the Lord and the

rejection of Sau.l as king.

The Lord said to Samuel, how long wilt, thou mourn for Saul, seeing I have rejete

him from reigning over Israel? Here we see the character of Samuel. Samuel was against

having a king. But when they got one and the Lord enabled him to tick him, Samuel was

thoroughly loyal to Saul. And God says how long will you mourn for him, I have rejected

him. Fill your horn with oil and go, I will send you to Jesse the Bethlehernite for I

have provided a king among his sons. So now we have him going down to Bethlehem in

order to anoint the new king. And then it's interesting here, from the vieoint of
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prophecy to see how God reveals himself. Here was Samuel, if ther ever was a man that

knew the Lord, that lived close to him, that followed the Lord and did- 1-its will, it

surely was Samuel. But look at Samuel here, in verse 6, they brine Jesse's oldest son,

Samuel sees him and he says surely this is the Lord's anointed, but the Lord said to

Samuel, look not on his countenance nor on the height of his stature because I have re

fused him, for
the

Lord seeth not as man seeth, for man looketh onthe outward appearance,

but the Lord looks on the heart. Then Jesse called Abinadab and the Lord said, No, this

is not the one. And he called the next one, and Samuel did, not know who the one was.

Each one he saw, e thought surely this is the one. God said it will be a son of Jesse.

Now which one will it be? It shows us that the prophet does not have the mind of Gad.

He was not omniscient. He didn't 1ow everything. He knew what God gave him, and then

he tried to figuie out what it meant. And here God says it's a son of Jesse. All right,

let's see the sons of Jesse, here's the oldest one, this must be him, look what a wonder

ful looking fellow he is. God says no, that's not the one. S0 he tries the second, no

it's not. And when the Lord said to Samuel, it's going to be a son of Jesse, and then

all the sons of Jesse have come, and every one of them the L0d said no, Samuel is in a

auandary. How can it be? The Lore says it's a son of Jesse, and yet every one that comes

the Lord. says no So Samuel has to find an answer, so Samuel says to Jesse, are these

all your children? There must be another one. And Jesse says well there is the little

one, the youngest one, he's out keeping the heep. So Samuel said, fetch him. We won't

sit down till he comes. So they find him, and the Lord said, arise, anoint hidi, for this

is he. And so he anointed David to be the future king. TheLord thus enabled Samuel to

anoint the first two kings. The first one, the one that represented the ideal the

people wanted, the second, the one who didn't seem so much but yet when you got to know

him better was found that he was every bit as much the ideal the oeople wanted as Saul

was, and in addition to that he hed a heart that was tender toward God. Though he

made great mistakes and fell into serious sin, he repented sthcerty frointhe heart and

sought to do better, sought to follow the Lord. Instead of becoming hardened in sin

and in his pride as Saul did.
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Well of course we look more at David later, we are no looking at Samuel, so we

go on to,

G Samuel's death and pearance to saul./f/ And for this we have to skip

clear over to chapter 25 which tells of his death and the beginning of 2 is his death.

Samuel's death. There have been many years when Samuel has been there with his little

group of followers serving the Lord, but having little influence in the nation. Now in

chapter 5 Samuel dies and all the Israelites gather together and lament him, bury him

et Bamrih. And then in chapter 28 we find that the philistine power has become so great
Saul

and has gone on in his ride, though Saul has been very zealous in carrying out

the Lord's will and in tearing down everything that was clearly contrary to the Lord's

will, he has in his pride and in his own desire for his own power, turned against David

and hated him and tried to kill him, and now Saul inquires of the Lord and the Lord

doesn't answer, either by dreams or by urim or by WMIN and he sees the hosts of the

Philistines in verse 5 of chapter 28 and lie's afraid and his heart trembles. Verse 3

tells us that Saul had put away all those that had familiar spirits and wizards, out of

the land. Saul had enforced God's command that they should not be tolerated, but now

Saul gets no answer from the Lord, and instead of humbling himself before the Lord and

aeeking to find what's wrong with him "beforethe Lord will answer him, he turns to the

forces of iniquity for his answer to the problem. And he has put the familiar spirits

out 6 the land but now instead of humbling himself before God, he goes back to that

which he himself had forbidden, n order to seek an answer to the problem. And he said

to his servant, seek me a woman that has a familiar spirit and I will go to her and in

quire of her. And the servant said, behold there's woman that hath a familiar spirit

at Endor.

When my aunt was in Los Angeles and her brother was living in Montana, she was

taken ill, very ill, with a cancer in her breast from which it spread from there into

the lung and eventually killed her. And when she was in a very serious situation with

that, but far from the end, her brother in Montana, who 1d wandered from his parental

state, and he and his wife had been looking into all kinds of interim fhamtasies, they

went to a spiritualist, and as soon as they came into the room, the spiritist put a hand
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right on the spot where my au±.h had the cancer. And. said oh the pain, the pain, the pain.

And they said, well, what is going to happen. He said oh terrible, but I don't see any

death.

O.T.History 255. ()

" ..his sister was going to recover, went down to Los Angeles and saw her, then

suit of her teetimony and her death, eventually he himself turned to the Lord. But it

is interest g that this Medium way up there in Montana, as soon as he came into the

room, pointed to the place where his sister who was on his mind so much, was suffering.

Now one of two things is proven, either they had the speed. of finding out information

about the people who were going to come, in order to palm it off on there end make them

think they had some supernatural power, which certainly often is the case, there's a

terrible lot of fraud in that sort of thing. Either that, or the demon or whatever it

was that was speaking through this spirit medium, was ble to refld his mind, and to see

thpt thing that was burdening him and to express it. But certainly they had no power

(i) to predict death. So while they pointed out exactly *hat the present situation was,

the prediction of the future was entirely (1 3/1k)

Now ifl this case, was this woman of Endor a fraud. who worked tricks as many people

of that kind do today? Or was she in reiction with a familiar spirit, was there a deun

who was speaki:g through her and using her. I heard Sir Oliver Rod the great Physicist

in 1919 or 1920, about then, who was the head of the soiritists in Gi Britain. His

son died. In the first World. War and he thought his son would come hack through one of

these mediums and talk to him, and I heard him speak and he spoke many things that were

very difficult to explain on the ground simply of fraud (2?)

'I told one thing, I remember, which I thought was very amusing, he told how

the people in his spiritistoDganization, the men, in order to wove that it was their

spirit after death, they would write a message are they would out it in a piece of paper

and seal it up and no other human being knew what it was. Then he said, if they get

e. message through s medium, some part of the world, andthat message gives that, they
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is dead.
know that's from that spirit. They know the person who/a4 iS actually comrnunicatt

with them, of course it doesn't prove anything of the kind, because if they actually were

demons they certainly can read what's being written, or what's hidden in the He

said he hadn't written any such message but he was sure if he did he would forget it and

wouldn't be able to give it after he died. But he told how one time the resident of

their organization at that time was off on a vacation, ?-nd he said. he came badk from

his vacation and he came to the haddquarters in London and they said we've got a message

came in through a medium, I think the medium was in India, I'm not sure. Blit somewhere

a long distence away this message came in and it was sent there and they couldn't figure

what it meant, and they tried to figure out what the messae meant, and they couldn't

makã any sense of it and
the

President saw it, he said. why that's my secret

message he said, tbats what I've written and put in an enbope, so that after I die

when it comes in it proves I'm communicating. And here he was still living off on a

vacation and the message had come in. I think the demon overreached himself and proved

the exact opposite of what they wanted him to in that case. But he gave that, he was a

man of honor,he gave that as a true incident, which he said had happened. Mr. Deshpande

has something here. (student.L) Yes, and there are those events which take place,

while there is a tremendous lot of fraud in it, there's noquestion of that, there are

those events which certainly seem to go beyond that, and it might be the actual spirit

world, the world of the demons that is trying to injure us through it, and the Lord has

said we are not to tamper with it, and he commanded. that this should not be permitted

in Israel and Saul forbade, and yet Saul himself, in his extremity, looked for one.

A lesson for us, to watch out that our lives keep up to our testimony, instad of fall

ing short thf it as they so easily can. And so Saul looks for this woman, and he put

on a disguise so she wouldn't know who he was. And he came to her at night in this

disguise and he said, I pray you, bring to me your familiar spirit, and have him bring

whom I will name to you. And the woman said. to him, well you ow Saul's done, has

cut off all those that have familiar spirits and wizards out of the land. Are you, she

says, from the police, trying to lead me into doing this thing, so I can be arrested?
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And Saul's swore to her, as the Lord lives, there shall no punishment happen to thee for

this thing. And, the woman said whom shall I bring up to you, and. he said bring up

Samuel. And when the woman saw Samuel she ctied with a loud voice, the woman spoke to

Saul then, why are you deceiving me, you're Saul, and the woman evidently was tremendous

ly surprised, and most interpreters, most Christian interpreters, I believe, think that

God ohoe in this situation to cauae that Samuel should come back and speak, otherwise

that spirit, that lying spirit would have pretended to be whoever they wanted it to be,

pretended to be, and given such information that he would know, it might be jore than a

human being might know, he might see things that happen, he might read things that were

secret, he might be able to give information that we wouldn t have access to, but we

would have no way of predictingthe future except guessing. But he might have pretended

to be elb1at the woman was amazed that she saw, when she realized that it wasn't her

sirit trying to make a pretense, it really was Samuè, end she this was Kng Saul.

And she described Samuel as she saw him and Saul bowed before Samuel -and Samuel did just

what you might expect him to do under the circumstances. If he wouldn't get right with

God and get a real message from the Lord, how can he expect that G0 will send his holy

prophet Samuel to give him a good message. Samuel told him that the Lord, had de.rtedj

from him, taken the kingdom from him, given it to David, and that he himself would die

in the battle. So Saul got his answer, he didn't profit by the cx-periende, but just

the way the average person will do. Even Christians, when they get into situations,
/1.

instead of turning to the Lord, will possibly turn to all sorts of folly end all sorts of

(9) that doesn't really bring them anything.

S0 ths, the way it's told in the scripture, I don't think we can dogmatically say

that Samuel actually came back and talked with Saul, but don't know of any interpreta

tion that looks to me half as good. It's my inclination to think that this is the

correct interpretation of it. I certainly don't think that a lying spirit was pretend

ing to be Samuel,and saying the true thing, that Samuel said. ixhis situation.

It reminds me a little of what John Wesley said about the Bible, somebody asked

John Wesley who wrote the Bible, and John Wesley said well, there are five possiMlities,
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He said it might have been written by good men or by angels, by bad men or by devils

or by God himself. Now he said let's look at the first two possibilities, he said if

good men or angesi wrote the Bible they couldn't write a bock which was full of lies.

And he said for them to say thus saith. the Lord God says this, this is God's word, when

it wasn't God's word, it was their word, it would be lies that good en and angels couldn't

stooD to. So he said good men and ange can't have written the Bible. Now he said, if

bad men or demons wrote the Bible they couldn't hold all the high ethics and the fine

rnciDles that the Bible contains. They wouldn't have the fine moral standards the

Bible has, so it can't be bad men or demons that wrote it, so he says the only possibil

ity left is that God himself wrote it. Because God can truly say God was writing it and

God could uphold all the high standards. Well, in this case it seems to me the only

explanation that appears to me reasonable here is that it actually was Samuel, otherwise

it would be an ange representing him and that doesn't seem at all likely. Certainly

it was not al demon.
that' s

S0 the end of the account of Samuel in the book of Sajijuel and we move on then

to a major heading, number X.

X,The Unithád Kingdom This is a much larger heading than IX, covers much more

ground and a much longer period. The United Kingdom we divide into three parts, accord

ing e the three kings. A Saul Saul is described in 1 Samuel. He is not the princi

pal character of 2 Samuel. He appears in 2 Samuel only in the lament over him in the

first chanter. He is dead before the beginning of 2 Samuel as it Samuel himself. But

the whole last half or two-thirds of 1 Samuel has Saul as its main character, or as a

character w'o is very prtminent. 1 Samuel has more to say about Saul actually than it

does about Samuel. And Saul is seen here as a man who made a wonderful start, a man

who gave every promise of being just what Israel needed, and yet a man who was terribly

disappointing. And Saul was e first king, but from a historical viewpoint it's inter

esting to note that the kingdom was a com.ratively weak thins under Saul. Saul became

king,he bravely led in rescuing Jabeth Gilead which is over at the opposite side of the

Jordan where the Philistines were. Then he and his son had victories over the Philistines,

they did some excellent work but in the end they were destroyed by (13)
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Philistines. And they did not win. a complete independence at any time, as far as any

(13) real ceace. Israel was always under the shadow of the Philistine druger,

always threatened b them, always inferior to them, and. of course a ig reason for this

wz.s the iron weapons that the Philistines had. Saul was a king of a petty kingdom, struggl

ing to maintain its existence, thugg1ing valiantly and to quite an extent successful,

but he is altogether different historically from David. David is a character of far

greater power as far as human power is concerned, a king than Saul.

The character of Saul is an important thing for our study and for our application,

to ourselves. The rejection of Saul was the rejection, as we have seen, for incomplete

obedience. A re1ection for putting himself, his intelligence, ahead of God's cammands.

Putting his will ahead of God's and then trying to rationalize. He tried to represent

how (1L) would make wonderful sacrifices and. so on, Samuel said, to

obey is better than sacrifice. It's easy for us to rationalize, there's mush humor made,

a rather mean kind of humor, about ministers who work and wangl& and. scheme and plan to

get a call to a bigger church. And then when they get it talk about how it's the Lord's

will and there's nothinc they can do but accept it. Well, there is mudh hypocrisy of

that sort but there certainly are many of whom that's not true at all, who are anxius

to find the best possible oportunit:r of serving the lord, rega'dless of whether it is

a large church or not. Its very ba-for us to guess of an individual

O.T.Eistory 27. (*)

" ..in Saul' s case the Lord ser.s te heart of Saul. Man looks on the outward appearance,

God looks on the heart, if our heart isn't right wê can't comulish anything for

God. Bat we should remember that men don't see our heart, they see the outward appear

ance, so it's worth our giving some thouht to the outward appearance too, in order that

we may accomplish for the Lord. The outward apiearance is important in our testimony,

the inward reality is important in our acceptance with God and his blessing. Both have
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their place. But SauJ. was rejected of the Lord. and eventually was killed n this great

'battle. ThAra is a problem th't the critics raise about hbw Saul was killed. How did

he die? They say there's a contradiction in the Bible. You red the end of 1 amuel,

and you re.d. that Saul said to his armour bearer, draw thy sword and thrust me through

with it, and his armour bearer would not for he was sore afraid. Therefore Saul took a

sword and fell upon it, and. when his arniourbearer saw that Saul was dead he fell like

wise upor his sword, and. died with him. That s the account we have here 1n the end of

the book of 1 Samuel. In 2 Samuel we have an Amalekite who comes to David and he says

to David that he saw SauJ.n Saul was not yet dead, and Saul said to him, stand., I pray

thee, upon me end. slay me, for anguish is come upon me, 'because my life is yet whole in

me. So I stood upon him and slew him because I was sure that he could. not live after

that he was fallen and I took the crown that was upon his head and the 'bracelet that was

on his arm and have brought them hih to my1ord. Now there's a contradiction in the

Bible isn't it?

Chapter 31 says that Saul killed himself, bapter 1 of 2 Samuel says the Amalekite

killed him. It's a contradiction. 1hat is it a contradiction between? It's a contra

diction 'between what the armourbearer thought he saw and what the Amalekite said. And

which of the two is true, I don't think the Bible tells us. The Amalekite may have

lied, thinking that he would win favor from David. He may have seen Saul dead. and

taken his things and. brought them to David, thinking he'd get a regard from David, and

said he had. killed him thinking he w.d surely get a reward, when he had taken them off

dead. body. And on the other hand, the armourbearer, Saul said to the armourbearer

kill me, the armcurbearer wouldn't doit, Saul jumped on his sword, and. the armcur'bearer

thought he was dead and the armourbearer killed himself. I don't think the armourbearer

stopped to make a clinical inspection to feel of his pulse, to make a real check, I

think the armourbearer sincerely thought he was dead but that doesn't prove he was.

He could very conceivably have appeared dead to the armeurhearer, yet have been scared

of his life that the Philistines would get him and torture him (Li-)

so that which of the two is true I don't think the Bible has told us,
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but in either case there's no contradiction in the Bible. The Bible says the Amalekite

says one thing, it says the armourbearer thought another thing. Then of course it tells

how the armourbearer was killed, it says, so Saul died end his three sons in the next

vers, but that doesn't necessarily mean the opinion that he was dead at

that instant means that on that occasion he died and the three sons died in that hattie.

So I don't think that that says that the armourbearer necessarily was correct in his

interpretation. Perhaps the better guess of the two was that the armourbearer was rather

than the Amalekite, but we just don't know. Mr. Sheilabarger? (student)

I'm sure he did, I'm absoiutely/tnat he thought he'd gain favor but that's where he as

mistaken, David killed him. But he thought he would gain favor by it and. he may have

made u the whole story entirely. (student.5*) Was it fair of David to do what he did?

That would be a matter for the Lord. I don't think we're in a position to say. My own

personal guess is that Daid was very shrewd (5;)

My guess is that Daid felt that he was the next king, that for him to kill the killer

of the previous king, even though he was an emeny, made him all the safer. That's my

guess. It may be doing an injustice to Dpvid. I don't know. Yes? (student.6)

Yes, that's right, there are pastors who feel that they are the supreme authority and

nobody should say a word. against them , and I think that this is true, that the pastor

who is presenting the word of God and truly seeking to follow that word and standing by

peoplit, ould held up his hands, rather than to criticize him, but I think if they see

ways in which they think that he's done wrong, they'd do him a kindness to cone to him

privately and mention it to him, and if he's the ian he ought to be, he'll take their

private criticism and be grateful for it. Unfortunately most men aren't what they ought

to be. But if he is, he will be grateful for the criticism, but in any event, when a

man is serving the Lord, and truly seeking to serve him, and standing by his word, it is

a sad thing that other people who believe in what he believes will let themselves

notice petty lit tle things and criticize him in such a way that they injure his influence,

and hurt his effectiveness, and they are doing wrong instead of going- It's usually

thou.rhtlessness, but it % hurts the cause of Christ. I don't think we can take it to
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an extreme. I think, I don't think that the minister is a god. by any means, he makes

his mistnkes and he shoulde hle to get away with them too easily, thet is if they're

bad mistakes. But in general think we should hold up his hands, rather than (7)

Using this verse for

that (7) but that's not what this is talking

about, this is talking about the king. Well we have another two minutes to go, and I

an over this morning, so we'll stop now.

O.T.History 258. (-)

" something of the () of a11 and something of his great dis-

appointments, and if you live very long and have much contact with people, you're going

to ee many instances where you will be equally disappointed, and there's not much you

can do to prevent it. You can, in some cases, perhaps prevent it. But the important

thing is that you see to it that you yourself do not turn out that way. That's the re

sponsibility on ech one of us, and on many of us it proves to be too great a responsibil

ity.




Then B David And D'vjd, Humber 1 His Character. And his character is certainly

not at all like the character of Joseph. Joseph is the suffering one who suffered

patiently, stands adversit:T, and who in prosperity also is free from blemish, there is

absolutely no blemish recorded of Joseph in the Old Testament. Some people try to make

out that there was a blemish in thinking he is conceited on account of his dream. That

is not impossible that it's right but it certainly is going beyond the evidence to say

that it is. The evidence would seem to be that God gave him the dream and they predicted

something that was going to happen in the futue and it isn't fair to blame Joseph. So

I don't think that we have any evidence that Joseph was conceited, though thei are those

who think that psychologically the dream proves it. But that is the only attempt I've

ever heard of to find e flaw in Joseph. He is the, about as near a perfect man that you

find in the Bible outside of the Lord Jesus Christ. But David is a very different kind

of a man. No one can read very much about David without finding that he has plenty of
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flaws. He is a man whose character would be cast out of the synagogue in most groups,

if they only knew the outward aspect of his character. He was a bloody warrior, he was

a man who at the end of his life took revenge on people who had done their best to help

him through his life, but who had. failed him in one point perhaps, and he took revenge

on them and had them killed.. He committed adultery and caused that the injured husband

should be murdered by having him put in the forefront of the battle. He is a M,-,n of

very great faults and very great sins. And yet he is known in the Bible as the man after

God's on heart, the man who was true to the Lord, the man who followed him faithfully,

and. the fact of the matter is that David's wickedness while it was very, very great,

was wickedness in matters that are easily observed and. which those of us who are pure

om the prticular vices of which David was guilty, there are sins of the spirit very

often, -selfishness and meanness and spiritual pride and other matters which in God's

sight may be just as bad, or almost as bad as the sins that David was guilty of. So

that from the viewpoint of the judgment of his character in its external features, he

probably was in the external appearance far worse than most Chri,;tians, but in God's

sight who sees the inner character, he may not have been much worse than a great many

who seem very, very fine. But there's another asct of character which is perhaps even

more iportant than this one, though this one is very irnportant, and ect
of

of character is the sincerity% the repentence from the sins into which he fell. And of

his desire to be as the Lord wanted him to be. In great, while the main point, he showed

his pride and his arrogance and his selfishness yet in great crises very often there

was revealed a real inner humility of character, H5 refusal to injure Saul when he

was right in his hands, ihen to most people it would look like an ideal opportunity to

get a kingdom that had. been promised. to them and they would, feel plenty of excuse for

injuring Saul after ]l that Saul had. done to them. He said. Saul is the one whom the

Lord hs put into this position, the Lord, can take him out if he choose, but I'm not

going to take the thing into my hands. And when Sul died, David knowing God had

promised to make him kih, left it in God's bands to do it, did not himself endeavor

to bring it. about. He did net try to advance himself in the particular way where the
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Lord had promised that the Lbrd would do it and he left the personal matter for the

Lord to bring him the glory that the Lord would give him. He's a wonderful example to

us, when we get deeper into his character, and when we see his behaviour in crises end

when we see hs attitude toward the Lord in particular, and it just shows that you have

to lock deeper in order to see what one's real character is. Of course, in the dayj of

Christ, today the word Pharisee has come to be a term of reproach, but in the days of

Christ the Pharisees were the religious people, the pious people, the people who were

looked up to and esteemed by everybody, the people who wouldn't even step into the room

with people of low morel character, who were considered so excellent in their character,

and. Jesus poured out his denunciation upon theq Pharisees and showed how others whom the

Pharisees looked down upon often had a spiritual attitude which was far superior to that

of the Pharisees. And. it's t1 same lesson that we find here in relation to David. And

tf course along with that, David was a man of accomplishment, he was a main of energy and

a man of ability , and. a man who used his ability to accomplish something he didn't, he

wasn't just somebody who happened to be picked up from a life of lazing around and find

Golia challenging the armies of Israel and step out in faith in God and overcoming him.

He did step out in faith on G0 when nobody else would dare to do it, but he doubtless

had been practicing with that slingshot as he took care of the sheep a very great deal.

In fact, es lie told Saul, that he would go, he told. him how he'd met the lio and a

bear, and had destroyed them in order to protect the sheep. And that took courage for

a young fellow, with the type cf weapons they had then, no guns or anything, not to run

from the sheep and the beer, and just try and protect the sheep, to step out and fight

them deliverately in that way, showed that he was a man of character and of ability, and

of practice, and he took the ability that he had developed, and put it in the Lord's
with his sling hot.

hands, whenhe stepped out -fa. ater on, of course you never read of him fighting

another battle with his s1ngshot. He used the armor after he had actice with the

armor. He bad to learn how to use it, but bather than take Saul's armor when he bad not

practiced with it, he took a little instrument that he was well-practiced with, and he

used the thins that he had already for the Lord.
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But his character then, he was, in addition to the spiritual matters welvp been

mentioning he was a man of real ability and of real accomlishrneñt (8 3/L)

In fact, yu read how when he went down to the Philistines you read how he tried to make

himself appear to be an insane person, in order to save his life. He was thinking things

through, studying what to do, and after be spent this time with the Philistines, when

he came back he understood their secrets abw± iron and it long, after he became

king, before the Israelites had just as much use of the iron as the Philistines had.

And in addition to that of course (9*)

and the Philistines rather soon disappear, as a source of danger. It was not the bravery

and courage of Samuel and Saul that freed them from the Philistine menace but the tech

nological knowledge which id acquired and made available, combined with of course his

good military leadership. It made the Philistine menace that for at least 70 years had

been almost insuperable become largely a ththg the past.

Well, so much now for the first matter of David's character. Then number 2,

2, The of his Early Career. You of course, most of you are quite familiar

with most of the details of career, this is one of thepoints where a good deal

of attention is paid inour Sunday Schools, There are so many interesting stories and

illustrations of spiritual facts contained in it, that while some elements in it are

neglected, most of it we are fairly familiar with. The critics of course find a great

problem that in chapter 16, after you have, in the first part o± the chapter, you have

David anointed, then in the second part you have Saul asking them to bring him somebody

who could play well, and when he needs music, d they find David and bring him and

David plays with his hands and Saul is refreshed and well and the evil spirit departs

from him, and. then the very next chapter it tells about the defiance of Israel by

Goliath, and David comes from feeding his father's shee-o in Bebilehem, and Saul asks

who he is and they say that this doesn't fit together and that one of the other

stories belong there. But s not necessary to reach that conclusion. Some

try to get around it when Saul meets David just before the battle with Goliath, in

saying that when he said who is your father, that he remembered David but just had
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forgotten his father. His father's name. That's possible, but in a place where so

much stress is placed on a father's name as there was there, it does not seem extremely

likely. However, itdoesn't seem to me that it is necessary to consider thnt the two

stories cannot both be true. It is necessary to consider the question of whether

chronologic1ly they go in this order, whether they are necessarily told in the order

in which the things happened- very often we have events told in a different order than

the order in which they occur. Very often the order is logical rather than chronological.

And it's not at all imossible that it was after the fight with Goliath that he became

the musician who played for Saul. We don't 'now, I don't think that difficulty is one

sufficient to make C. serious obstcle to accerting ll of the scri-otures in the Bible

here as true. But if it said after he worked with Saul he went back to his home and

then lie come up to the army, that would be one thing but it doesn't say that, and we

are reading into the scripture to insist on chronological order where there is not a

clear statement that the chronological order is there.

Well, in David's early life then there is his anointing, his playing before Saul,

his fiht with Goliath, of course after he had fought with Goliath be becomes a man

of Drominence in the land, there's no reason he couldnt still play on the/nusic for the

avidking, that was a very prominent positon anyway, but chaer l we find how RKAt and

onathan become such close ftiends but how Saul becomes jealous because he hears Deople

saying Saul has slain his thousands, and David his ten thousands. Which of crse whows

the smallness of the man. A great man is interested in developing his subordinates and

is haDpy when people speak highly of them, but Sail was displeased end became jealous

and ow much of that there is in Christian work. People wouldn't think of falling into

the baser sins of the flesh, will show the utmost jealousy time after time. We're all

still in the flesh, we're all far (iL) from being completely sanctified, and. again I

implore you to take these as iarnins to ourselves and get (la)

But as far as others are concerned, help them ifyou can, but learn to expect and when you

find it not to be (lL) I've known people whose faith has almost

been shattered when after receiving great spiritual blessing from some great evangelist
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or Bible techer, they hd been put into . Doition where they could hnve a little

more intimate contact with him nnd have heard him speaking of scme other one in

jealous way, or showing. what seemed to them a mercenary attitude

O.T.Eistory 259.

simply, you might say, relieving their feeling without meaning it quite like it

sounds. What it means, what it says, all too often. I've known people who have

almost lost their faith because of the people who have been such great spiritual

blessings who have proven to be human and. sinned. It is very important that we

rest our faith, not in other human beings. If we rest it in other human beings

we are bound to fail. If we rest it in the Lord we cannot fail.

Well, this friendship of David and Jonathan of course is a very beautiful

-picture and it is unfortunately sometimes taken out simply as a humaniitic thing,

and that's all we get out as far as David is concerned. I have a friend who

was president of a large Christian organization, and he had another friend who had.

brought him min originally into this fellowship, and he told me just recently how

this other friend had brought him into this fellowship years ago and lei him to take

the position and the viewpoints that he has now taken. This other man had been

working in different circles and he heard he was in the area, and he thought, how

wonderful it tould. be to have him come and speak to the students so he invited him.

And he said the other man came there and. he gave him a wonderful build up and told

how it was through him he came to his position and his outlook, and how much blessing

he received him and all that and then he said the other man simply started in and.

gave a message on the friendship of Saul and of David and of Jonathan and what friend

ship can mean in our lives. Purely a secular humanistic thing based on David and

Jonathan. Evidently the other man had so changed that he did. not want to be known

as (2k). But it is sad to see one who in his early life is

present1g the word. of God. so truly and faithfully, now giving beautiful little

talks on the glory of friendship such as the friendship of David and Jonathan.
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It is a beautiful story but it certainly is one of the lesser lessons given, rather

than one of the greatest. God wants us to have a friendly attitude and love toward

all believers and desire to help them, but he wants us aisro to realiza that even

though he seems most friendly to us, he may prove to have sin in such a way that

it will cause them to turn against us, and so the story of David and Jonathan is well

worth knowing, but it certainly is not one of the major lessons of the Bible.

Then we have a long series of accounts of the incidents as Saul gradually turns

more and more against David until finally he is going to kill David, and David

escapes, partly through Jonathan1 s help, and then we have that long account of David's

wandering in the wilderness, where he is hiding in the wilderness, with a band of

outlaws about him, and Saul hunting with an army to get him, and time after time

he nearly gets him, and eventually the danger becomes so great that David gives up

that sort of effort to avoid Saul and goes right down to the Philistines, the enemies

of Israel, and spends his time down there, where he would at least be safe from Saul,

though perhaps he is in some ways in greater danger. In order to avoid those other

dangers he had to pretend things that he wasn't, and do things which we certainly can

not take for examples.

well then, we find the death of Saul, and one of the great battles between the

Israelites and the Philistines, and David not even being able to be there to help.

because of the situation. There's much in these events that is helpful for study but

we will look on to number three the sumsiarr of his career as king, and this covers

the book of II Samuel. This is in some ways one of the greatest books in the Bible.

The book of II Samuel. The book that is filled with most interesting spiritual lessons.

I commend it to any of you for devotional studies. Take it and go through it chapter

by chapter, and in each chapter notice the examples to follow and notice the errors to

avoid. You will find plenty of both, and notice the lessons in the book. I don't

think of anything that we would call miraculous in the strict sense in the book of

II Samuel. It. is an account of the reign of the king, with his relations with other

kings around, in relations to his family. But it is a section in which you learn much

about this man1s successes and his failures. His good points and his bad points.
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is relation to the Lord and it is well worth careful study. prom the viewpoint of

the history of rae1 it was not the highest point of glory in the history of the

nation, but it is that which produces its highest point. It was the highest point of

success in the history of the nation. David took Israel as a little group of down

trodden people subject to the Philistines, and under constant danger of destruction

by the Philistines, and he built them into a people that were now entirelr independent

but that ruled over an empire which included three or four times the area that they

themselves lived in. He developed it from a little group of tribes that was hardly

heard of more than a few miles from where they were into an empire that for a brief

time was willing to rank beside the great empires of the world. It so happened that

at this time the empire of Egypt was at a low ebb, and the empire of Assyria was at

a low ebb. Dvis power was certainly not at all compreable to either of the

empires at its high points, but at the low ebb at which they were then, his power may

even have been superior to their power for a brief time. And so a good. part of the

account of David's reign as king is made up of how he conquered one nation after

another around, and established this empire and made the independence and safety of

his people clear and definite, and strong. And that's the (7) for a good

many chapters through the book.

We have practically nothing of archaeological background that helps us in our

understanding r in our corroberation of the career of David. I spent a whole

morning once in Palestine just a few years ago looking for the place where Absolom

kept his sheep shearers, and found. the place which is mentioned in II Samuel, as the

place where Abslom kept his sheep shearers. And the fact that it would be so

interesting to find a place like that of so comparatively little importance, shows

how little evidence we have on the big h things of the time of David. The relationship

with the big empire was not yet established to any great extent, and we have no

evidence from other countries referring to David or to his empire. And as far as

David, as archaeological remains are concerned, nothing has been found that throws

light on David's reign, David was too busy fighting to put up many monuments to

celebrate what he was doing and the Israelites weren't so much for putting up

monuments anyway as the Egyptians and the Babylonians. They spent a long time putting
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up great monuments., The Israelites-were a little more practical as a rule. They

were interested in doing what they could and when they -out up a monument they would

just put some cement on the front of a rock and make an inscription on it and it
disappeared

would look very nice for a while, but pretty soon it and it certainly

did not stand until today, and we don't have archaeological evidence on Dakd's

reign but in the Bible historically it is not so important as to what happened then.

as to what it built up, the empire which Solomon received from David. The interest

of most Christians in the book of II Samuel was not so much in David's political

exper.ánces and his relations to other nations, and his conquests of them, as it is

in the religious life of Israel, of which we have so comparatively little in the

book but we have a little. And more particularly in the relation of David to his

family and the great rebellions which came against him when Absalom tried to make

himself king. In the religious life here the outstanding event is the bringing of the

ark up to Jerusalem. Before mentioning that we should notice the political event

which one from necessity precedes after. That is the establishment of Jerusalem as

the capital. David originally became king just of one tribe, just of Judab, a little

area around Judah. The area clown here, - David was from the tribe of Judah1 and

after Sault a death the people of Judali received him as king, but the other 11 tribes

made Saul's son king over them. So David for 8 years was simply king over one tribe

but this, the strongest of all the tribes. It was about a fourth, or a third, of the

whole of Israel. And David reigned there in Ilebron and Ishbosheth reigned in the

North, but then after Ishbosheth is murdered and the people begin coming over to

David, then they make him king over all Israel. Then he in. statesman-like fashion

looks around for a better capital, and he saw that Jebusite fortress which had stood

in the midst of the land ever since the conquest. It's told in chapter 5 verse 5,

t1In Hebron David reigned over Judah, seven years and six months: and in Jerusalem

he reigned thirty three years." This of course is a summary statement. It is not

chronological. It summarizes the whole thing, because verse 6 goes back to the time

when he had
Just

become king over the whole land and says, "And the king and his men

went to Jerusalem unto the Jebusites, the inhabitants of the land, and spake unto
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David saying, Ucept thou take aiay the blind and lame, thou shalt not come in

hit-her". Of course it means, our city is so strong. The rest of us can just stand
protect

back and let the blind and the lame aiEak us, and you can't get in, except I don't

think the average reader gets that is what it means, but it is obvious with a little

thought. "Except thou take away the blind and the lame, thou shalt not come in
David

hither." It means, jtin can not come in hither, an explanation which in the English

]ominum translation doesn't add much to the understanding. Nevertheless David took

the stronghold of Zion, and named it the city of David, and David said. on that day,

whoever getteth up to the gutter, and smitest the Jebusites, the lame and the blind,

that are hated of David's soul, he shall be chief and captain. Certainly they said,

the blind and the lame shall not come into the house. It is a rather cryptic statement

of it but with a little examination you find that what it means is that the gutter

was a place through which they got water, the water supply. A small, narrow place

which nobody thought of anybody climbin up and the walls were so great and so strong

and there were sides of hills. They never thought anybody could get up there, just a

few blind and lame men on the top could throw rocks down if anybody tried to get up

there, but here was this narrow gutter, where a man could crawl up in the middle of

the night, and nobody would suspect it or know it,and. Joab and a few men went up the

utter and got into the city, and once they were in they were able to open the gates

and make it possible for the others to come in and it was taken quite easily by this

expedient of entering in a way that they never dreamed that they would be able to

enter.

I heard maybe 20 years ago, I read a story which somebody wrote as m showing

that he considered the rather backwardness of the Chinese. He said that when the

British took Hongkong, that the Chinese had had strong bases and. fortifications at
but

the southern end of it, thba the British had come around and entered from the north

and some of the Chinese had yelled at them, are coming from the wrong way. It is

the other way that you are supposed to come in. I was interested *hen I read that

story about 20 years ago, and then a little bit later, I read that the British

fortified Singapore spending a hundred million dollars on it in order to make it
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absolutely safe from attack, and then this world war came and we found that they

had. repeatedly done the same mistake that some of them had been laughing at the

Chinese, that in Singapore they had made such fortifications from the sea side, that

it was almost impregnable, and the Japenese instead. of attacking from the sea side,

they came down from the north, and came down through Malaya, and. attacked Singapore

that way and took it over.

0.T. History. 260. (0)

laugh at other people for making a mistake and. then making exactly the same mistake

ourselves. The people of the Jebusites here, they thought it was absolutely safe.

There wasn't any chance of them coming that way. They came in a different way.

And we in our spiritual life will find that the place where we never dreamed Satan

can attack is the very place where he attacks. It is good. for us to study these

stories of David and these others and. see where the Devil got ahold. of them and. see

if we aren't in danger of the same places ourselves. So the Jebusite city was over

confident but I think it would. have been taken anyway. David. was a very capable

soldier and. had now abuñd.ant forces and. could. have seized. it, if nothing else, but

he took them in this way, through their over confidence.

(Question: Isn't it possible that they are suggesting here that David's own

forces are both blind. and lame?)' It would. be by inference at least that you wouldn't

use blind. and. lame men against blind and lame men. The American Standard Version

says here in the note, blind. and the lame men shall not come into this house.)

Yes, well that is the last part of the verse. "Wherefore they said., the blind. and

the lame shall not come into the house." It may be that that is what they said or it

may have had some other interpretation. I don't know, but the first part says

"Whoever gets up to the gutter and smites the Jebusites and, the blind and. the lame

that are hated of David's soul, that one shall be chief and. captain. Wherefore they

said., except thou take away the blind and the lame you shall not come in hither."

(Question: blind. and lame with blind and. lame. It would be an insult. The inference

would be that we are not opposing anyone but blind and. lame men so we idnt put

blind and. lame men on our buttresses.) I know. I d.ont know how anybody could
tha think of the forces of David. as blind and. lame, because they were pretty capable

soldiers.
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uestion: &ttell then, why woulc, they put blind. and. lame men up there I think

what they meant s we wodnt need a strong force. Wetve got such a strong wall

and, such a splendid fortification that you dont need to, even if all of our other men

would take sick and die and be unable to fight: simply just the blind and the lame

would be enough to keep you out. Except you take away the blind and the lame you

can't come into the city. We need our strong men. Our blind and lame are

quite sufficient to protect us. It was a boast of their, of the strength that they

probably had and how easy it is for us to make similar statements. Oh we are

perfectly (3). I've talked. with people making constitutions for organizations.

I'd. try to get them to put something in, in the case of some misunderstanding or some

dispute or some division. They would say, ttOh, we don't need anything here. Why, we

all love each other so much that such a thing couldn't possibly come here. Well, the

thing is, you never know what might happen. It is just unthinkable. And four years

later I1ve seen the same people at each other's throats, and in the situation where

each one of them was just looking for statements in the constitution, things that they

could take ahold of. But when they were making their plans it just never entered into

their heads, that such a thing could.nt happen. As long as you have human beings,

Satan is going to look for a chance to get ahold, and. to get them to fighting over

non-essentials and opposing each other on personal matters, and we1ve just got to
(L4.)

recognize the fact ithiLr. and not let him the matter, but recognize be

will use others even some times " He'll probably thth use us too if we don't watch

. 1r. James?

(question:) No, I don't think so. I think that they were taunting.They were

saying, we need to worry about your soldiers. Of course, they1ve been at least

a couple of hundred of years with the Israelites around them, with probably ten times

as many Israelites within a few miles as they were then, but they'd been all these

years they had never had any real danger from them and. of course the reason was their

walls were so strong and the situation was so evident that nobody thought of the

possibility of taking it. When somebody said, well now, David is looking for a good,

capital for his land. He is not satisfied. with this little place of ibeah that Saul

had. as his capital and he is thinking that this would. be a nice place to take and make
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a mmft capital. Oh, dons t worry about that, they said. Our blind and lame people

alone is enough to keeD him out, with our strong fortifications. It didnt mean that

he djdn)t have a good army. Yes? (Question). No, I wouldn't think that. I would

think that it simply, they say except thou take away the blind and the lame thou shalt

not come in hither, but that it a. rhetorical statement. Now it is just possible that

they did not bother in putting their best force there (6). They might have left it

in protection. They ordinarily would have particular people for it. But I don't

think they would purposely put uncapable people in. (Question). The Hebrew is a

senoir, (6-) a senir which would stem to be a way up inside where they had

water, and nobody ever thought of anybody coming through there. It would probably be

quite easy to defend but it would. be very difficult to go up. So difficult that they

never thought of the possibility, and Joab and a few men made their way through

the gutter. David probably saw the possibility. David had. probably been thinking of

this even in years before when he was going back and forth to Saul, one of Saul's men.

He was looking at that place and thinking, if I was ever king, that would. make a

wonderful place for a p capital, but how would you ever take it, and. he looked at it

all around, and. was constantly on the watch that he was aware of this. And David

said, whoever will go up the gutter and smite the Jebusites and (Question). Well,

no, that's not what gutter means here. It is not a gutter in that sense. It is a

gutter that goes up and down. Shaft would. be better, a water shaft. They have found

a place they think is probably it, it corresponds. It could. be it, and they think

that is where it is, but of course, the city was used. so løng after, and so many

changes came in, that it would fzui?c'x be hard to be dogmatic, but it is, but it fits

with the statement, that they went up the gutter.

Well, that was the first great statesman-like act of David, to seize the city of

Jerusalem and make it his capital. It is very interesting how in later history

Jerusalem is the great center of Israel. "Oh, Jerusalem, you let my right hand forget

its cunning, if I forget thee.1' All this tremendous attacbment to Jerusalem. Here

they were in the land. all through the period of the Judges and Jerusalem was a foreign

city. Jerusalem was in the hands of the Tebusites. It became the great Israelite
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center later, and. was one of the last cities that they took. It was a foreign city

all through that period. I was talking with a German last summer over in southern

Germany and ah, he said to me, Bonn, that's no place for a capital for a country.

He said, Berlin ought to be the capital. I said, why? Because the Hoenzalers lived

there? Oh, he said, we don't care anything about the Hoenzalers. Berlin is the sort

of a place for a capital. Well, Berlin is because the Hoenzalers made it such,and.

they happened to live there and they made it the great capital. It is probably more

centrally located then Bonn, but the attachment comes around the place from its use.

And Jerusalem was nothing up to this time of David after all the years of the judges

and the reign of Saul. But it became the great center. Today when you speak of

Palestine you think of Israel,- and you automatically think of Jerusalem. When the

arrangement was made for the establishment of Israel they weren't supposed to have

Jerusalem and they were supposed. to have their capital down on the plains somewhere,

and it would have been much more sensible, but they moved up and took, just outside

the wall of the old city, they made their new settlement there. They established

their capital there, not because it is the ideal place now, of the arrangement of

Israel now including the old Philistine land, that fine plain land, but because of

the tradition, because of the name that was attached to it. But names come to be

attached. that way, but Jerusalem is this late in the history that it becomes an

Israelite city. But it becomes a great city. David had a good eye, in picking it

out and. seeing its importance and establishing it. Then of course the very fact that

it was the city of David (11) standing, but he is the great hero of

Israelite history. So he establishes Jerusalem as the capital. Then he fights with

the Philistines and puts them down as a vital force and then he says, now we've got to

have Jerusalem which is the political center of the ih±ax country also be the religious

center of the country and. so David proceeds to get the ark moved up there to Jerusalem.

And he has a great ceremony, a great celebration, in which they bring the ark up,

to Jerusalem, and here we read that David rose, and. went down to the house of

Abinadab, where the ark was, and. his sons, Tizzah and. Ahio, his sons drove a new cart,

and they put the ark on it, and they started to bring it to Jerusalem and as they came
along on the cart, there, with the cart pulling the ark, the ark began to topple over
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and U2zah put forth his hand, and took ahold. of it, to keep it from falling over,

and the anger of the Tord was kindled against tizzah and. God smote him for his error;

and there he died by the ark of God." Some people will say right away, how unjust

and unfair to take this man who was simply trying to do a good. thing, to keep the ark

from falling and killed him. How wicked, how unfair a thing. An Englishman said to

me, he said, the God of the Old. Testament is not my God.. The God who would do the

things that are recorded in the Old Testament is not my God. Well, if you want to set

up an ideal of what you think God should be it would. be easy to say the God of the New

Testament isnt your God. either, because it isntt a question of what we think God.

ought to be, but what He is. In finding out what He is, we have to interpret the

Scripture as a whole; not just let one verse or one statement tell us, drive us into

a conclusion. God. was angry because Uzzah maM tried to hold the ark and he smote

him. What kind, of a wild, thunder God of Sinai is this? You1ve just got to watch

everything you do and you try to put out your hand. to try to keep the ark from falling,

be may smite you dead. What a treacherous sort of a being you are dealing with.

Well, you can get all that in this verse, but take it in the context, and see what it

means, and it is a different thing altogether. Uzza may have been a wicked man who

dese±ved to die. Uzzah may have been a righteous man who deserved nothing good.

Nothing but good. at God's hands. God said., I would like to have him up in heaven,

and. He took him. I dontt think we are told whether Uzzah was a good. man or a bad. man.

We've all got to die sometime. Suppose Uzzah died of sudden heart difficulty at this

instance instead of ten years later having three. years of agony with cancer. Well, he

would be buch better off, than he would have been to live ten years longer. There is

no great punishment of Uzzah involved, here, but there is a lesson given to the people

as a whole, that God. wants His regulations observed and the ark moved the way that He

said it should be moved, and He intervenes in this violent way at this point, which is

not a punishment upon Uzzah but it is a to David. and the people as a whole,

that is to see what way God wants it done instead of simply going ahead as it just

seems to them the right way to do it. It wasn't Uzzah1s -
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" ..he was trying to keep the ark from falling off the cart, the fault was on utting it

on the cart in the first ulace, because God had given clear -erescrintions in the Penta

teuch that the ark was to be carried on staves with men bearing it, and the oeo1e who

des!:rved the punishment were David for not taking care to see that it was done right,

and the officials to whom David had committed this tesk, who simply had them take a

cart and put it on that way. But this isn't a matter of nunishing individuals, this is

a matter of giving an object lesson to the peoDle that right et the start of the estab

lishment of Jerusalem as the ecclesiastical center, it was imnortant they go back to the

regulations in the law and see evactly how God wants things done. They've been through

a period of what you might call religious inter (ii-) They've been through

tMs time when with the ?hilistine bands going over the land they couldn't bve one

established center of worship, they couldn't follow thebr regulations minutely. It was

God's will that Samuel should go from piece to niece, the word of God should be pro

claimed, the sacrifice should be carried on, the religious life of the people should be

kept alive. But now they are established, they're settled, the time of inter(l 3/Li')

is over, now they should look into how thins should be done exactly right.

And menaU gotten up and given speeches about tht, and discussed it for years to

no effect, but the one act of the Lord in causing that Uz7ah should suddenly die at

this point--of course he was doing the only thing he could do in the circumstances, he

couldn't let the ark fall over, but he was doing what should never have been necessary

for him to do, because the ark should have been carried in different way. It 6rève the

lesson home to the people of the importance of doing things in the way that God had

orescribed. tee? (tudent.2*. Well, he was still breaking the commandment of God by

touching it and. God said if anybody would do that they would die, and God had to bring

that out, he had to do it.) Thpt's right, it was an object lesson, that they should

follow the reguletioris (2k) It

was an obJect lessor/given for that purpose. Now Uzzah may have been a very wicked man

who deserved death at this point. On the other hand. he may have been a very righteous

man, we just don't know. But the imnortant thin& here wasn't the effect on tJzzah, we
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can be sure that 'od in his mercyI deals justly with Uzzah as he does with everyone of

us irdividually but not necessarily in this life. The best of us may suffer in this

life end go to an early grave, and the worst of us ma,r have a lap--7 her'lthy roeoerous

life and die weIlthy and full of years in this life, but we can be sure that in the

i,ersoective of eternity each one of us will get what we deserve. And inthe perspective

of eternity Uzzah got whet he deserved.. And in that the matter of his dying at this

moment was a matter of very, very small mortnce of God's dealing with Uzzah ut it

was a big Dart of God's dealings with the nation here to drive home to them the lessons

that he wanted them to have. There were doubtless many others who had done far worse

things than Uzzah whom God did not strike dead, just as in the wilderness there wes the

one bad case of the man who was gathering sticks on the sal)hath, there were dohbtless

L8D far worse of Sabbath breaking but this was an object lesson to drive home the im-

ortance of the matter. Yes? (student.L) Yes, very true. Ananias and SapDhira in

the beginning of Christian history, at this vital point 6n getting the church started

right they lie to the whole church, end God struck them both dead immeditely, at that

point. It was not altogether for the effect on Ananips and Saophira but wes for its

effect on the church. There have been many many, since that time who have lied regard

ing the church affairs, mary, many who have not been struck deed. And Ananias and

Saphira God' dealir:s with them in eternity out of that, the fact that they died. at

this particular time is comi,aratively small tart of it. But it was done to impress upon

the church at the beginning the imoortance of sincerity and uprightness and truth in

the dealirgs in the church, and doubtless had a great deal to do with Satan not getting

such a foothold in the church in the very baginning that he might have destroyed it.

Yes? (student.5) But this is a definite part of Goats plan for a. soeclfic purpose,

whether he did it by causing that the thin well of one of the sections of Uzzah's body

which was getting thinner should at this point break throuh, or whether he caused it

by taking a part which was strong and had absolutely no weakness in it and suddenly broke

through there by forces which are not otherwise in use in the world, we are not in a

poUttoh to say. I personally would just not know whether it was a supernatual act of
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God or whether t was a providential act of God, bat I do know this, it was a sign, in

that sense, in the true sense of the word miracle, it certainly was a sign, a. sign to

the peole of God's displeasure and of God's direct control of the affairs of men. So

in the true meaning of miracle it was a sign, but in the meaning of miracle as a sur

natural event by the direct interposition of God, whether we can say that, I don't mow.

Well, I guess we'll continue there next weck and I'll. post the assignment.

7* ) ... said that the proportion, said that everything in Kings and those chapters had

a. rarallel in Chronicles, would you raise your hand? How maby said o%, eo, i eo

7O, no VO's? One 70. 60%, several 60's. 50%? 4401? 30%? 2O? One 20. 10%?

None? (stu.cent.P) About how many? (student.*) I was just interested in this quest

ion, the last oart of 1 Kings. How much of that was parallelled in Chrontcles. Now what

was the orinciole involved? Mr. Cohen? (student.8) That would- be one a,s)ect of a

comDarative treatment, but what was interested right now was, what material is parallel?

Did you find all, nobody found all the mterial parallel. One found 90, I think, and one

only 10, but I think we all agree there is material here in Kings that is not parallel

in Chronicles. And some of the parallels are very very close. Some of them are almost

word for word. Now why does Chronicles parallel some material and not others? Mr.

(student.) Well, there is a soecial interest in C1ronfles in the Temple and the altar
of

and the worship service. Though I doubt if that enters oarticularly into this section,

that would enter more into other sections. Mr. Welch? (student.l0) Referring to the

kingdom. Yes, I think that is what, how mahy of you had that idea? The fact of the

natter is (l0-) is that you will find that nearly

every chapter in Kings that deals with the history of the kings of Judah is narallelled

in Chronicles. And I don't think ;.ou'll find any chapter in Kings that deals with the

history of the kings of Israel that is parallelled in Chrontcles unless it also is ex

tremely vitally concerned with the kingdom of Juah. That is to say, that is the vital

difference at this section, is that the book of Kings tells you about one king and it

tells you bout the other king, it goes back to the one, it goes back to the other, but

Chronicles takes the one kingdom and goes right straight through. And ignores the other
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except as it relates to the one. Now it wou'be intereetP'ng to see how many of you

noticed that, that is not, was not recuired. for the pepation today, it simply was an

interesting matter to see how many noticed that orinciple. Yes? (student.l1) I hadn't

counted up. Ill take the (]fl)

But from the viewpoint of what I just stated, it would seem to be likely that about 50,

would be nearly right, except that when you realize that a large part of this material

in Kings is about Elijah, and Chronicles says nothing about Elijah except where it is

specifically connected with the southern kingdom, and there isn't much as it id, so in

view of that, maybe 140% (11 3/14) I certainly don't think

it's over 140. Well, we are not quite up to that. I'm trying to give you assignments
vacea little bit ahead because otherwise we get to a ea; where went you to have material

well in mind, and it piles up, it's too big to give in one assignment, so I want to keep a

little ahead on this, so you'll have it in mind, as we discuss -- yes? (student.12)

I didn't bring my Hebrew Bible with me, one of the few days in this class I haven't, but

I dame directly here from the dentist, and I didn't stop along the way, but I forget

whether there is a statement like that at the beginning of the book or not. Most of

the books really don't have any title,(l2-) I would say if you, by

orooerly what would pret think was a good designation, I would say the chronicles of the

kings of Judah would probably be an excellent title, but if by properly you mean what

is the divine title, the original title, I don't think so, but it may be that I haven't

(12 3/L) Of course , when we just say
and Kings it

doesn't give any idea of the (33)

but actually it is, it's really

it's a chronicle of the kings of Judah. Prom Kings, it's the kings of Judah and the

kings of Israel. So the word chronicles armlies to both, the word kings a!rolies to both.

They're very, very poor titles but the fact of the matter is one is the two kingdoms,

the other is the one kingdom. And it is true, as it was pointed out here by someone,

that there is a great interest in God's word (l3)

There's much material given about that that's not given in Kings. But that doesn't
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come into this particular subject more than other subjects. So while I'm going to speak

about B, which was David, and we discussed, had already discussed his call, and his early

experiences during the reign of Saul, and of Samuel. But we noticed last time something

of the character of David, and that's very important. T0 understand the character of

David and to see the very, very vital Bible teaching that this world is not made up

of two kinds of people, moral people and immoral people. It's not made up of two kinds

of people, righteous people and wicked. people. But it 's made up of two kinds of people,

justified people and people who have rejected Christ. Both are sinners, both are wicked,

and sometimes your lost are much better people than some of your saved. The important

thing is not *here they are, but what direction are they moving in. And. your justified.

pPrsOn...
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and may be a better moral man than your saved inah, he may be a man with a fine Christ

Ian background, which has saved him from much of the temptation that others have, He

may be a man who has been raised in a fine ethical environment. He may be a man who

realized that honesty is the best policy and knows he'll be happier (3/L,i.)

He may be any of those things, but his life is built around the self

principle and is in general (i) though that

may not be obvious. Those are the two kinds of people in this world, and if there's

anything that God hates it's the Pharasaic attitude that I am holier and better than thou.

Now the Christians are better than the unUhristians, they are better on the average,

but there are many of them who are inferior to many who are Christians. B ut they are

moving in one direction, the others are moving in another direction.

And David is not an example of a moral man or of a naturally good. man, he is not a

passive, easy-going character who finds it very, very simple to keep from stepping on

other' people's toes. He's an aggressive vigorous sort of a man, who does everything

that he does wholeheartedly and energetically, and therefore his sin expressed itself

more flagrantly and becomes more obvious than the stns of many another person who doesn8t

have the backbone, t push
that

had. And David was in many ways e very wicked man,

but he was a man who was on the whole seeking to do God's will. He was often (2*)

the sin into which hel fell and not doing it insincerely, doing it

in full sincerity, and he was a man who therefore in his attitude and in his progress s

a man after own heart, and is so called in scripture.

And then from a historical viewpoint it is very important that we realize that in

the history of Israel David made a tremendous change in thth history because while Saul

was one who was tesieting the Philistine oppression and doing it on the whole quite

well, David was one who stenned out and overcame the Philistines and reduced them to

practically a nullity and then proceeded to conquer all the nations around, and instead

of having a few tribes oooressed and constantly under danger from their enemy, you now

have a real empire with David's (2 3/LiP) with the territory two or

three times as large as that of Israel substituted, and the people therefore living on
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an economic basis far above what they were before David became king. He made a tremend

ous difference in the economic, political, and social life of Israel. He was very, very

important as a historical figure but we have no other historical evidence on it than

that in the Bible, because we have no references in any of t materials from the great

empires of antiquity, and we have no archeological material of written kind that can

definitely allocate him. We should also note bout David, his trouble with his family,

where he gave about the final example of how not to take care of children, as anybody

could possibly give in his treatment of A..,solom. His treatment of him which varied,

like that of so many parents, from extre giving in to anything they want, to extreme

sternness about some particular matter. And %he oscillated from one extreme to the other

and had about the worst possible effect on Absolom that he possibly could have. And in

the end when Absalom rebelled agat him and the great cart of Israel went out with

Absalom to do it, when the loyal people who stood by David defeated the others,7Bvid

Was again able to come back and become king, he was so filled with his sorrow that

Absalom had died that he almost threw aside the whole situation, and Joab had to speak

to him pretty harshly about it, about recognizing that the welfare of the millins of

people in the kingdom was more important than his own nerscaial sorrow over his son.

And it is Davidr then saw and proceeded to act in a reasonable way, but there we have

him giving way to this terror over Absalom, but he had not shown reasonable common sense

in dealing with Absalom in the years before. It's not an eam-ole for us to follow, but

an example to avoid. If you can see and stu:r exactly where the errors came in and

what the results were, and :rou can see on a far smaller ssale, many of the same errors

made in just about any parents you want to look at. And it's very helpful to learn

something from mistakes we can avoid. You can often learn more from that than from the

simple direction of how to do things right. And so that is a. valuable thing for us,

And then of course in connection with David, there is the covenant with David,

which is a very important thing, perhaps more from the viewpoint of prophecy than from

history. But we find it brought out in 2 Sam. 7. There we read that when the king sat

in his house and the Lord had given him rest round about from all his enemies, the King

said to Nathan the proDhet, see now, I dwell in an house of cedar but the ark of God
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dwelleth within curtains. And. Nathan said. to the king, Go, do all that is in thine heart,

for the Lord is with thee. And N&than being a pro'het, anything Nathan said must be

right, mustn't it? And therefore he sDeaks as a proDhet, as the insoired authority of

God end this is Qod's will that Dpvid shall build. If so, then the Bible has contra

dictir'ns in it, because Nathan proceeds to say the opoosite thing a few verses later.

Which simply shows that there's no such thing in the Bible as a prophet or an apostle

&b has an IRSfiflite character that evrrythtng he says is right. The proiDhets and the

apostles were sinful, men 1i1'a we, and they make mistakes, but God led them in that which

they were to write as part of His word, to keep Ute from error, and God gave messages,

gave revelations to the pro-hets and to the apostles, and these rvelations were direct

ly from God, but in adit4on to the revelations, most of them said many things that were

their own ideas. And here Nathan asks as a. human being, and seeing what a fine attitude

David has and how right he is, to think of the fact that God's house should be as well

taken care of as his own, and that he should have this interest, it was a fine attitude

on David's part and Nathan drew the reasonable human conclusion from it, and when we

don't have the word of God, we have to draw a reasonable human conclusion, nd that's

what Nathan did. But his reason&1e human conclusion was not what God's will was, in

this particular case, and God gave him a revelation, to tell him' that this wasn!t whxt

God wanted him to do. And so here we have Nathan the orophet speaking, but he wasn't

speaking as a prophet, and no one was a prophet all the time, he was a. prophet when God

gives him a message. God does not give messages all the time, to hisprophets. Because

Nathan speaks out of his own heart, his own wisdom, and it's good wisdom, but just in

this particular case, God's will is something else. And, so that night the word of G0

came to nathan and he said go and tell my servant David, thus saith the Lord, are you

going to build me a. house to dwell in? Wh, he says I've lived in a tent all this time,

that is his headquarters has been. When did I command that I should have a temple built?

Now therefore, so shalt thou say to t' servant David, and goes ahead and tells how

he dealt with David and he gives David a wonderful promise of what he is going to do

for David. And he says David has been thinking of G0t i.--Ouse. that is wonderful.
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the whole line of David is described and also the one who is to climax the end of the

line. We have that about the nrophets there, we have it here about David, and. so God &e

be gave these Predictions often, as time went on, it became clearer what it meant. Not

that anything they said was wrong, but that it cotid be better understood and fit to

gether with other carts, and they saw that there was to come a great proDhet, and a great

king. But they didn't know, till the time came, that these two were the same man. Yes?

(student.L) Well, that would be you see, that would be a forerunner before each coming.

That would be the same sort of thing, only two comings, two forerunners. That wouldn't

be like taking two unrelated things. Like for instance saying that a oroDhecy of Emmanuel

was a son of the wicked king Ahab, and also the Lord Jesus Christ, those two would. be

absolu1y unrelatecU This would be the two very closely related things, the forerunner

for Christ at his first coming, a forerunner for Christ at his second coming, neither

of them actually like him, but they both might be reoresents4/ spbo1ically by Elijah

because of their similarity in character and. actions. Yea? (student-51) Yes. This

a orothet and they say the proohet is Mohammed. Well, we have to examine

given and see if Mohaii3ied fits it. I remember Dr. Zwemer saying he thought that it was

the promise, the Drediction of a false DroDhet, rather than this one, that referred to

Mohammed there, but at any rate, which it is we have to study the life of Mohammed, study

the statements here and draw our conclusions. Mohammed certainly had a right to say

the Bible has oredicted that God will send. prophets and that he will send a very great

oroohet, but whether he was the one or not, is a matter which needs investigation. You

can't come to a conclusion Un it without (6)

The Mohemined.ans of course recognize that Christ was a great prophet. They say be was

one of the greatest of all the oronhets, but they deny his death, they deny his savior

hood, they deny his resurrection, and they hold that Mohammed coming ]Mer was a still

greater Prophet, and some of them feel that Christ will come back again and then be even

greater than Mohammed because he was still later in the line. I don't know how wide

spread this is but I do understand there is some. Yes? (student.6)
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who is tb receive to the full this rlrornise

to David, and so Bebrews is justified in quoting as (-) referring to Christ, because

it is referring to this line of David's and especially/one who is ultimately the climax

of the line. We have the same principle back in Deuteronomy, where there's a passage

back there in Deuteronomy which deals with the matter of how are the children of Israel

going to know God's will after Moses is gone? And that promise back there in Deuteronomy,

Moses gives them the answer as to how they are to find out. It is Dn Deuteronomy 18115.

And there in Deuteronomy 18 we have the statement that when they go into these countries,

verses 9-hi., say, when they go into Canaan, they are not to go to charmers, or consulters,

familInr spirits, wizards, necromancers, all these are an abomination to the Lord. Verse

16 says, the Lord thy God shall raise up unto thee a nrophet in the midst thy brethren,

like unto me, to him ye shall hearken. So there is promised a line of Drophets, that

theiewill be trophets like Moses, able to tell the people what God's will is

But in eree 18, he rereats it, he says I will raise them up a Drophet from among

their brethren, likeunto thee, and will ut my words in his mouth, and he shall speak

unto them all that shall command him, and it shall come to pass, that whosoever will

not hearken unto my words that be shall speaIn my name, I will require it of him.

This is a promise of a line of rophets who succeed Moses, to come and give the Lord's

will. He continues in verses 20 to 22 to tell them how to reoognize false orophets.

But as time went on the people came more and more to realize that this was a promise

not merely of the line of prophets but that there was to be the one who was to be the

great clima& of the line. And. so in John 1 we find the Pharisees sending representatives

to the wilderness to ask John the Baptist, are you that prophet? They asked are you

that Droohet that Moses promised, who was the climax of the line of prophets, the great

ultimate goal of the line of prophets, the one great roohet. Of course that was the

Lord 'jesus Christ. And so we do not ever have in the Bible a prediction which means

two unrelated things, Such a double prediction as that, you could make anything mean

anything if such a principle were followed, and it's newer followed in the Bible. But

you have oredictions of a line of orogresa which has various elements in the line, and
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there's often a tendency in Chronicles to enlarge a little on kings, but in this case

there is not an enlargement, there is a decrease. Because in the ssage in Chronicles,

1 Chron.17 that tells about this, much of this is repeated word for wore, but the state

ment that when he commits inioutty, I will punish him, is not repeated. He says he will

build me a house and I wll)/atablish his throne for ever, I will be his father, and he

shall be my son, and I will not take my mercy away from him, as I took it from him that

was before thee. And. I will settle him in my hoe and in my kingdom for ever, and his

throne shall be established for evermore. Now Chronicles is written later than Kings.

Kings here tells us about Solomon and describes a continuing line. Chronicles tells us

a little about Solomon but it's interested *are n the cotinu.ing line because it is

written later than Kings, and the interest is naturally shifting more further to the

future. And then the 89th Psalm contains a somewhat enlarged presentation of God's

covenant with David. Psalm 89, verse 3, I have made a covenant with my chosen, I have

sworn unto David my servant, and. this is doubtless written by David sometime later in

his life, giving the fullest statement of the covenant has made with David. And. he

says in it, over in verse 29, following, His seed. will I make to endure for ever and his

throne as the days of heaven. If his children forsake my law, and walk not in my

judgments, if they break my statutes, and keep not my commandments, then will I visit

their transgression w44-4, you have a (lLi1)

continuing line,

then will I visit their transgression with the rod an thetr iniquity with stripes.

Nevertheless my lovingkindness I will not utterly take from him, nor suffer my faithful

ness to fail. My covenant will I not reak,,..h1s seed shall endure for ever and his throne

as the sun b'fore me. 4

And so we have these three passages to show us, first a promise to David of a son

who will build God's house. Then the Dromise that his (lZ4 3/L) is to

continue there as a continuing line. And as time goes on that this continuing line is

tb have a climax...
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Well, nom it's not my will David should build a house, but he says it is my will that

his son should build it. And he says David has shown this interest in God's house, I'm

going to build David a house. Re says, in verse 12, when thy days are fulfilled and thou

shalt sleep with they fathers, I will set up thy seed after thee, and I will establish

his kingdom. He shall build a house for my name, and I will stablish the throne of his

kingdom for ever. I will be his father and he shall be my son. If he commit iniquity,

I will chasten him with the rod of men, and. with the stripes of the children of men, but

my mercy shall not depart away from him, as I took it from Saul, whon I put away before

t1iine house
you. And and. thy kingdom shall be established for ever before thee, thy

throne shall be established for ever. Who was he talking about, was it the Lord Jesus

Christ he was talking about here? Is this a prophecy of the Lord Jesus Christ? Mr.

Despande? (student.1O) Yes. You find it quoted in the book of Hebrews as referring

to Christ, but here you have it given as describing the man who is ong to build a

temple for the Lord, and you have it said that when he commits iniauity he will be

chastened with the rod of men but God's mercy will not depart from him as he took it

away from Saul, whom I nut away before thee.

So I think we have to see that in this case we have a troDhecy to David that he is

to be succeeded by a son who is his own natural so;, and this son of David's who is his

own nattral son, this son is going to build. a house for the Lord and if this son commits

iniauity, God will not take his mercy from him as he did from Saul, but he will ,unish

him but not remove his mercy.

But then we have it carried a bit further, we are told not merely that he will have

a son, but that his house will be established forever, that there will always be someone

to sit on his throne. Thy throne shall be established. forever, and this doesn't mean

that Solomon is going to live forever, it doesn't mean that. 8o we have here a predict

ion of a continuing line. We have a prediction of a continuing line. Solomon we're

told these things, but then we're told there is a continuing line, his throne is to be

estblihed forever. Ant3 then we find over in Chronicles tn the parallel to this,
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1 Chron.17:131. I read a minute ago, I will be his father, he shall be son, and I will

not take my mercy away from him, as I took it from him that was before thee. In 2 Sam.

what it says is, I will be his father and he shall be my son. If he commit iniquity I

will chasten him with a rod of men and with the stripes of the children of men, but my

mercy shall not depart from him, as I took it from Saul. You see that statement about

his committing iniquity fits with Sah, it does not fit Christ. And Chronicles does

not repeat it, because the interest has shifted forward further by the time Cbront1ee

is written. It was true of Saul but of course it's not true of Christ, because he did

not and could not commit iniquity.

Well, this promise to David is something that people came more and more to realize

the significance of. We find this referred to very specifically in Isaiah 55, where the

great gospel call of Isaiah 55, one of the clearest presentations of the gospel anywhere

in the Bible, includes in it these words, in verses 3 and LiP: incline your ear and cane

unto me, hear and your soul shall live and I will make an everlasting covenant with you

even the sure mereies of David. Behold I have given him for a witness to the people, a

leader and a commander to the people. And here of course it's referring not to the

king, the great king who lived in the past, but to the son of David, who the fulfill

merit of the oromise to David, who is yet to come. But it shows that at Isaiah's time

the idea of the coming son of David was well realized, and people were looking forward

to i t even though not knowing a great deal about it.

Well this matter then of the covenant of David is quite important. Many historical

details about David that we're not going to take time for in this course, there are

many spiritual lessons also we're not going to have time for, they are very important

but you can get them yourself, you don't need the class for them.

But we want to move on to Solomon. Just one more thing I have to spy about David.

To me e-&* one of the Mst disappointing things in the life of David is that at the

very end of -r¬ when he commands Solomon to have vengeance on the people, that he

didn't feel like doing this himself (9k)

so he called on Solomon to do it. I think that was a very unfortunate thing that on

David's reputation that should be attached right at the end. And I think it's very
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unfortuhate, especially Joab who stood by David so truly, helped him time after time,

did everything for him. He had his faults but no more than David had. And inthe end

David led. Solomon to have Joab killed.. That was very unfortunate, but again it simply

reminds us of the fact that David was a very imperfect character, but he was a man after

God's own heart. It is the heart that is the vital thing and the direction in which

are ioving rather than the stage which we have attained. Many a man seems to have a

beautiful character but it's a matter of environment, it's a matter of what he's been

brought, he's never been subjected irheps to the tenmtations of (i0)

therefore he feels much better than they are but who knows what he wo1Id have been sub

jected timi1ar temptations.

Well, then the next is C Solomon And Solomon Pabso1utely impossible with-

out David. That is to say Solomon inherited. David's, what David produced.. If Saul had

died and Solomon had become kind, what he would have done nobody knows. us situation

was entirely different fromthe sitt1on which either Saul or Dvid fonñd. Erch of them

took a struggling peole under constant opnreesion and. difficulty, needing a strong

military ruler. Solomon took a ople which had been established into a great empire

and their leader had been so very effective in a i1itary way that everybody round was

howling, and was afraid to attack or to make any difficulty for him. And, so Solomon was

the heirl of plenty of prosperity, of a well-established situation, which would normally

keep going almost of itself for a period of time. It didn't have to be built up. And

so Solomon succeeds to something very different from what David or Saul had. He comes

into an entirely different situation, maybe he was iuch better king for that sort of a

period. than David was. We have no way of knowing. But David's talents and abilities

were of a different type. Solomon takes over a well-established k4.ngdom, and taking

over this well-established kingdom he proceeded to take the thcomé which came in and

to utilize1/n order to build, to make his caital glorious, to make his city beautiful,

to enrich himself and his friends, and We hgreat accounts of how the land was divided

up, to my the heavy taxes that take care of Solomonte very expensive household. He

lives on a very high scale, and for forty years, put a tremendous burden on the people
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which they willingly and. gladly bore because of their adoration for his father David who

had freed them from onression and given them this situation. 5o that's the situation

into which Solomon comes. When Solomon becomes king he is quite a young man. He is one

of the later of David's sons, I think the worst method, about, of establishing of deter

mining who will run r country is to take the oldest son. That is making a ure matter

of accident of birth the determination, apart altogether from qualities and abilities of

who shall be the leader, and you. can take almost any countrj I know of that's had heredit

ary rulers you. find that most of them are pretty poor sticks to be ruling over their

country. I don't know of any country that's an exception to that rule. But in this

case it wasn't quite that bad beeause the king, from his many sons, designates a son to

Ijuji
have

reign, and that of course (13 3/L4.) far better than
been the

t-a case if it was just a man who happened. to be the oldest. And this was a compara-

tively young son of David's that David designated. He designated him because his mother
So ,omon -.

was a s-rectal favorite of his. And so he designated/for the king, and o1omon, af

the early part of his reign, dspleys a wonderful character, in his humility. I fear

it didn't last very long but in the early Dart of the reign he has such a wonderful

humility and a feeling if insufficiency (i!)

So we have his praying to the Lord, the Lord oromising him a gift, and he is so Dleased

that what he asks is wisdom to rule the people wisely. And then we hnve the account of

Solomon's wisdom in dealing with the people, the wonderful account which is often (lL)

brought out in Sunday School lessons

master of psychology in handling the problems that came before him in his judging of the

people. God does not promise to give him the reve1tion which (11j 5/L)

God gave him wisdom

in order that he

0.T.History 26L1.. (-)

.that was the fine sttuation with Solomon at the beginning of his reign, which of

course ()
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Now the Bible presents this picture of Solomon as a great emoeror, a great ruler,

and naturally there are many who question whether there is anything to it at all. The

statement was made n the Current History Magzine, in 1028, an article was there which

one of my students brought to me and I was much interested to see it. It was quoted from
V1_ ,

an English magazinehich H. C. Wells, a noted English publisher, author of The Outline

of History, had written an atticle on English education. And he said in this article

P).es Wethat he regretted greatly that in England they spent so much time dealing with e-4+e

because he said nothing of any importance ever happened in Palestine, and then he went on

to say there is only one period of greatness of Palestine and. that was the period of

Solomon and that that is tremendously exaggerated. That actually, he says, the pride of

King Solomon in the little temple that HiraE built for him would be comparable to the

uride of a negro chaufeur on the Goad Ooast of Chicago in the new car that his employer

had purchased. That's H. 0. Wells' statement about Solomon and it's interesting to know
that

that there is nothing 3*-4$is from written material from ancient times to disprove thee

We have no monument that has the name of Solomon on it. We i'.avVo monument

that tells of his greatness. Over in the southern shores of Lake (2k)

Armenia, we have many a monument that has been found saying I am so-and-so the great

king, the king of kings, I have conquered many nations, I established my power over

them end ea you read it you think he's one of the greatest kings in the world's history.

Ararcheo1ogists believe that these are conies from the inscriptions ofkyrian icings,

and actually they were very petty kings that out them up and they don't mean anything at

all. And of course if 5oiomon had rut up inscriptions like that there would be those

today who would (3)

But we don't have any such inscriptions of King Solomon as that. Of course he doubtless

out macnotions up as we have some references in the Bible to the putting up of the

cement on the rock, and writing on the cement, an easy way to make a monument. And we

know that was gone in some cases, and archeologists guess that Solomon may have done it.

And if so the cement wears off, and the inscription is gaie. The Assyrians and the

Egbians chisel1e their inscriutions into solid rock. and those inscnitions, many of
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them have stood for thousands of years. But we have no such inscriptions in Palestine

In fact we haven't found any that fits tn with the idea that that's the way

they put them up. We have in Syria, just north of Palestine, at the so-called (14)

River, we have inscriptions out up by the Egyptians there, just a few miles north of

Palestine, on the solid rock, chiselled in, which can be read now 2q00 years after they

were put up. Some of them as much as 3500 years after, though those as old as that are

beginning to deteriorate quite a hit but you can still make out most of it. We have at

Beth-Shan, just south of the Jordan, a few inscriptions which are bout 3500 years old.

And they have worn away pretty badly but you can still read most of them. But the Isreal

ite kings, I don't know of a single inscription like that that we hve nut up b on the

solid rock to eelebrate their victory. The Armenian kings did it, Rings of (4 3/4)

did it, kines of (14 3/Li.) did it, and of course the Assyrians and

Egyptians, but the Israelites seem not to have gone in for that sort of thing. /)b

Now to find something like that of course would be immediately hailed as a wonder-

ful evidence of Solomon's greatness, but nothing like that has been found. (student-51)

Well, now these Assyrian (51r) would be just practically wedge-shaped

characters, they would hot be (5) The Egyptian, of

dourse, were pictures, but the Assyrian would not be (5-k)

and the Hebrew writing (5 3/ti.)

I don't think that would aoly. Yes? (student-5 3/14) Yes. Definitely. ut I don't

know of any reference to it .n the Bible, any snecific reference to Solomon's activities

of that kind. Yes? (student6*) You mean about Buddha? (stud.ent.6 3/14) I didn't

know that. (student-7) What was the daAe of Buddha? (student.73) 561 aproximate

ly, B.C. Well, you see Solomon was about 950 (7) so Solomon's much

earlier. (student.7 3/Li.) There are many unbelievers today think that much of the

monotheism in the Bible is taken from Zoreastrianlem, but the Zoroastrianisxn is much

later than the Biblical material, and of course the only way they can say it is to say

the Biblical material is late, that it isn't at the time it claims to be. But if you

take the Biblical material at the time it claims to be, and it cannot be disproved, it's



O..istory 264. 84.) 1105.

only conjecture that why both Zoroaster and. Buddha are

much later. Now it's possible for such things to arise independently. Te similarity

is not great enough to Drove one has to get it from the other. Things can arise, very

striking things can arise independently. I just was at the dentist and while, just as

I was going to leave, talking to the secretary about another appointment and she g red

the -nhone so I had to wait. Then she said to me, she said that was a very easy phone

call to answer. She said a woman phoned and asked if she could have an appointment on

May 3, and she said I had just this morning written a card which I hadn't yet mailed

to her, telling her that it was six months since she had had a previous apoointment and

that was making an apnoittment for her on May 3 at such a time and if she didn't want

it let me know. And she Dhnned and asked for the identical same day. She said here I

hd it all ready and so when she phoned and asked for May 1, why sure she had it all readyl

Well that is a coincidence. And life ii full of coincidences. And it could be a coinci

dencethat this sbóry, a similar experience, could have occurred twice because it shows

a knowledge of usychology which is not common, but it's not extremely rare. Others be

side Solomon would have had this knowledge, but at the same time it's altogether possible

that it made its way from Wiffeal over to India. Not at all impossible that tulidha got

it from Solomon, indirectly of course, and the same is true of Zoreastrianism. But you'd

have to have more similarity to prove it. (stwlent.lO) But many of those 'oeoDle may

have gotten the idea from Solomon I am sure. Well, we continue there tomorrow morn4ng.

O.T.Ristory 265. ()

..I'm going to do sorething today that I haven t done for a long time. I'm going to

assign a lesson for thkB afternoon. Now it will be a short lesson so I'm sure all of

you can work it in. It's not going to be a lengthy assignment at all, it should not

take you more than a very few minutes to do it, but I home everyone will have it done

by that time. I want you to be pretared b)itb afternoon to answer two questions, which

you can learn fromthe books of Kings and Chrondles. Your assignment yesterday covered

the early years of the divided kingdom in Kings and Chronicles, and consequently you
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know where it is, there is no need of my giving you specific references. But what I

want is simply for you to have in mind and be able to Drove from scripture, if necessary,

the answer to two ouestions. First, who was the second king of Judah as . dv1ded king

dom, that is who followed Rehoboat as king of Jigah? I want you to be able to prove it.

Secondly, what sort of king was he, was he a good king, or was he a bad king? What is

your judgment, I want you to be able to prove it. Now, knowing where the material is,

having this assignment for yesterday, why it should not take you but a very, very brief

time to do this. Otherwise, I certainly wouldn't assign between this hour and 2:30.

But I'm sure you can do it very quickly, but I'd like a specific and accurate answer to

each of these two things.

Well, nwe were speaking yesterday about King Solomon. And we noted, that according

to the Biblical account, Solomon was a very great ruler, a man with a large emire which

his father David had won by two things, first by hating learned the Philistine secret

of iron weapons and thus having an adequate supoly for his far greater force, second

by clainiirg a very excellent army and lea&Ing them very skillfully. And so Dnytd. had

built this large empbe end established his reputation so strongly that Solomon didn't

lve to fight to hold it. It's a wonderul thing if yoi.an do things for those who come

after you. You can make it easy or you can make it difficult. After I grndua ted from

college and my sister followed me, she hever had to do any studying for the first two

years because I'd made a reputation as a student. She could get good marks without it.

I don't think her marks were near so good the last two years as they were the first.

But it's true in life, what you do established good. or bad for the future. On the other

hand if she'd gone first I think have been a much greater social success than I ever

was, because she would have "stablished a reputation in that direction. But David/ not

only conauered, but established a renutation, and the reputation holes for a while.

And so we have Solomon, according to the scrpture, having all this (3-)

not having t'ight for it, he's got it, he's got this empire, he's got this wonderful

establishment, and a person could take that and could just bungle with it, or the

pe'son could handle it ably, and. the Bible says he handled it ably, it says he was a man
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of Pr,-Pt wisdom But that picture of olomor. in the Bible is one which H. G. Fells and

others have scoffed at, because they say there's no evidence of it, it simply stands

alone. The Bible sys it. You can exect the Jews to want to glorify some of their

kings. Here's one they pic]çed, but what evidence is there? Certainly we've got great

monuments in Egynt, in Mesopotamia, that their great kings built, there's nothing like

that in Palestine. We have, how do we know there ever was a powerful ruler at this

ueriod in Palestine. Welflç in l9, when I was on my way from Berlin to alestine,

in January 1Q29, the report went out over the radio, that there had been discovered

the tomb of Solomon's favorite wife, he daughter of Pharaoh, that init{ there were

writings telling about the greatness of Solomon and showing what a. mighty ruler and a

wise ruler he had been. This went out over the radio all over Europe, and then it soon

was oroven, that some correspondent, getting his calender mixed, made an April Pool's

joke three months ahead of time. That it was just a made-up story by some correspond

ent, out for a jokq, and others took it seriously and it was radioed all over uroue.

Nothing cf that kind has yet been discovered. We have no writing with Solomon's name

on it, from hs time, no monument with specific references to him, no contemporary de

scriotions of his greatness other than the descriptions in the Bible. And consequently,

natural ly,H. . Wells was one who had a sufficient reputation to speak out vocally and

say what many others thout, that this just a ib1ical superstition and mythology, that

there was no evidence for it at all. But the evidence came from/ a most unexpected

source, instead of the evidence coming from a monument put up by Solomon, or a contempor

ary account that came from a direction that nobody vver would have dreamed of. And to

show where it came from, it's good to go back and look at thke, an excavation that took

place at about 1906.

At that time f6r a brief period there were some German excavators who excavated

the town of Megithlo. Now you are familiar of course with the location of Megiddo. It

is on the edge of the hill country that setrat the central. olain, the plain of Esde1on,

from the plain down en-te cost, the coastal plain, up at the north, if you are going

from Egypt to Mesopotamia, you go up the coastal plain, but then to get over to Mesopotam-
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Ia your constal plain there, which is wide and. fertile down at the bottom, the south

flets narrower and narrower and narrower, until Mount Camel comes right tractically to

the edge of the sea. And so an army coming u that plain, has got to cross over into

the central 01cm before they can go on to Mesopotamia, or to Asia Minor. And, the same

is true of an army coming from Asia Minor or from Mesopotamia. They may get from the

Jordan Valley up to the Coastal Plain, there's another important strategic place going

fromthe Jordan Valley to the Coastal Plain, or they may come down from the North, down

the central lain. But they have to get over to the coastal plain somewhere, if they're

going to get down to Egypt. And so Megiddo occupies a very strategic point on--5osthenes

III the great Egyptian Pharaoh, in one of his accounts, tel's of his great battle at

Megiddo at about 1400 or 150,."- B. C. ' great attack there at Megiddo, a great conflict

which he had there, end it shows the importancof that city, and of course Theodore

Roosee1t made Megiddo widely known. In one of his great political address, he said we

are marching to Armegeddon and Armegeddon became known to the general American public in

a way it had kot been before and it continued to be used in. political speeches for quite
astera while at the time a4 he did that. But Armegeddon of course is the Greek for high

Megiddo, the hill of Meiddo. Megid.do s often Armegddon or the hill of Megiddo be

cause of its strategic position on the bill there, guarding one of the main approach

Dasses across from/the central valley to the coast. Well, back in 10--the early part of

this century, the German excavators realized the imnortance of Megtddo as a place from

which something about ancient times might well be learned. At so they raised some

money in Germany and went in to excavate Megiddo. But they did not have any very large

sum of money and (9*) nor - was the scienCe of archeology advanced

very far as far as excavation of the (9*) in Palestine

as early as l90. Their efforts helped to advance it, we owe much to the various ex

peditions of those years for learning things that we use later on, but te ;I not have

the information available to make their excavations yield anything like the information

(91) And so coming from Megiddo here, they rented the

right to excavate for a season or two there, and they began to dig trenches. Now that is
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a very poor method of excavation, it has now been given up almost completely, but at

that time it seems to be a very chean method of getting some good quick results. That

as to make a trench because you don't just learn about one period, you get various

periods, you can compare, and make your trench and go clear down auite deep and then

you see a little fromthe different areas, you see the walls and the fouddations, walls of

(io-) and. the foundations from different areas.

i4 1929 when I visited Megiddo it had reeehbLy{ rained and washed away the dust

from the side of these trenches, and I looked down into one of these trenches and you

see the foundations of 18 cities, one above the other, Megiddo. And that shows what an

important place Megiddo was and they saw in this trench 18 different cities, one above

the other, and another very fine thing about Meg&ddo is that the top one of them is be

fore the time of 0hrist There is nothing after that but just a little fortification

on the to-o. And so that you get, you don't have to dig through a lot of material in the

hristian era or n the Hellenistic era, you get right down to Biblical times quickly-w-

Another thing that makes 4egiddo far superior to the Philistine area as a place for ex

cavationi But the great difficulty with a trench is that you get too little of any one

period to realy make satisfactory ,ludgments about it. And from the top of the hill you

don't know what the lines are, you don't how to dig so as to get anything completed.

Now suppose somebody dug a rench 8 feet wide, 8 or 10 feet wide, through a hill that

covered this building. You would dig down, say the boof was broken pretty badly, but

the walls were here and the tables and chairs, a least some parts of them, you

know to dig straight back this way, or across (12) whatever you

banpened to, you might come across like this, get a lithe edge of this, you get a part

of that wall, a 'cart of this wall, a nart of different things, and you don't have its

re1tion to other things and it' pretty much hit andMss whether youiit things that

are imrortant or And so it's a very, very unsatisfactory method of excavation and

1s now pretty well been given up. Now in making an excavation you always begin with

digging deep, but you start not with a trench but more with 1ii a square (12-1-) section.

You start with an area, definitely not expecting to learn a lot about any particular
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period but to see how many periods there are in that section, and see something of the

pottery in them, see what you can do about dating, and see their relative advancement

in construction, and get a general idea of the period, you start with that, but then for

your knowledge of each period, you take an area rather than a trenh. Take an area oer

haps nearly as wide as it is long and you cover that area for each section.

Well, they dig a trench method at that early time, and in it they found the third

city from the top to be superior in its culture to the cities above and below, and they

decied that riod was from about 1000 B. C., about the time of Solomon. And they dobt

less were correct in that reasoning. But they didn't find much to tell much about that

period, but one thing they did find of real interest there, was a column, a square column,

and this square column stood about 8 feet high, and it was about 1 foot and a half wide,

and square, not a rounded column, and this square column standing there, they thought was

a symbol of some sort of ancient worship. These men went up (iL')

to make the excavation, they weren't theologieal men, they were men whose idea was the

gradual development of the religion of Israel according to the (1)4,)

theory and eventually about the time of Amos it gets monotheism. 5o at the time of Solo

mon you would bae all sorts of (lL) and beliefs. And the- thought

that this column there reDresented something to do with ancient worship. Now that was

the custom at that time, whenever youfound a column it was the symbol of ancient worship.

No there are columns which have been used for worship, no nuestion of it, there are

individual ones which were nut up for that Durpose, they were so designated, but they're

comparatively few, but any book on archeolog written before l28, or 29, will contain

quite a few pictures of columns representing ancient worship. In 1928
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...Pf University of Berlin, one of our greatest modern authorities on material

archeology, that is on the actual type of building and that sort of thing, oroves

that most of the columns found. in excavations in Palestine are there to hold up the

second story of the house or whatever sort of building it is. Most of the buildings

had two stories in, second story disapt)eared, we have the first story a good bit of the

first story in many of them, ane the columns that were to hold ulo second story,

like you remember the story of Samson, how he tore down the columns on which the whole

second -primarily rested and that caused that the thing should. collapse. Well, that's

true of the great bulk of the homes, though not all by any means, in different places

in Palestine. But they thought this ws a symbol of ancient worship but one thing
itwasa -4,

about/-puzzleothem, and. that was that about three feet from the ground, there was a

hole going obliquely across, from one side to the other (li-) a hole

about an inch square going abliouely across, and what does this have to do with an

ancient worship. Well, of course the immediate ides occurs, if you have an altar

it might be a channel to carry off the blood. But the wasn't 4n altar, it was too

~j
add

high for an altar. ndh the top of it at all, it was just to the

side, it was he ag-ea I bhorill,tal '9 it wouldn't carry anything off to flow through it that

way. What was the meaning of this hole, obliquely there. Well,tdidn't have any

explanation for it, there were no satisfactory, various theories were suggested but

there was no satisfactory exDlauation for this hole there in this column. And there

the matter stood for twenty years. Twenty years later about 1925 along in there,

Professor William Henry Breasted, the founeer of the Oriental Institute of the University

of Chicago, made an treat imDression on John D. Rockefeller Jr., and Rockefeller gave

him 12 million dollars, some at a time, not all at once, but in the course of maybe

15 years, he gave him 12 million dollars for e:'cavation and archeological study, and.

the scholars working with him n Chitago went on a wilt spree with all that money in

hand, spent &t as if there was no end to it, and of course they did a lot of good

thingq, but they all ow now they could have accomplished nearly twice as much, if

they had. realized that even if you got a million instead of a thousand, you want to
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handle it carefully and. make it last as long as you can. Some of them there think

that when Rockefeller stopped giving them large sums of money the were better off

than they were before, because they had to stop and plan more carefully and they

crystallized the work and. (33-) on the whole than before

but they were able to do much more before than since, because they had all this money

ad they -proceeded to excavate in Mesopotamia and in Egypt and in Palestine and in

syria, and they built a great beautiful museum and center for study at the University

of Chicago which is the finest one building establish for archeological study in the

world today. I just love to work in the library there because they've got all the books

all together and (3 3/l4) in the one room and there about 50

scholars in the building who have their special offices, but everyone has to, no books

may go out of the building, and. one can keep a book in his office for years, but the

card is there, available to everybody else to see where the book is. You can always

go and get it, the books% are, you don't hw,e to 'wait a week for any book. If tome

body's got it in Lie office you can always go and get it from him, so that the books

are available on any subject you want to study in that field, the most wonderful place

to study. Unfortunately, when they first planned the place, they got it half up they

found they'd forgotten to leave a space Thr a staircase so they had to ts*r down a

good bit of it, rebuild, nut in a statrcase, which was rather necessary, but it is

today a very, very fine building, and it is a wonderful cetther for archeological work.

When the money stopted coming in the antity it had been, they had to sell off a lot

of their things. Some of these sites that they had built wonderful establishments,

they had to sell to other universities for a tenth of what they had to spend. on them.

But the greater part of the money is really helping archeological matters. Now one

ulace they decided in, they looked over Palestine, and they decided one excellent

place to build 4-Baeet4ae-, to dig in Palestine, would be (5)

and so they went there and. in'ste'.d of renting they bought the whole hill on which it

was, which meant there wouldn't have to be, they e'rcavate and then they're (53-)

the other nart of the year and they're always dickering for rentals and so on.
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They bought the hill and they put up permanent buildings instead of living in tents

aid getting along as well as they could, they :t up permanent buildings. When I

visited it in 1929 I felt more as if I Was in a modern mining town than any other thing

I could imagine, because it was like a place you might be out in the mountains in

Colorado or perhaps in Peru, you come to a fine mining town where there has been, there

is still excellent establishments for the headquarters, evidently handled very well,

its the way it was there. There was a special building for their uhotography, and.

for their glass thins, and for the library such as they used for the work there, and

so on. And all the materials to do an excellent job, not to dig principally, but to

examine everything that was there. They started outwth 0larence Fisher as the direct

or, who had started most of the great excavations in Palestine. He only directed it

for a brief time and (6*) but he got them

well started, an excellent archeologist. And then they had other directors after him,

end it's not like a small excavation where a brilliant man can make brilliant deduct

ions from a little material which often proves to be right but sometiñes wrong. It

is the sort of thing where you get a tremendous amount of material but no one mind can

fully understand it. But it's printed up in fine fashion and is available to people to

study in all the various 'parts in Palestine, and thus is helpful to everyone.

But there at Megiddo they began digging and they took one half of mound and

examined everything on it from the latest period and they mapped it and they charted it.

they stud ,ed
They photogra-thedfeverything they could, from the latest cty there at Megiddo. And

then they removed everything from it, from this half of the mound and opened the next

one




When they had all half of the city visible before them, then they charted it,

and they photographed and they made studies quite thorough and wrote them up in ex

tensive publications, and then they went on to further. And then they gotto the

fourth city, what they called the fourth city was so tremendous and so remarkable,

that they decided before going on with this city, to start at the beginning again and

do the other half of the first four. And the result *as that the fourth city remained

for a couple of years visible, which was an excellent thing, because it was the part
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of the city which interested us the most, the part from the time of Solomon. And

when I got there in 1029 they were just then about to start thew season's work.

But the skilled Egyptian foremen, thoroughly trained in the practical end of archeology

in Egypt, who was to arrive to direct the local neoDle in the work, were due the next

day, and all arrangements had been made for their coming. Dr. Dye who was in charge

of the expedition had nothing to do that day except to wait, plenty of leisure to take

our narty, which consisted of four scholars from four different continents, to take us

over the mound and explain everything to us in pretty full detail. And it just was

the ideal oi-rnortunity to learn the exact situation.of Megiddo in the time of Solomon.

tnd as we walked across the mouMs with Dr. Dye, he said you remember that column

that they found back in 1906 there, well, look at here, he says you can can see hun

dreds of other ôolumns just like it, and there they were, hundreds of columns just like

that one, and here would be a long row of columns of maybe six or seven feet between

each of them, one column after the other, and then out frcrnhis row of columns, maybe 7

feet over, there was another row of columns, and then back of these columns, about 12

feet there was a wall after the row of columns, and then back of that wall, another 12

feet there was another row of columns, And then about 7 feet another row of columns,

and then about 12 feet another wall. And so on, on this tremendous area of the mound,

these rows of columns and walls arranged this way, and you see the layout would be a

wall, and than about 12 feet, 12 or 15 feet, another row of columns, and then about 7

feet a row of columns and then about 12 or 15 feet anbbher wall. The same over again.

Covering a tremendous section of this great mound. And Dr. 'lye said as you ibok at them,

it's perfectly obvious that these lrve nothing to do with worshio. He said that these
hole

are stalls for horses and that the kbè through the columns is to nut the rope through

So tie the horse, end then he showed us how the sides of the columns, oh, in some places

there were ancient mangers still remaining. And they had even found b1 of grain that

had been nreserved all,hrough 2500 years, having been well buried and kept fromthe

air, had been sufficiently we11preserved that they could be examined and determined

just what kind of grain they were. And so here ws a greet, a lerge extensive layout



O.T.istory 216. 1c) 3m.) 1315.

of stables. And, you remember how it tells in Deuteronomy that kings shall not get

horses from Egyot, he is suDDosed not to do this, but they say as Samuel told them, this

will be the manner of a king you'll have, take your children for servants, to work

h'flfor him, to build up his great establishment, 4e hrve all the great horse's and everything.

And then Dr. Dye said, look particularly at 1 Kings where you have the acoount of the

great king Solomon, and there he said, on 1 Kings 9, you read in verse 15, that this is

the reason of the levi which King Solomon raised, for to buildthouse of the Lord, and

his own house, and Millo and the wall of Jerusalem and Razor and Megiddo and. Gezer. We

read of all the different places that Solomon s carrying bn building operations. Either

building cities anew or rebuilding cities, re (ii 3/Li.) them, reconstruct

ing them, making them in line with his ideas, and one of these cities' names, in 1 Kings

9:15, is the city of Megiddo, the one which they were working on. And then he said, you

look on a little further and youce to a verse 19, you have a general summary, and all

the cities of store that 5olomon had, and cities for his chariots and cities for his

horsemen, &4 that word horseman (12*) * there is siue discussion

whether it actually means a horseman or the horse the men used. It is you might say his

cavalry work, his horse arrangement, including both, men and horses. Whole cities for

the horses and horsemen of Solomon. Wall that's#fantastic idea for the ancient orient,

whole cities for the horses of Solomon. Nobody but a very great ruler could use whole

cities over tb his horses. This is one of these things that has been scoffed at by those

who say that the Bible was a book of superstition, a) book of mythology, magnifying so

petty king to make him a very powerful ruler. But this extreme staeinent here in t-e

Bible, whole cities for his horses, is oroven not to be an exaggeration, because there

is Megiddo one of the greatest cities in Palestine, and the greater part of the city

is given over to the arrangement for horses and horsemen of King Solomon. No one but

a very powerful king, a very powerful ruler, could possibly have been able to give

over whole cities to his horses. And as a. matter of fact, similar layouts have been

cisvovered in other cities since that time. Yes? (student-13 3/Li.)
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Dr. Dye. Yes, he worked for a couple of yars and. he

hauDend to be right there at that time, a very ca-nable archeologist.

But the roof here then was found. in a direction that we would never ha expected..

%o* &e monuments then (14*)

not some writing by somebody telligg what wonderful things he'd seen, but the actual

thgs themselves, the actual layout such as could not have been found, had. not been

found in anJ ancient cities from other periods. But from this t>eriod, showig there

was a very powerful centralized government there in Palestine, at that time, just as

descibed in the book of Kings and Chronicles. And so it fairly well established that

there was nothing 4xaggerated, that Palestine was at a hig&evel (114. 3/4)

a high level physally commercially, economcal1y...

O.T.History 267. (-)

" ..of King Solomon. Well, the knowledge about Solomon has gone on beyond that point

since then. Yes? (student)-) Yes, it included the realm of the 12 tt'±bes, that was

the Israelite tribes. 1t extended northward covering what is now Lebanon(, most of what

is now Lebanon, end. it extended from that eastway, covering the area that is now Syria,

he conquered, David had conauered 4e (11) Damascus, we're told, and even

Pa1nra in the wilderness there. And then it included further south, across the Jordan,

it included the kingdoms of Moab end Edom. (stu.dent.l*) Well, it goes to the Eunhrates,

to the furthest western part of the Euphrate, not to the Tigris. (student-1 3/LL.)

Oh, nothing like that, no. You take our roads, our railroads, our steamships, there's

nothing like that, as far back as 150 years ago, anywhere in the world. Today there is

the possibility of more intensive (23) covering a far larger

area. Now there is, I'm not saying either that the emire of Solomon was the greatest

empire of ancient times by any means. The Mesopotamian empires were fer greater, and the

Egyptian was far greater, but those were both of them at this period in a time of decline.

They probb1y covered a much larger area, each of them, at this time than the area of

Solomon, but they were t meine end he was a tire of greatness. And hte area was
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an area which ordinarily was broken up into a lot of little kingdoms, this area-David

had. gathered it all together into one large area. (student-3) Oh no, Solomon's enmire

was nothing like th,t. Solomon's empire was the high point of the greatness of Israel.

It was far greater politically and economically than any point that Iael ever attained,

at any other time in its history. And it was greeter than any other kingdom in this area

attained at any other time. But this area from a viewpoint of wordyt wealth, is a more

or less insignificant area fromhat viewpoint. that is from the viewpotnt of Rome at

the time of Christ. The events in Judea were off in a little backwoods corner of the

empire. The center of the emDire, politically a power *$. Rome, the center of knowledge

end. science was Athens. This was way off in a corner, up in the backwoods. And the

greatness of the area from e political and material viewpoint, ordinarily was that it

was on the roads between the great empires of Eygt and Mesopotamia. It never was in

a class with them, but at this period the whole areas there were gathered together into

one realm which was quite strong and extremely strong comred to anything that it had

before (4k) Yes, I think these questions Mr. Welch has asked are

extremely lmDortant and we should all have a clear idea of them. (student.4 3/4)

Well, tremendous is perhaps a strong. word.. It was for that area. (student-5)

Oh yes, as far as trading distance it always was an important area, even in the time of

Job, we find that they sw Midianites, merehantxnen going by on their way to Egypt. The

carevai between the great centers of Mesopotamia and. of Egypt passed through Palestine,

and between 1.ta(!nor and Egypt. And there walways vaensive trade passing through

the area end. a certath amount of it done with the people in that area. Though the trade

between the two great empires was far greater and more imnortant than the relationship

to this area. (student-5 3/4) No, to compare it with Rome under Ceasar or say better

under (6k) would be more like comparing Guatemala with the United
P rhapa

States. a4-e not quite as great as that, but here we have in Central American we have

these little countries there, contant1y squabbling and not amounting to a great deal.

Now if Guatemala was to get all those central American gountries together into one or-

ganization under their direction, it could be cuite an iTportant center. ut it would
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more than that. Yes. (stuent 6 3/L) They did, but the queen

of Sheba, let's get that in mind too, the Queen of Sheba comes from South Arabia. Now

whether she was in South Arabia then, whether Sh'ba was further north than Arabia, s a

matter of which there is discussion, but even on the assumption that it was South Arabia

it would be much nearer to Palestine than to either Egypt or Mesopotamia., than to either

one. And as doubtless there would have been trade between South Arabia and both Meso

potamia and Egypt at all periods, but Palestine would be comparatively little heard of

down there, and now they hee how this region has come forward, and they hear how strong

it has become and nbove all, about the remarkable wisdom of the its ruler and it was

oarticuIilly for the widdom that she came, though doubtless she established trade re

lations (7 3/Lb)

And it canes right in this neriod here that you mention, that a few yers ago we ew

nothing about the South Arabia rt , it was thought that South Arabia was, many peoDle

thought the whole story of the Queen c Sheba "as another (8*)

by Saul, but we have, South Arabia is very difficult to exam.ne because it is today

an absolute monarchy, Yemen, the of Yemen who just cuts a head off when
c. v

he takes an ocean. He is the most absolute monarch in the world today. And this

section, he allows no foreigners in whatever, And there have been very few who have

gotten in there. There's very little examination cf it, but there has been enough

examination in the last four years to find thousands of inscriptions, mostly just

brief inscriptions on tombs, but enough of them to give a good idea of the general

background of South Arabia, and there have been found some of the greatest of

irrigation arrangements in t1- Orient anywhere were made in South Arabia in that
9.
and this was a region of real civilization.

Not comparable to Egypt or Mesopotamia. Not like that, but a region of a very
hi
high culture, much greater than North Arabia at this time. And that of course would.

corroberate the Biblical story from that region the queen felt that the establishment

of commercial relationship etc with Saul and the personal knowledge of his wisdom and

all that would work. That is an interesting corroboration of (9). But

that doesn't mean that his accomplishment was the great power of the Pharaoh of Egypt.
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ut the Pharaoh at this time is a comparrtiveiy weak one. He s as not one of the

hip,h points, of Egypt but one of the lower points. Perhaps Solomon in all of his

greatness would perhaps be able to be on equal terms with the depressed Pharaoh in

comparison to him, and. the mppr depressed rulers of Assyria at this period. But at

other periods the rulers of Palestine haven't the fifth the power of Solomon, while

the rulers of Egypt and Mesopotamia had double the power that they had at this period.

Well, the factor that in Palestine there was a ruler of such great wealth and power,

that is comparable to anything in Palestine before or since, that was established by

the discoveries at Megiddo. And that was 1929 when I was in Megid.do and at that time

one of our party of four was professor £1.brl.ght who has just retired as professor of

archaeology in JohxiHopkins University. Well, he had just received his call at that

time and he was planning to leave. That was his last year as director of the

American School of Oriental Research. He had been there nine years. And they had.

1 or 2 men for a brief time succeeding him, and then they had. a man who was there a

number of years, directing the American School for Oriental Research. He was called

Nelson Glueck. Professor Nelson Glueck was for nearly ten years director of the

American School for Oriental Research in Palestine. He was then called to be

predent of the Hebrew Union College of Cincinatti and he's been there as president

ever since. That is, the reformed Jews, that is a very liberal Jews, very modernistic.

His predecessor was an extreme modernist there. I dontt know whether there is anything

(ll. He wrote some of the most fantastic writings I've ever seen.

In fact, the most of the modernists think he was much too extreme to pay much attention

to. But it was a school of very great standing in Judaism and the reformed Jews, by

no means the largest group are probably the wealthiest group, and it has great

importance in Judaism. Glu.eck was called to be president of it and Glueck is a good.

excavator, an excellent scholar, and a very different sort of man in many ways from his

predecessors, Well, before that, in the 3Os he was director of the American School

for Oriental Research in Jerusalem. Glueck had made studies in Transjord.an, and was

very familiar with the pottery over there, and had studied the material quite

thoroughly over there. He was a very good scholar, and he was intrieged by this ninth



O.T. tistory. 267. Cl2) 1320.

chapter of Kings. And. in the chapter here he was greatly interested in the last
where

tart of the chapter where he read some most amazing statements wimsk he read. some

most amazing statements when he stopped to think about it. Particularly amazing

when you remember they are told. about Solomon who is supposed to be a very wise

man. Well, verse 26. King Solomon made a navy of ships in Ezion Geber, which is

beside Eloth on the shore of the Red Sea, in the land of Edom. Well, by a navy of

ships that doesn1t mean necessarily, now maybe our old £vi1rwiiI English is deceptive

there, modern English, a navy is a fighting force, but here in the Bible it means a

squadron of ships. He made a lot of ships. It doesn1t mean they were war ships.

He made a navy of ships in Xzion-geber, and. we are told. there Zion-geber is. Beside

floth on the shore of the Red Sea, in the land of Edom. And we have Ezion-eber

mentioned in Exodus, in this account of the one who was (13) of Israel.

And so between that mention and this it is easy to tell the approximate area of

Ezion-geber. Now old maps made more than 20 years ago usually showed. Ezion-geber

about ten miles inland. there up on the hill. It was a German investigating in

Palestine about 1900, who found an Arab who was able to show him where two or

three things were that he was anxious to find and so he got great confidence in

the Arab, and the Arab found he got a pretty good reward for showing where these places

were so his imagination began to work, and this German said, "Can you show me where

Ezion-Geber was?" Sure, the Arab said, so he led him up into the mountain, and he got

up into a high place in the mountain, where they found a little flat area and. he said,
all

"That's Ezion-Geber." And so he put it on the map. It was on a of the maps m until

this time. Well, it was completely wrong. It was just a means to get some money, but

it was the general area. It is down there near the northern end of the Red Sea. As

you look on the map which you are doubtless familiar with, most of you I hope, that the

Red Sea which comes up between Arabia and Ethiopia and. then between North Arabia and

Egypt, divides into two parts, and one of them goes west towards (15) and the

other one goes straight north.

268. (0)
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:" .Huabah, and this modern town Achuabah is at the northern and of this eastern branch

of the Red Sea and today it ts ofteh called the Achuabah branch because it goes to Achi.abah

and. the Jews have built extensive harbor faciltties near Achuabah toO.ay, and are shipping

a great deal of material from there now. Well, this place of Achuabh is the general

area where it says Solomon built his ships. And so Gluck asked why did Solomon build a

navy of ships there? Now 8upose you look at your map and imagine you're at Jerusalem,

and imagine that at Jerusalem you want to get down to Ophir, because we read in verse 28

that they came to Ophir and fetched from thence gold, four hundred and twenty talents,

and brought it to King Solomon. Well, Onhir is well known to be the southern end of

,Arabia, south Arabia, there, and the area across from it is Ethiopia, that section is

the section o± Ophir, It's also called. (li-) in ancient timea and there

was a queen of Egypt about lOO B.C., Queen Hatshepsut who sent an expedition to (1 3/l1)

and she built a great monument to celebrate, you can see it today there with

the pictures of her and her young husband, Sos thenes III, receiving the incense and the

gold and the other things from (2) and measuring them out, and it wash great

thing for Egypt, to send an ex-,)edition to (2) which is the same general area

as Ophir. It was not done often, that she put up such a tremendous celebration

of having done it once. Well, now, here was Solomon who sent Ophir and got 420 talents

of gold. and brought it to king Solomon, now how did he get all this gold, did he make an

attack and ceize it? Hardly seems likely. How did he get it? Well, you find that most

of the go of the world today buried in Kentucky. How did we get it? Well, it was given

to us by nearly all the nations of the world gave thhe United States most of their gold.

Did they db it because they loved the United States so much they wanted to give us their

gold? No I don't think so. They gave it because they received manufactured goods which

they paid for with this gold, and American people worked bard in maniffactuing these goods,

shipped them off to countries all over the world, in order that they could get gold for

them which they could tke and bury in Kentucky. There we have it buried (34)

There it is, and there it will remain I suppose,

unless enough of us get toothache unless we need i% of it to fill our teeth with.
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Thomas Edison said once it's very strange that the economic foundation of the world rested

on something that was actually good for nothing except for filling teeth and gilding picture

frames. But we have the gold, it has been recognized for 3000 years as7remendous imDorthncE

gold as a measure of exchange. But now it's no more good for exchange because nearly all

of it is in Kentucky. But there it is buried in Kentucky and. we have to send. goods for

it. Well, no how much goods would you have to send to get a little gold, you'd have to

send quite a lot. Not so much now as you would 40 years ago, before you had all th.s in

flation, you' have to send perhaps 4 times as much now as you did then, but at that time

or at earlier period a little bit of gold would buy an awful lot of goods. And so the

wis whya'uestion was, if Solomon was so did Solomon build a navy of ships down in Ezion-

to Ouhir
Gcber ±n order to go and get gold? Well, suppose his olks go to Ouhir and get gold

and bring the gold back up to Bzion_Geber. There in Ezion-4eber you've got the gold.

Well, it's very expensive, you can put it on donkeys and camels and you can carry it 13

days across the desert, up through the rough mountains, through that disagreeable, diffi

cult country, up to Jerusalem. You can do that, it's worth it, or the expense of that

gold. But how about what you send to get the gold? If you send the fine textile products

(4 3/4) to urchase gold, those textile roducts, it will

take many, many times the number of camels and donkeys to carry the textile products down

to Ezion-Geber, that it takes to bring the gold back. It just wouldn't any.

I remember hearing 30 years ago about a () copoer mining company,

which had used up all its copper -- in this country and the stock which, when I was

a little boy, was worth about 20 a share had gotten down to where it was about 504, a
b cause

share, 7pratically all of the copoer was taken out of the mines. And then all of a sudden

that copper which had been 500 a share went up to $4 a share, in oust no time at all.

nd I asked why is it, what made that company worth so much more? And I was told this.

One time, some years ago, realizing their copper would run out, they purcthased a coer

mine in Canada, and this cooper mine in Canada which they wrchased, had a fine supply

of copper. They could go on digging the copper and selling it, but they found that by the
time they transport the copoer out from the coppenIne to a railroad, it would cost
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much more than they get for the copper, so it was ji.t worth nothing to them. So when

they used up their copper here they got down to 500 a share, and then somebody discovered

gold there in Canada, and. that was worth building a railroad for, and they built the

pecial branch of the railroad to go to the goidmine end &t went to within 4 miles of

where this copper mind was, So all they had. to do was build a little spur, and they had

access to this railroad to bring this copoer,6ut and their stock jumped from 500 to $4 a

share immediately. It made the copper worth something to hve a means of getting it there.

Now anybody with any sense would say, if Solomon wanted to take his textile goods

from Jerusalem bOohir, it's perfectly simple what to do. You take/them down to the coast,,

down to Joppa, as you see on your map. And. there at Joppa you put them in boats and you

go down the Mediterranean, it's very cheap to travel by boat, that is it was before we got

inflation, now our palatial steamers, but ordinary shirment is very cheap. You get into

your boats, you ship down to Suez and there at Suez you take it off and just a little

portage overland, over Suez where we now have a canal, and there put it in boats and carry

them down to Ophir. And there you could sell them, but to carry them 13 days with camels

and donkeys through that disagreeable difficult country there, a very hot and miserable

and rough country, hard to go through, and much of it full of poisonous snakes, we reed.

in Numbers about what happened when the Israelites went through that area, how mei y died

from the poisonous snakes, Lawrence of Arabia tells in his account, how going through

there, when he and his men would camp at night, the snakes would come and le up right

next to them for the warmth (7 3/4) He said that in the

morning the first that got out of bed. would have to get up very, very easily

to keep from touching the snakes and then when held get out ifhe got out carefully without

exciting any one to where it would bite him, they did, if he was killed another one

would have to get up, why then when he'd get out, then he'd go and get a big stick and

he'd come and he'd pull the snakes away from the other men so they could get up. Well,

you had to go down through this area to get to Ezion-Geber, it's muc1asier to take the

boat that way.

Boat travel, I was in debating some when i was in college and saw how much cheaper
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boat travel is than land travel--I remember reading that before the Panama Cpnal was

built, -eel-4 ship stuff from New York by railroad to (8k) Nevada,

cost two and a half times as much as to ship it from New York to San Francisco, 500 mikes

further going through (8-k) Nevada, on the way, And/the reason was that

if you. shipped to San Francisco you had to compete with water transportation, and a boat

could take your stuff in New York, carry it clear around South America, around the very

southern tip of StIih America, clear up to San Francisco, and it cost so much less that

in order to compete with it, you had to charge only 30% as much clear to San Francisco

as it was necessary to charge in order to pay expenses and get a small (9)

to ship just as far as (9) 500 miles this side. Water transportation

is so much simpler than land. transportation. I remember reading that they would take

things in China thousands of miTes up the Yangtze River, bring them down the River, clear

across the Pacific, get them to San Pedro, California, take them off and ship them over

land to Los Angeles, 2,0 miles, and it cost just as much to ship the 20 miles as it did

all that distance by water. Well, why on earth then did Solomon build his ships up this

end of the Red. Sea, at Ezion-Geber, instead of the other end, by Suez, where he could ship

his goods so much more cheaply to Ophir?

Well, I see the clock is quarter after and. so we won't he able to go further at

this momeht. But was Solomon a wise king or not when he would. do such a fool stunt as

this apoeared. to be?

0.T.History 269. (T)

.nothing like that, but it was for that area a very substantial and that's what

the Bible represents, a power so great that the queen of Sheba came to hear his wbddom

As we are told again over in the book of Luke, we read in Luke the 11th chapter, we read

there that our Lord. Jesus Christ says, in chapter 11, verse 31, he said the queen of the

South shall rise up in the judgement with the men of this generation, and condemn them:

for she came from the utmost irts of the earth to hear the wisdom of Solomon; and.,

behold, a greater than Solomon is here.
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But if Solomon didn't have any more1ense than to build his navy of ships at a piece where

he would have to carry all his material overland down there, at many times the expense

it would have been 'bo build the navy in a place where you could go directly to just that

little port of Suez, it doesn't sound as if he was a very wise man. And as a matter of

fact, back in 1q28 when I had this article brought to me from he Current History magazine

I looked up in the International Standard Bible Encyopedia, the edition I havs the

first edition, I think the second is out since, but I looked in mind, I looked up Solomon,

and I found substantially this statement, the wisdom of Solomon was? rather droll order,

consisting mostly of stories about animals. And that was a staent in the International

Standard Bible ncc1opec1ia which was our most conservative Bible encyclopedia of recent

date, of any length. How the Hastings is much more liberal, occasionally you find an

excellent, conservative article in the Hastings Bible Dictionary, but in general it's

much more liberal than the International Standard Bile EnccloDedia. While the Encyclo-

pedia Biblida is a very radical one. But in the International Standard Bible

Encycloped-iaI was rather surprised to find this statement, whether it's in the second edition I've

never looked. But that's what is in the first. And the author of that article I am sure

would not have been a 'bit surprised if he noticed, whkch he -probably didn't, that Ezion

Geber is so poorly ituatd for the purpose for which it is designated. After class

this morning, Mr. Ruud came to me and gave me a more up-to-date illustration than the

one that I gave you from the days before the Panama Canal was built. He said that when

he came east this fall, he had 300 pounds of material to ship, which he did ship, instead

of sending by train. But he found that he could ship it for $3 from Seattle to

Phila-delphiahere by water, while it would have been l50 to ship it b land. That's another

good illustration of the point I was making this morning, a very recent illustration of

the point that land is always much more expensive than water transportation. And of

course in that case it was still more expensive because it would mean going grom Jeru

salem down through those difficult ravines, down there to the Dead Sea, eronñd the Dead

Sea, and. then4own to that wilderness, that hot difficult wilderness country, all the 'way

8to that end of the Red Sea by land, as compared with just going down to Jopa and
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getting into a boat and floating down the Mediterranean to Suez. It makes you wonder

whether Solomon' s wisdom was very preent in putting his navy' of ships, In building them

there in Ezion-Geber. Yes? (l.student) Lumber for the ships? It's lm.tthe hills there,

(stud.ent.L-) Sell the ships? Then he wouldn't have anything to brixthe gold back.

Oh, I see what you mean. You mean if he had--this is a very good ouestion--Mr. Welch says

if near 4chuabah there, there was an unusually fine aount of lumber, he could ta the

lumber and float it down and sell it for gold, and that wod be a very good sugestion

if that was an unusually good place for lumber, but frankly I had to stop and think when

he said where did the lumber dome from, because it is true that it is a rather desolate

area, and my guess would be that either they would find sufficient wood in the hills near

(5*) or else he'd have to float it in.

Now if it were up in Syria, that would be different.Up in Syria, north of Jarusalem

you find the cedars of Lebanon, which have been a great source of lumber from back before

3000 B.C., and. they used to come from Egypt to get cedars of Lebanon and. takethem down.

But that's north of Jerusalem, that's not this area. But I think Mr. Welch's question is

on the track of the answer. And the answer was discovered by Professor Glueck, of whom

I spoke this morning. Professor Glueck, shortly after he became Director of the American

School of Oriental Research in Jerusalem, decided to ake an exploration of this area.

I heard him tell how he went end how it took over 13 days on camel-back and dikeyback to

make that long trip down there, then after going down, exploring and surveying all the

way down he came back again, he'd been gone as you see for seernl weeks, a long tedious

and tiresome trip, and he said. when he got back to Jerusalem, this was in the days of

the British Mandate, the high commisoner invited him to his home to dinner and asked him

to tell about his trip, what he'd seen and so on, and be was greatly interested and he said

to him, say would you like to see this ccu.ntry from the air, and oh he said that would

add. greatly to (6-) So the high conimissioir

said. to him, you be at the military airport in the morning at 7 o'clock and we will have

a plane go and make a reconnaisance down in that direction, and you can see it from the

air. So he said it was quite a thrill, after spending all that time going through that
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ough conntry, to get in a plane only within a very few hours, to see it all .he air

down there and back again in time or lunch. S0 it was quite a thrill, but better yet

personnel of the plane said. to him before he got in, said now are there some

scenes you'd like to see, like to hvephotographed? He said, oh yes, there are many

very valuable from the air, because often you see an archeological site, the ruinsj Will

be buried and. it's very hard to find it unless you dig them all up, and where the ruins

are fairly close to the surface the grass doesn't grow, and from the air you can see the

outline end it's very helpful, and to take pictures of that. Well, the man said, as we

o down, any picture you see, I don't care how many, you just say and we'll take a picture

of it, and so he pointed out maybe a hundred pictures and made of pictures of it, end. then

they got back he said now, you keep a list of these and he says you write to the military

headquarters and you say, you write to them in about three weeks, end say I wonder if by

any chnce you would have pictures of any of the following (8)

And so he did and got all the pictures that they had gotten

for the archives at his suggestion.

But the thing that particularly interested. Glueck in the trip was this, that as fhej

headed down there to see if he could find Ezion-.Geber, well before I mention the thing

he was particularly interested in, I'll mention a matter that was almost as important, not

quite, he found at the southern end of this depression in the land whic1eached from the

Jordan River and then the Dead Sea, and then there's/depression found. through, orginaliy

startrd by an eerthquake fall from the hills on both sides, down at the lower end of that

he could see a mouná1, fromthe shape of which it was obvious it was a tel, an artificial

mound, where there had been an ancient city. And so the German who had on his map put

Ezion-Geber way up in the hills was clearly wrong. You wouldn't build a navy up in the

hills anyway, but this is the general area, but there was a city right near the water,

which would be the apDropriate place in which to build ships. But before he got there,

when he waess than e day's trip away from Ezion-Geber, he found something which answered

the problem about Solomon's wisdom, and answered it in a most remakable way. Goind gown

through that depression here he saw on the sides in the liff at various places, holes
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going in to the side of the cliff. Artificial holes (9k), tunnels

end he went into those and he found that there had been digging into them and. there had

been fires out in the galley in the front$ of them and ias easy upon examination to

find what they were, they were ancient and there were bits of broken pottery

and other ththgs which could basily he dated. and show that they came from the time of

king Solomon. were from that period that these me4 had been worked, and. these

mines were copper principally, and here were valuable topper mines, which were less than

a days journey from the northern end of the Red Sea. Now this of course Glueck was very

interested in for two reasons. One was because it immediately reminded him of that verse

in Deuteronomy, I believe It's 2:7, isn't it, Deuteronomy 8:9 where Moses said of the land

of Palestine, it is a land where thou shalt eat bread without scarceness, thou sbhlt not

lack any thing in it, a land. whose stones are iron, and out of whose hills thou niayest dig

brass. Now of course as you know the word (ii) * translated brass can

just as well or perhaps better be translated copper, it is the Hebrew word for copper.

Brass of course is an alloy of copper and copr is rarely found in that particular state,

so oerhn.ps brass is a reasonable translation for it, but it doesn't suggest to us the

value and the strength that copper does, and this would be copper, probably it could be

used and made into brass or bronze or used as pure as you might get it. A very important

instrument for all sorts of building, all sorts of purposes for copper, even though they

did not use it then as we use it principally today for carrying electricity, electtic

wire. There are plenty of other uses for copper. And here were these cooer mines down

there from which they could do one of three things, they could take the copper out of

the mines, they could bring it up overland on this long trip to Jerusalem, but by the

time they went to all that effort, it probably wouldn't be worth the effort to bother.

°r they could take the copper put it in a boa, take it down the Red Sea a ways and then

up the other arm of the Red Sen., carry the portage over the Suez and then bring it up to

Jerusalem, and that way they could get it to Jerusalem, but they had some cyress,the

very name of which means copper, they had access to ancient copper mines, which would

give them all the copper they ieeded. at a good deal less expense and. only take one ship-
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me.nt instead of two. And so here at hand was material of great value, but difficult to

get to Jerusalem to use. But by building the ships there you could put it in the ships

and float it down th Ophir where it would command a very large price in gold, and bring

the gold back/ up and that would be well worth the expense of (13)

And so this shows that Solomon in building his navy of ships

at Ezion-Geber, built them there for a purpose which the Bible does not explain. But a

very wise purpose, a very excellent nurpose, and as far as building his navy of ships

at Ezio-Geber is concerned, he was wise instead of foolish in so doing.

Wel1,




Rey found this tel down there and he wanted to find additional evidence of

the wisdom of Solomon, if he could, and. also oh the power of Solomon and so he was anxious

to excavate, so he came back to the United States, told about hsexr,eriences, raised a

certain amount of money and the next year went back to excvate at Ezion-Geber. And

there at Ezion-Oeber he began the next year excavating, and. when he began to excavate at

Ezion-Geber, nerhaps I should say after he had excavated quite a bit at Ezion-Geber, he

found that he had. there renewed evidence of the power of king Solomon. The power of king

Solomon we notice has been greatly questioned by H. G. Wells and others, but here at

Ezion-Geber he found on examination there was a city which was very different from Jerusal

em, or from most cities in the world. It was a city like Washington, D. C,, rather than

a city like Boston. Boston they say is built along the old. (lL4-)

I've always enjoyed visiting Boston because I like to go for a walk and (1L4?:)

if I don't have to bother where I'm going. In Boston-eL I've found,

you can just start walking and just walk straight ahead and the next thing you 1ow :,'ou're

back where you started from. The streets are all twisted around so. I remember one

night, I went for a walk, and for two hours in Boston I passed the same church three times..

0.V.History 270-
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most of our cities have brown up like that. Philadelphia here to uite a. very large

extent has grown up. I found when I first came here, in th area south of here, it was

very easy to get lost, and if you/ere driving and you didn't notice where you were going,
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very easy to get on the three directional streets we have down there. We have people

here soend an hour hunting for this place when they were within half a mile of it, the

first year before we out our signs up. It's very easy to get lost in most cities because

they/oust sort of grown up, but Washington, B C., wasnot built that way. The United

States hired. one of the finest French architegts to lay out Washington, D" C. It was

built at one time according toca plan, and you have a definite plan there, with circles

at certain definite places and roads connecting each circle to the other one, and all laid.

out according to a definite plan, a perfectly ideal plan for the days when they used

horses and buggies. Of course it's a very, very poor plan for today because it doesn't

the needs of auto affic at all, those circles are just in the way, and you'd rather

drive an extra half mile than hake to go round one of those circles. But with a horse

and buggy it enabled you to get to most any point from most any other poit, by the short

est possible route, and save a great deal of time, and. was a definite excellent plan easy

to find, your way in. nd it means that Washington wasn't a city that grew up, but your

13 colonies united into one nation and the ower of the nation was out behind the building

of the city for its capital. Well, now Ezion-Geber is like that. The city is built

hundreds of miles from Jerusalem, far from the main centers of Judah, all the labor practic

ally would have to be imbrted for a long distance, ond much of the material would have to

be taken.

Here's what Telson Glueck says about it. "One can easily visualize the conditions

existing about 3000 years ago when the idea of building this pl'ce was first conceived

and. then brilliantly translated into reality. Thousands of laborers had to be asemb1ed,

hcused and fed, and protected at the chosen building site. As a matter of fact, most of

them were probably s1aos who had to be guarded and goded to work. Skilled technicians

of all kinds had to be recruited, great caravos had. to be collected to transport materials

and food, an effective business organization had. to be called into existence to regulate

the 'ofitable flow of raw materials and finished or semi-finbed products. There was,

so far as we know, only one man who possessed the strength, wealth, and wisdom capable

of initiating and carryig out the 4$ highly complex and specialized undertaking. He
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was king Solomon, he alone in his day had the ability, the vision, and the uàwer to es

tablish an imDortant industrial center and seaport, such a comparatively long distance

from the capital city of Jerusalem."

So here you have this city built at one time according to one definite plan, not a

city that just sort of brew up. You have far greater cities that grew up over a period of

time. It's like you find up in Alaska somèere, layout that the United States airforce

or the navy has made, where a great amount of material has been brought and laid down

according to a definite plan. You b* their's a strong force, there's power, there's

resource back of it. Here you find that at Ezion-Geher, but as Glueck began to dig at

Ezion-Geber, renewed. doubts of Solomon's wisdom ben to occur. Solomon's power there

was no auestion of, to build. a city according to a definite plan like this, so far away

from the other Drincipal cities. Ho question of his power, but renewed doubts of his

wisdom began to come. As he saw exactly where this place was built, he began to wonder.

Because they found, naturally if you Ire going to have a place to live, you. have to have

water supply. If going to have a place to work you have to have water supply, and

his men who were digging had to have a water supDly, so they dug a well and found they

struck salt water. They weren't very far fromthe sea, from the Red Sea. So they went a

few ya&d over here and they dug again and they struck salt water and they went further

and. they struck salt water, and further and they struck salt water, and they had to go a

mile and a half to get to a place where they could get fresh water; and they went over this

way and they dg and they had. to go a mile over there to get fresh water. And in those

days without the pipes we have today it would be an awful lot easier to build, your place

right by a good water supply, than to have th haul sill your water to it and it would

have been a lot nicer for the excavators too, if they had had it right by a water supply

instead of having to take their donkeys, camels, and hail all the water there that they

drank. Well, why did he build it right here instead of where the water supply was more

accessible? But in addition tho that, when they began to dig there, they found that they

hadn't much more than begun to dig when they began to realize the discomfort of the par-

ticular situation. They were just at the southern end of this (6) 'S
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all those many miles down from the area, the sc±hern end of the Dead Sea. And this draw

comes down through the moutains. Of course it's half buried in different places, there's

no stream in it or anything like that, but through this draw they found that a heavy wind

usually came, heavy hot wind was normally coming down there, and that wind iiou).d strike

them as they began to dig and cast the dirt into their faces, their ears, it got in their

mouth, their nostrils, it was extremely disagreeable. And he said tha%iey began to dig

end they got a little of the sand out from the top of the soil which had become hardened,

and began to lift it up, the wind came and. lifted that sand and soil up and it went up

into the air and out to sea, and as they saw that stuff going ot to sea, they said the

only thing they could think of was the pillar of cloud that directed the Israelites, as

they came up out of Egypt. And here they didn't need to be directed anywhere, they wanted

to stay here, but it made working very difficult.




e d of theAs you'd go a hundred yas this way you'd be out of ci/a away from the end of

the draw and there'd be no such wind, and you'd go a hundred and fifty yards this way and

you'd be out of the end of the draw, and there'd be no such wind. But right here, where

the town was was there this wind came and made it so disagreeaUe and unpleasant. Well,

as I heard Dr. Glueck tell, when he first got back, about hM experience tnat I couldn't

help thin of a story I heard when I went to Occidental College, and over there, I remember

hearing the story told about Andrew Carnegie. They said that Andrew Carnegie had given

money to a gor.d many colleges and Occidental College which I attended in Los Angeles, the

rresident (7 3/LiP) Carnegie and Cernegie had. given them a very sub

stantial sum of money. And they said that the president of Pomona College which was about

50 miles inland from (8) went to see Carnegie and. asked him for

money for Pomona College (we'd better wait till the onding is over).

So Carnegie (laugh) ...to Occidental College, the President of Pomona Co1iee about

0 miles inãnd there, asked him for money and Carnegie, they say, sat in is office there,

he was a very wealthy man, head. of some of the largest steel mills in the United States,

one of the wealthiest men in the country, he gave libraries which are found in towns all

over this country, he gage much money to colleges--and they say that he turned to the Presl
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dent of Pomona College and he looked at the big map up ther on the wall, and he said,

look here, I've given money to various colleges,{ now here I gave money to Occidental

College, and it was about 15 or 20 miles from the Pacific Ocean, and on that big map of

the United States, Pomona about 50 miles inland looked as if it almost touched Occidental,

he said why d&à' you want to build a college here, he said why didn't you pt.t it here

where there is no other college near, and he put his finger right in the middle of the

Mohave Desert, where you could go a hundred miles without ever meeting a soul. And though

he was a great steel-maker but not a great educational sort, and he looked at the map, be

had the power, he had. the money, he says here, put your college here.

Well, now did Solomon sit in a swivel chair in Jerusalem and point to the map of the

area and say here is where I want the city built? And so the men who go down, all these

resources, all this ecuiDment, all these 4G)(9 3/Li.) and specialists, they

build it at the place where he points. It shows the power of Solomon, but does it show a

lack of wisdcm to build he city where he did. Well, Glueck said their doubts of Solomon's

wisdom were soon resolved. Because as they found that as they dug, not only did they find

the city built according to a definite plan but it was a plan different from that of any

other place that ever had been excavated from antiquity. They found that the principal

thing in Ezion-Geber was a group of factories. A group of buildings which were so arranged

that the northern wall of them was facing toward the north where this wind came from, and

there were windows in it which could, that is wooden windows which could be lifted and

lowered to allow the wind to enter or to keep it out, and there were holes in the wall,

so that the grind the northern wall could receive the wind that blew down there and could

direct it, so you could direct as much as you wanted to the first room, other parts through

the walls into the second room and to the third and so on. There were flues in the walls

and all arranged o that that (11*) and wind could be directed and direct

ed at the very spot where you wanted it 1r the room. And: thex1on the floor of the room,

they found the charcoal and the evidence that they had there the refinery for the copDer.

The copper would be taken out from the tunnels, from the mines and would be roughly

smelted before the mines, so as to get rid of as much of the slag as thcould, and then
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the rock would be brought down to Ezion-Ge'oer not such a long trip, but there they would

get a f greater heat with the use of this forced draft) and they would be ble to ad

just it in such a way as to refine the copper and get rid of all the slag and to melt the

copner and to mold it into such shapes as were convenient for shipment and for sale. It

was the DrinciDle of the modern glass furnace, the principle which I understand was oriy

discovered about the middle of the last century and became the indation of our modern

steel mills, and we have no evidence of its being known previous to that time at all, cer

tainly not from ancientimes except this one case where we find Solomon utilizing it.

Yes? (student.l2) Well, how extensive I don't know. I mean I'm not in that field at

all myself, but the statements I make in it have been made by others in it who are special

ists in the field, and what there is of similar types, somewhat similar types, I don't know,

but there's certainly nothing at all (13) there's nothih

anywhere on so large a scale, that's on a smaller scale, the general principle may have

been known to some. But it used. on an extensive scale, I understand, anywhere in

ancient times, anything like this. And it was quite amazing to them to f1d it here, and

Glueck makes the statement in his book here, that the wise ruler of Israel was a copper

king, a shipping magnate, a merchant prince, and a great builder. Through his manifold

activities he became at once the blessing and the curse of his country. And then he goes

on and speaks about the result of his (13 3/4) But the utilization

of this wind and the way that it's utilized here, he says here the entire town in its

first and second perods was a phenomenal industrial (14) A forced draft

system for the furnaces was employed and later abandoned and forgotten to be rediscovered

only in modern times. Ezion-Geber was the Pittsburgh of Palestine, in addition to being

its most important poi1ht. (1Ls*) Its rOms were air-conditioned

for heat. And...

O.TØ History 271. (-)




And which
.to have the use of the wind available, which you wouldn't have otherwise.

evidently hadn't been thought of by anybody n any other site that we know.

But the idea of Solomon thus, in the last 20 years, among archeologists and historians
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has undergone quite a change. This book of Glu.eck' s, TH OTBER SIDE OF TFE JORDAN,

in which he tells the detail of his discovery, published by the American School of

Oriental Research, in 1940, is not considered by anyone as the book of a propagandr

of a theory, but as a very dependable study of the actual material found. Now I read in

one of our best Christian magazines about the time the these discoveries were made, I

read the statement there by their then archeological editor, he's not now, the man who

then was, about the discovery of this, and it said that of course this in the land of

Edom andthe wisdom is from the Edomites. It was interesting. But Glueck went back and

made a further exploration there so that the whole city was examined right to the bottom.

There were two layers above this from later periods which tried to utilize some of what

was already there but the4re much inferior to the first. Most cities start primitively

and become stronger and better. This stuts with the best right at the foundation. And

there, at the foundation there, examining the pottery and other materials, the evidence

was found that the material is exactly like that--the material of daily life--exactly

like that which you find in Jerusalem and other parts of Palestine at this period. And.

entirery different from what you find in Edomite torns a little distance away but much

nearer than the main Judean towns, So that Glueck felt justified in saying, as he says

in his book here, there's not the slightest evidence of any Edomite influence here. It

is strictly Judean and he feels we are justified in attributing it to Solomon. Now we

read in Matthew that our Lord speaks of the lilies of the field, and he said that the

glory of Solomon, he said, consider the lilies of the field, how they grow, they oi1 not,

neither do they spin, Matthew :28, 29, and yet I say o you that even Bolomon in all his

glory, was not arrayed. like one of these. The glory of Solomon was not a mythical matter,

not an imaginary matter, not somebody simply glorifying the rran. It is not of course a

power like that of the great empires of antiquity, Rome or Mesopotamia or Bgypt. Per

haps it's great or superior to what any of the cities of ancient Greece ever succeeded

in achieving, as ar as power, but the glory of Solomon is not an imaginary thing but a

.7'
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very real thing which Jesus is using here as a comparison. And Similarly in Luke 1i3i

the queen of the South shall rise in the judgment with the men of this generation and

condemn them, for she came fromthe utmost oerts of the earth to hear the wisdom of Solomon

an behold a greater than Solomon is here. wisdom was not wisdom of a low order

wouldbut wisdom most anything that we have evidence of from ancient times.

And here there is a greater than Solomon, a far greater son of David, to whom we have access

today who can do far greater things than Solomon ever dreamed of doingi

Now that paragreh that I read. you from Glueck in which he told of the wise ruler

of Israel is a. coprer king, a shipoing magnate, a merchant prince, end a great builder,

it's interesting that in the Bible, as Glueck poihts out, we have no evidence of his being

a copper king or a merchant prince. We }ve no evidence of that. We are told that the

navy was built, not told why it was built, we're not told about the copper mines.

't simply illustrates the fact that the Bible is not given to be an economic, a military

or a social history, or even a .itical Mstory. The Bible is given to show God's re

lations with his people end show ho he prered the way for the coming of His Son. And

therefore that we learn in these other fields is incidental to the Bible. We Lean a

great deal about them, they are vital as background to the main purpose of the Bible,

but it is not the purpose of the ible to give a complete picture, a complete presenta

tion of these m-tters. And so when we find hints, like this one, of the building the

ships there, well, it either was a very foolish thing to do, or a very wise thing to do

nd if it's a wise thing it means there are other facts about him that the Bible doesntt

give. Now we find those other facts and we see how they fit in with the other. And it's

that way with the Bible even in te spiritual realm, the Bible doesn't undertake to give

us a complete account of everything, in the spiritual realm, that would take many encyclo

pedias. It does not xplain the full nature o'God to us, the full character of God. 1t

gives us what it is vital that we know is vital for our soiritual lives, and not merely

we, but will be vital for the various ages on through history. And consequently when

there are things we don't understand because we see thw they fit together, we can

know there are other facts that haven't been given, which if we had. we would see perfect-
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ly ho they fit together. But-new

But now Giuck goes now in this paragraph and he says, through his manifold activities

he became at once the blessing arid the curse of his country, with increased power and

wealth tame a centralization of authority and a ruthless dictatorship which ignored the

democratic positions of his own people. There resulted a counter-development of forces of

reaction and revolt which were immediately after Solornon' death to rend kingdom

asunder. Du±ing his lifetime, however, Solomon reigned supreme. The evil he did lived

after him. His far-flung not of activities extended from Egypt to Phoenicia, and from

Arabia to Syria. Ezon_Geber represents one of his greatest, if indeed pp to the present

time, his least-irnown accomplishments. That's what he said in 1940. Zzion-Geber is

much better known now than that. There have been articles by Glueck himself in the

Reader's Digest and by others who tell us, not only about saw of thths material but telling

how Israel today is coming to reactivate some of these copper mines, and Achuabah, which

is right by Ezion-Geber, today is one of the -Principal shipping outlets of Israel, and they

say that there is a great amount of,hipping going from there just within the last few

months, since the Suez situation two years ago. Since that it is possibli for Israel to

u that as it wasn't before. Before that they were hemmed in there, that's the one thing

they gained there, the right to use the Achuabah port freely. $4

But Shiomon was the most powerful of the three of the divided kingdoms, though his

power came from his father's exploits, and Solomon's empire continued with no physical

sign of difficulty until his death. Yes? (student.8. You mention the source of water

sppDly. Could it not be possible that in those days the water was more plentiful than

it is today?) Well, there's plenty of water but it wasn't right there. You mean that

tha% ter there might have been better. That's entirely possible. But of course this

rind. would be a far more important factor than water. If you didn't h"ve the matter of

the wind to contend with you would be very foolish not to find, a place that had a good

access to water (8 3/Li) But the great saving of that wind, would more

than make up for the disadvantage of to àu1 the water. Yes? (student.9) I didn't catch

that. No, the copper would seem to hive been shipped to Ohir. I don't think they have
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found finished copper at the place. hr find bits of it, they find refuse, some of it,

enough to show clearly what they did, but as far as I know, no finhed copper has been

found (9) -perhaps

Yes? (stucient.9 3/!4) I don't know, we're not told. The ib1e doesn't even tell us they

shiuoed from here, it just says they build the ships. It does say they brought the gold

back which is what they were more interested in. Copper was a means of getting the gold.

and whether they shipped the copter in shape of ingots or of sheets or of finished articles

we are not told. I don't know whether they were able to decide from the remains or not.

Yes? (student-10i) Well, Ophir is a rather large area. They could probably, the term

is considered to cover both sides of the southern end of the Red Sea. There's quite a large

area there, there probb1y would be very considerable (io)

Well, lets go on to number XI, now.

XI The Divided Kingdom before Jehu A period of about 90 years, from 9.11 to 8!4l B.C.

Now a 1story of this oeriod will naturally start with A. Te Destruction. Number 1.

1 The Background of the Destruction Under that a The Gibeonite Wedge The

destruction goes back to Joshua's foolish action in making the agreement with the Gibeon

ites. God had told them to make no agreement with any of the Canaanites but to wipe them

all out. Joshua acted hastily in doing what seemed wise to him Instead of considering

very, very carefully to make sure he was not breaking the prescritIon God had given him.

God insisted, having made the agreement, it be kept, and faithfully kept right on through

the centuries but it meant a group of alien, a group of people out of sympathy with their

traditions and outlook right in the midst, a closely knit gouD in the middle of the land

which naturally made a division in the land. That in itself alone didn't, but that con

tributed, so Joshua's mistake contributed to the distruction of the kingdom (l2)

Now the second thing that contributed b, is the fact that we had two lending tribes'

one south of the Gibeonites and one north. 0±' coiree you have your 12 tribes but some of

them are very feeble, some are very weak, but two are very strong. Judah is a very

large and influential tribe south of the ibeonites, and Ephraim is a very large and in-
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fluential north of the Gibeonites, and right by Ephraim you have the very large tribe

descends.




nt&.of Manasseh, the two together being the eene ox oseph, and so you. have two distinct

groups, and even back in Judges you find a certain Mount of division comes between the

people of Judah and the people bepof Joseph. That is Two Tribes

C Previous Divisive Tendencies This is not something which simply comes all of a

sudden, with no background for it whatever. We find certain fights between the south

and the north in the book of Judges. Therp's not a great deal told about them there,

but there is a little. You remember the story of the shibboleth. There were two Israel

ite groups, one of them fighting against the other, and trying th catch the refugees

by the way they could pronounce the word shibboleth. There was a sound in it that wasn't

in theft dialect. Thcou1d immediately recognize the enemy. It seems strange how these

dialects spring up, but they do. Here we are and the people of Canada, a great part of

the people of Canada, are people who used to live here in New York and New Jersey and

Pennsylvania and through here, but many of the people who were welL-to-do, prosperous

and educated in these colonies here, did not agree with breaking with England, and (114*)

and they were deported, end there were

many, we know of in our history ãf individuals of low character wo were Tories, but there

individuals of that type on both sides, but there were many fine, respectable citizens

who were Tories and when the end of the war and the colonies had independene from Eng

land, thousands of these people migrated north and made the foundation of the province

of Ontario.

O.T.History 272. (-)

...around there was largely populated by United Empire Loyists,heir descendants pro

bably call themselves today. They went up there from this section. Now what I mean by

that is they're the some people, the fundamental center of the people of Canada and the

peole of the United States, are the seine people, the background, the language, everything

the same, but they have been living with the Great Lakes between them now for a period

of a century and a half and a distinct dialect has spring up to such an extent that% the
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United States immigration officials don't bother a great deal on the border about de

nnding passports (1*)

but when we came down from Canada they asked us where we were born, my wife and I where

we were born, where we come from, and so on, and my little boy was there, he was then 8

years old, and we started telling them about him, no, they turned to him, they said, son,

where were you born? They had to hear him tall;, because onee they heard him talk, and

they heard us talk, there was no question, we were thiited. Stes citizens, it was absolute

ly unquestionaö we didn't come from Canada. And a person brouht up in Canada would

have a mighty hard job talking in such a way that an American immigration official would

let him through without a pretty thorough examination and some papers. They come down

here and they are naturalized, they have just the same rights as anyone else in this country,

but if they go up to Canada again, they better take their papers with them, as proof,

because immediately they'll be recognized. Well, here we have the growing up of distinct

dialects, north and south of the ibeonites, recognized in the book of Joshua.

And so you have the beginning of a division there. Then you have, after death,

David becsme king in Hebron and he ruled over Judah for 8 years, and. the northern section

was subject to the followers of Saul, subject to Saul's son Ishbosheth. You have the

division there already. Then, after the death of Isbbosheth, the two were united together,

David ruled over the whole realm, but you remember when Absolorn revolted that after the

revolt of Absolom the people from the north said, to your tents 0 Irae1, what have we

got to do with the son of Jesse. And they went back tin there and there was a brief time

when there was a division against David but David's name and standing, their loyalty was

great enough to overcome it in a fairly short time. Well, now, as long as Solomon lived

there was no division, there was nc difficulty, but underneath the surface, there was

beginning to be dissatisfaction, with the tremendous taxes that Kings tells us, and the

tremendous amount that he was raising of taxes and of forced labor for his building.

And so when his son came into power, it was natural that they would want to know what

the situation was going to be. c is Previous Devisive Tendencthes.



.rListory 272. (3 3/L) 1341.

And 2 Solomon's Defection From God. Solomon was a very fine young man, but his

power went to his head, and in later days he was not the fine man he'd been before.

The Bible tells us that his foreign wives turned his heart away from God. He had wives

fromtbe many other conntries with which he had alliance, that was customary in those

days, to cement an alliance the rulers would marry someone from the other country. Tit

was very common until comparatively recent years, it was common among the great powers

of LuroDe so that to marry to make a friendship between the two lands. Well, Solomon

had these foreign wives and naturally each of them had a right to carry out their own

worshiD and e read that his wives led Solomon astray and Solomon's heart was turned

away from God, and so we find that even during Solomon's lifetime that a prophet told a

man that God was going to give him a part of Solomon's kingdom, and when Solomon heard

that Jereboam had to flee to Egypt, because it lrve been safe for him any longer

in the land of Israel. But here we have Solomon's defection from God, which of course

is the immediate occasion of the division, not the immediate occasion either, but net to

the immediate occasion. Is Solomon's defection from God And we read about it in 1 Kings

11, that the prophet Ahijah the Shilonite came and we read, any of you, if you look at your

Bible, you'll find this a very interesting thing, that in chapter 11, verse 29, it came

to pass that when Jeroboam went out of Jerusalem, that the prophet Ahijah the Shilonite

found him in the way and he had clad himself with a new garment. Who had? And they two

were alone in the field. Anbody who can tell me who had, I'll give you a plus. The

Bible doesn't say. And Ahijah caught the new garment that was on hini, on who? and rent it

in 12 pieces and he said to Jeroboain, take thee ten pieces, for thus saith the Lord, the

God of Israel, Behold, will rend the kingdom out of the hand of Solomon and wilive

ten tribes to thee. Well, if he took ten how many would Solomon's son have left? Read

verse 32, but he shall h've one tribe for my servant David's sake, and for Jerusalem's

sake, the city which I have chosen out of all the tribes of Israel. How do you divide

it into 12 parts and have one have ten and the other have one? How's that? (student.6)

But it says he divided it into 12 parts. And he gave him ten and then he says the other

is going to have one tribe. And, of course what it means is that the case of Simeon is one
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Dan is another, and Benjamin was divided sort of between the two. We speak of the south

ern kingdom as being Benjamin, but actually it prob"bly was only part of Ben

jamin, Benjamin was probably divided between the two. After all they were the feeblest

(7) ao we have the division with ten tribes in the north and one main

tribe in the saibth, and probably some sections (7*)

It probably wasn't an absolute tribal line, but in general it gives the principle. Well,

I see we have to continue there tomorrow morning.

7 3/Li.) We were speaking yesterday of the divided kingdom before Jehu, number XI; A, The

IJestructiop. We mentioned number 2, Solomon's Defection from God, and noticed that even

while Solomon was reigning, the Shilonite told Jeroboam that God was going to take away

the kingdom from Solomon but that he would leave one tribe for his servant David's sake,

and for Jerusalem's sake, the city which I have chosen cut of All the tribes of Israel.

The tribal line of Judah es right through Jerusalem, half of Judah and half thri Benjamin.

So that this was the promise given to Jeroboam and when Solomon heard, Solomon tried to

kill Jeroboam, and Jerohoam fled into Egypt, we read,to Shishak king of Eygpt, and was in

Egypt until the death of Solomon. uite a change in the attitude of Egypt. Early in

Solomon's reign the Egyptians made friendship with him, Pharaoh gave one of his daughters

to be the wife of Solomon and Pharaoh gve him populous cities fromthe Canaanites and

gave them to him, for a wedding present. Now we find that various ones who are refugees

from him haze fled to Egypt, and are living theme with Pharaoh and. one of them of course

is Jerohoam.

And so we have then number 3 J.oamLz Foolish Attitude We find it told in chapter

la of 1 Kings and in. chapter 10 of 2 Chronicles. And many of the verses are almost word

for word. Rehoboam went to Shechem because all Israel were come to Shechem tqfnake him

king. Is Shechem in the northern part or in the southern part? Actually Shechcm is just

about in the middle of the land. As you know, the woth Shechem means shoulder, and the

name Shechem comes from the shoulder of the mountain there. It is in the very, just about

the central part of Canaan, this place of Shechem, it is where today the Samaritans live.

't is right at Mount Ebal and Mount Gerizlm, where the blessings and the curses were
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given, it is the place where the sons of Jacob had that trick by which they conau.ered the

people, and for it Jacob cursed Simeon and Levi beause of what they designed, killing

the men of Shechem. We have no accOunt of any conouest of Shechem in Joshua and so many

scholars think that when Jacob conquered Shechem that the people just held it and that

through the time in Egypt the Israelites were holding Shechem, we have no proof of that

whatever. There are things that look slightly in that direction I have mentioned, but at

any rate Shechem was an important place for a central point for the whole land, and so

it was to Shechem that Rehoboem went, to be crowned king. Jerusalem was the capital but

Jerusalem was not so centrally located. And Jeroboam heard of Solomon's death, and he

was down there in Egypt, and some of the people who were dissatisfied sent and got him.

And brought him back, and Jeroboam became the spokesman of the people in speaking to

Rehoboam. There was a bit of time had. elapsed, getting him all the way out of Egypt,

and the people knew aa long as Solomon lived there wa no point in making insurrection,

but now Solomon was dead, there was a possibility and so Jeroboam said your father made

our yoke grievous, now therefore make thou the grievous service of thy father, and. his

heavy yoke that he put on us, lighter, and we will serve thee.

And he said go away for three days and then come again to me, and departed.

Rehoboara didn't know what to do. He didn't know what answer to give in the situation.

, ' d,theirAnd so he consulted with the old men who had WOd before Solomon has father,

advice, and they said, if you'll be a servant of the people this day, and will serve them,

and answer them and speak good words to them, then they will be your servants forever.

I heard of a man just recently who became pastor of an independent Baptist church,

I forget the name of the town but it was in the eastern part of the United Stes, and he

started in there and he did an excellent Diece of work and he was sou1s, enlarging

the church, and the peoDle were enthused about him, and as he went ahead with various

]44&le innovations he made and they willingly came along, and then he said now we ve got

to build a new building here for our Sunday School, aid for our work for the extension of

our work as it should be, and they said what'll it cost? And he said we can do it for

about 300,000 dollars. Oh they said we don't have that moneys said we can save and
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we can get it. Well, th said that's more than vea can ae on. Well, he said, he

preached a big sermon, my whole ministry depends on this, it's got to be done, I can't

work here if we don't. He said if you don't do it I'll resign, So they (i3-)

He'd been there about six or seven months in the church, the people

were enthused about him, he was going an excellent piece of work. But he got the im

pression that he was in a position to hive the orders and say whet he wanted done and you

have to go ahead and do it. Now maybe if he'd. been there six years and everybody loved

him he could. have done that. But it is a mistake that many a man makes. Now 6 course

this is nothing like as bad as what Rehoboairt did, but the hg principle is involved.

The old men advised Rehoboam, when you are getting established don't try to run things.

Gradually introeu.ce your ideas, don't do what's wrong, but don't think that it's got to be

done your way. Fit in, and make people happy and win their affection end their interest

and then when you have it, then you are in a position, if there are things that are iport

ant to speak more positively, that was the old men's advice to Rehoboam. And it's mighty

good advice too. Anyone that starts a work for the Lord, this case I mention because I

just happened to hear of it last week.

But I have known of a dozen cases in the past where the same sort of thing has been

true. A person has started in and immediately everybody's got to do things the way they

want and maybe their ideas are better than the other maybe they aren't, but they

are not in a position to try to insist on their own way.

O.T.Eistory 273. (i-)




lngswood Presbyterian Church, fine Christian church

is to Dr. Mc1ntire, it seems as if many of the peole there, just about anything in the

world he asked they would do, and yet two years he spoke to my church government class

and he said to them, he said, to make any change in the 0ollingswood Church usually takes

about three years. He said there's something that seems a good. improvement in general

arrangement or in almost any pont of more than minor importance, he said I discuss it

with the elders and discuss it with the deacons, and dñscuss it witlithe Trustees, they

discuss it with their friends, it goes down through the church, and he said that th the
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there was nothing manning rbout him , but he made the people think he was kind.

Now the old men's advice to Rehoboe.m here might not have saved the situation because the

thing had gone for a long time, and people had gotten pretty disgusted, but it would have

been much more apt to, than what Rehoboam did. Well then the, then he asked, he listened

to the old men but then he said these mus
I
Us old conservatives here, he said, they are

out of touch with life today. He asked the young fellows who had been his associates

and maybe if he had gotten some progressive young men representt the country as a whole,

he might have gotten good advice, perhaps even better than the advice of the old men, but

he had gotten young men here who had grown up with him. Young men will tPhim to

enjoy the fruits of what Solomon was doing, and to feeling as if they were entitled

to it, as if it belonged to them, and he asks these young men, what shall I do about what

the people have said? And the young men said, say this, my father made your yoke heavy.

But you say to them, my little finger will be thicker than my father's hips, and whereas

my father laden you with a heavy yoke I'll add. to your yoke. My father chastised you

with whips, but I will chastise you with ammW scorpians, and in other words he said,

give it to them hard. Ride straight ahead and make them do what you want and there are

times when that is the wise policy. There are situations where it is necessary to push

forward, vigorously and overcome resistance, but those situations among a group of

associates are comparatively few. And. as a rule the other policies are much more apt

to et what you want. It is the tendencies of the young men. I remember one fellow

ten years ago, who became pastor of a little church, and he wasn't satisfied with the

superintendent of the Sunday School so he got him removed, and somebody else put in

that he wanted there. He wasn't satisfied with something in the order of the service,

so he changed that. He wasn't satisfied with something else, so he changed that, and

one day, he didntt like the way the person was playing the piano, the hymn, so he said

here, I'm going to play, so he -lumped down and played, and he got i and he said now,

you've got to change that pdantst or I won't preach here anymore. I resign. So they

accepted his resignation. He just pushed ahead and they took it for quite a while.

Next I knew he was out working on a railroad, a seminary graduate, a man that loved the

Lord. and wanted to serve him, but he uzt didn't have common sense in dealing with people.
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course of about three years the people come to feel a vital thing and do it. But

that is in his judgment after 25 years, 20 or 2 I forget, as a pastor to which the

people are just utterly devoted. And yet I've known gridutes of this seminary who have

gone into a church and immediately they're going to change everything around to make it

what they thing!,- is better. Now 66 course a lot of their ideas are immature, they haven't

had. much experience. May a lot of things, after they see how things are going, they'll

find they had it there is better. But many may think they may be just right. But you

can't take people and just drive them like that. Irou could you wouldn't have any con

tinuity in your church, because your people wold get dissatisfied one week and the next

week there'd be nobody in church. ut people are conservative, they tend to go on the

way they are, and if you have them there they're apt to keep doming unless thirgs get

pretty bad (2)

But if they're not there (2)

and it's a good. thing or you wouldn't have any continuity. That being the case, it's

good to remember to not try to be in control until you're in a position where people

have reason to have confidence in your judgment and (2)

So the advice of the old men gve to Rehoboam is advice which all of us could well

have in mind, if our lives are to be effective. Aiid Solomon had been too severe with them

by far, but Rehoboam couldn't possibly expect them to be loyal to (2 3/L)

But Rehoboam had a most wonderful opportunity here to win the people by making all kincs

of concessions. Solomon had been so extreme, he could. have made trmeddous concessions

and still ha plenty. Henry VIII set a very bad example in most things he did, but he

certainly showed cleverness at this poirt, when he became king of England, lie had been-

one reason that Henry VIII was able to lvwe a very successful rule was the physical con

dition of the country was first class because his father, Henry VII, bad taken a disorgan

ized country at the end of the ivil War and had gotten things organized and. settled

and. established and raised the taxes and had gotten the government so that it was

solvent and thoroughly in good shape, but Henry VIII took the two leaders of the tax

administration and hung the two, which of course made the people think that be was

blaming these men for all these actions of his father and he was going to be very kind
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Now a man like Rehoboam, it's natural that he shouldn't have. He was raised in a

sheltered environment and considered himself the coming king, everybody beer-kowtowo

him and try to please him, had little contact with people wh in general. But a Serninnry

graduate should learn something of human nature, should learn howto deal with people,

and how to plan things right but to arrive at them in a way that will win people instead

of driving them away. Now there are occasional cases where you have to deal with laziness,

or you have to deal with indifference, or you have to deal with an attitude which repre

sents a small minority and you have the large majority with you, and where a strong firm

attttude will not only override oppo.tion but sometimes bring their sup-oort. I know a

man in California who bad a big clothes store and --it wasn't very big I guess, but fair

ly good size in a small town--and there was a man there who came and bought a suit from

him and a month went by and. the man never mid for it, and everytbmb he'd see him he'd

ask when he'd pay and the man said oh one of these day I'll be around. And he said

inally one day he went down towñ and he saw this man with a big suitcase and he said

where are you going? And he said I'm leaving town. Well, he said you haven't paid for

that suit he says you come in here and ay for that suit or I'll see to it you

don't leave town, you pay for that, he went after him good and hard. Andhe said the man

came back and mid for that suit and turned around and bought a lot of other things. He

hadn't bought anything from him for eight mcnths because he was abhamed to buy anything

because he was a deadbeat in not paying for it, but when he forced him to nay, he turned

around and bought a lot of other things and became a good customer. There. are times when

the young men's advice is good, but be mighty sure that it's one of those times. Because

if it isn't good it may have an effect like it had with Rehoboarn. And so Rehoboarn came

back the third and answered the -People roughly and said as the young men said, and all

the time they had ereboam there urging them not to follow this fellow who was going to

have all of Solomon's bad points without any f his good ooints, and when all Israel heard

the kings hearkened not to them, the peoDle -Answered the king saying, what portion have we

in David. Neither have we inherited from the son of Jesse. T0 your tents, 0 Israel, now

take care of yoir own house David. So they departed to their tents. But the children of
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Israel who lived in the cities of Judah, Rehoboam reigned. over them. Their pride in their

tribe, their loycity to David, was anbugh to keen them true, despite the foolishness of

Reboboam. And of course all this had been raedicted when Ahiah the hilonLte had come

to Jereboam and told him that God was going to give him ten tribes and leave only one tribe

for the house of David. One tribe to fulfill the oromi se
e

would always be a

son of Datvd. to sit on the throne. But the bulk of them given to Jereboam. So we come to B

First hree KiofJudah And the first of them of course is Rehoboam.

Rehoboam. And we have in 1 Kings here, after telling about the division here, then. we

have a little about Rehoboam and then we go on with Jereboam. We will look here at what

it ways about Rehoboam. Rehoboam became king and immediately he assembled the people, to

fiht against (10 3/14) of Israel, to bring the kingdom back.

But the word of God came to Shemaiah the man of God, saying, speak to Rehoboarn baying yp

shall not go up, nor fiht against your b1ethren the children of Israel, return every man

to his house, and they returned. A very sensible thing to do. One tribe couldn't fight

against ten tribes and accomplish anything to amount to anything. Under Rehoboam, number

1, then SaHS attemot to reconcuer Israel. He wanted the peonle to attack Israel, he

wanted to take Israel, b.t his power was insufficient for it. And he had a chance to ieD

them and he lost it. Many a man loses a wonderful oportunity and then sends the rest of

his life fighting to rega it. And perhaps failing to accomplish anything else, because

he's always fighting to regain the opportunity that he has lost at some earlier time.

Better to recognize facts. Rehoboam was forced to recognize fact, but he was so interested

in trying to get the rest of the kingdom back that he didn't bother to try hard to rule

very well where he was. We have it stated in verse 30 of chapter 14, there was war between

Rehoboam and Jerohoam all their days. And that contradicts a statement which we had back

in chapter 12, that the peoole hearkened to the word of God and returned to depart accord

ing tb. the word of the Lord. If you take either one of them and carry it to the ex

treme-,-the fact is you have to ut the two together to know what happened. What happened

was that Rehoboam was constantly trying to win. He tried to get the crowd to support

him, that it was God's will to reconQuer the land, and they refused to do it, because bd
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had said Jeroboam was to he.ve the ten tribes. They refiused. to do it, but there were many

people who stood with him. He madeffort after effort to (l2r)

There was constant hostility, no nil-out war. In any all-out war Rehoboam would've been

utterly vancuished, because Jeroboam had three times the strength that Rehoboa.m had. He

had most of the land, Rehoboam just had one tribe. So number ee is attempt to reconquer

Israel.

b Relations with Egypt Now we have had in our account of the victory in relation to

archeology, we notice that in the time of Abraham we have Babylonians records which throw

considerable light. In the time of Moses we have Egyptian records which throw considerable

light, though in neither case are they direct and complete corrobotation. But through the

exodus up to this time we have uractically nothing in the wy of written material from

archeology relating to what is in the Bible. We have remains in Palestine, but without

writing, which in many places (13 3/4)

interesting prohlerns, in many cases they are very important but written records from

archeology relating to it are lackingt°s long period. But now we begin again to

come to them. e have account here of Shishak and it says that in the fourth year of

Rehoboam that Shishak, king 5hishak came out against Jerusalem, verse 25, chapter 1L..

Now you take that verse just as it stands and try to make (1Lr)

King Shishak came up against Jerusalem. You could. go on,

you could build a whole treatise on it. bhishnk was against Rehoboam, Shishak decided to

help his friend Jerobonm up in the north. hishak come to attack Jerusalem, he come

against Jerusalem. ut that isn't what the verse has to mean, the verse can mean that in

the course$ of a campaign which Shishak mode, he attacked Jerusalem.

O.T.History 274. (*)

.the greatest error in Bible interpretation is taking one verse and squeezing it to get

more meaning from it than you can, get possibilitie from it and then compare them with

other passages . If other passages give the answer, fine, if they don't, say you don't

know. Well, at any rate, in the course of his camign he attacked Jerusalem, whether
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that was the in purpose of his camDaing or not, and. evidently Shishak got into Jerusalem

because he took away the treasures of the house of the Lord, the treasures of the king's

house, he even took away all, and he took away all the shields of gold which Solomon had

made. And King Rehoboam made in their stead. brasen shields 4copoer shields. This old

English brazen here would mean brass, but what alloy of copper (1*) it was we don't know,

copter would perhaps be a safer rendering for the general term-.- 6oier shields) and committ

ed them into the hancs of the chief of the guard. Now this is very little said about

Shishak's captain, just these couple of sentences here. But I saw a paDer, a newspaper

25 years ago which had a heading: theories of fundamentalists disproved. Underneath that

was a subheading: Bible shown not to be free from error. Well that's a great heading for

an article in a Drper, makes you wonder just what it's about. 5o I rend. underneath it and

it said, the Bible is not free from error and never can be proven to be free from error.

These words were stated by Professor James Henry Breasted of the University of Chicago,

in connection with his giving to the world the news of the discovery by one of his arch

eological expeditions in Egyot, of a monument telling how Shieliak conauered. Jerusalem in.

the reign of Rehoboam as described in the book of 1 Kings. So that the discovery was

something which exactly fit mt with and corroborated the book of Kings. and Breasted was

afraid people would draw the natural conclusion from it, so he made the exact opposite

statement of what the facts proved, and his statement got the headlines and. you had to

read the article to find out what the true facts were. Unfortunately many, many people

get their news from headlines instead of reading underneath. If you have any connection

with newspapers ou soon learn ti-at the headlines are often made by someone who hasn't

even read. the article, but who has special facility in getting words th the right length

to exactly fill the space that's available for the headline, and. it may have very little

to do with what's in the article. But most people don't know that and get their news from

headlines and I confess I myself read all the headlines and very few of the articles.

But hhe that shows, is a point where again we begin to get written materials, throwing

light on the Bible. Now this does not throw a great deal of light on the ible. I had

you last semester read this statement of Shi5hak. Shishak tells in it how he made a great
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concuest, and. he mentions the cities he conquered, d. he has these things like round

sort of oval things, to represent the city, with the name of the city in it. Then he names

a few hundred cities that he says he conqured. And DeoDle said that Shishak was just a

minor Egyptian kinglet, in the days of Egyptian degeneracy, and that he went right around

thecorner there at Luxor, to the monument beat Sosthenes III put u, a few hundred years

earlier telling of his great exploits in Palestine and he just copies there the names of

the cities. Of ccrse they don't say the king did that, his scribes, put u a monument ta.

clebrate him. And there are places where the names follow verbatim. Maybe the scribe

did copy from it. But one thing they said shows we can'k believe Shishak's inscription

isthe fact that it includes not only cities in Judah but cities in the northern kingdom.

And after all, if Shishak went up there to help his ally Jeroboam whived at his court

before be became king in the northern kingdom, he woba.d. go up and help them by attacking

the sot.bèrn kingdom but not attacking the northern kingdom. So they said Shishak's

scriotions are dot dependable. And then there was found in Megiddo, way up in the north

ern kingdom, there was found. a stalag, a monument there, put up by Shishnk, celebrating

his victory there. So it just shows how we must not jump to conclusions. Shishak con

cuered just as much in the northern kingdom as he did in the south. It was not a conquest

in the sense that he conquered and took it. It was more like a raid, but he came with a

srong force and raided and plundered and the people probably were not expecting him,

they weren't prepared to put up vigorous resistance and in addition to that, some of them

realized it was just a râ.d, not a real conquest. And he made this raid, made this con

quest, to win glory for himself, and to get plunder. But it corroborates the statement

in Kings. These statements we discover there in Kings have been passed on, copied and

copied and recopied. The name of Shishak was unknown all through these years except for

this mention in the Bible. Of course the way they spell it it's more like Shishon but

you can't epect a thing to be spelled the same in two different languages that use differ

ent types of writing. They can't be spelled exactly the same. That's about as close

that you weld expect the similarity to be, with two such utterly different types of

writing. Wad you try to get exact comparison between two languages, it reminds me of the
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time in Berlin when I went to a Bible conference. There were two men having a big argu

ment and they said here comes an Ameican, ye ask him to solve it for us, they said what

is the correct pronunciation of the name of the Pails, of course they, in German, they said

Felle for Falls. Is it Niagara or Niagara? Which is it? Then I told them it was neither

one, it was Niagara, my Niagara sounded to them just like a mouthful of jelly in German,

so utterly unlike any German sound. Their argument was meaningless because they did not

know the sound. When you translate from one language to another, and rticularly with

utterly different styles of writing, you have to look at a good many different things to

S1jshon and
see how the correspondence is apt to be made. And here/hishak a4 nobody raises a auest-

beinuant,ion about its/ex/presentation under the limits of that representation.

I remember one time in Germany when a man told me he. had, relatives in North America

and I said what state are they from. He says I-yo-ho. Fort Doge, 14o-ho, and that's

very different from the way I'd ever before heard anybody pronounce Fort Dodge, Iowa.

But English and. German are very similar languages. Think what it is when you get two

such different languages as Egyptian and English.

Well, this matter of Shishak was a real loss to Rehoboam, taking so much of the

treasures out of the king's house and out of the temple, but it was just a passing raid.

It principal interest for us is that it is a corroboration and also it helps tn dating

by an exact fitting together of Egyptian history here and the history of the Bible.

And then we have in chapter 15 of 1 Kings and in 2 Chronicles 13, we have yesterday

afternoon's assignment, and there we are told in Kings that Abijam reigned over Juclah and
2-.

in Chronicles we are told that Ajj was the next king. One says that it was Abijah

and. the other says that it was iam And you read on further and you find that after

his death he was his son Asa, and that you read in both. So this man was the

son of Rehoboam and. the father of Esp. and. th-it would be pretty good. proof that he was the

father butone man. You might have two different men who had the same ak4ee hardly two differ

ent ones who had the same son. And so it proves that he is right there in the line but

one book calls him A'bija.h and the other AbIjam. And that is an evidence of the care of

the transmitters of the Old Testament in their cowing. Those copyists knew the bible,
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some of them knew the whole Old Testament by heart. They were fairly familiar with the

material in it, they knew that Kings called him Abijam and that Chronicles called him

Abijah. Well why didn't they make it one way or the other then? Because they found their

manuscripts one way and they kept copying it the way they found it. And tht is an evi

dence for trusting the Bible rather than the contrary. When we find obtvious differences

retained carefully it shows that., not that error t come in because it has, at very,

very few places, but there are errors in transmission, but it shows that the scribes copied

what they found and didn't try to correct it. Because when you start correcting it, you're

apt to correct the wrong way and. make it much worse than it was, unless you have clear

and abeolute evidence. Well, now, I didn't mean to say that in this case it was an error.

may be an error, but we ariot in a position to know. Was his name Abijah or was it

Abijam? Well, you will find that people often abhreviate their names, in our language,

they often abbreviate and use various forms for their names, not so much now with print

ing which tends to crystallize forms, but there are often various forms which people use

of their names. And it's altogether possible that in some way not known to us, Abiah

and Abijam are forms of the same name. Maybe the end might be some kind of an ending,

such as comes on our names too. You will find that there was a man called William Sutton,

and a book was written about him recently, called I Willie Sutton He became known to

the police and known to people in general as Willie Sutton. And yet I read a statement

that his associates never called him Willie, they always called him Bill. And there, the

book doesn't call him WilliSutton, it calls him Willie Sutton, takes the form which

he was so generally referred to as. And we, it may be that there was a reason why Abijah
it may be

and Abi jam were two forms of the same name. On the other hand/that there's an error,

that in the early writing of one of these books or the other, the letters got changed in

a very early cow and the change was retained. But who was the second king, was it Abijah

or was it Ahijam. It was the ran who was called by both of these names, and I don't know

of any way we can prove which was the correct name if one was the correct one, they may

have been equally correct. An interesting case of this is later on where we find in

Jeremiah where he speaks of King Nebuchadrezzar, and he speaks repeatedly of Nebuchadrezzar
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and then when you get iñbo Daniel, he talks about Nebuchadnezzar, and the thing told is

such that it's perfectly obvious that it's the same man, I'Tebuchadrezzar or Nebuchadnezzar.

Which was he? Well, in Babylonian he is Nabucheduro-Uts.r, which would certainly sound

more like Nebuchadrezzar than Nebuchadnez:ar. It means Nabu -orotects the (13*)

There is the name. Well,what about the Nebuchadnez zar. Well, we find in other sources

which have reference to the king that he is quite generally called Nebuchadnezzar or

Nabuchusnosser or some such form but it had the end, and so in that case we feel quite

sure we have the answer. That his official name is Nabucheduro-Utsure and putting that

into Hebrew t was naturally contracted Nebuchadrezzar and that is what ople would say,

like Jeremiah, who lived in Palestine and. read about King Nehuchadnexzar. T hey would

take the official name and %tend to use it but the people like Daniel who were at his

court and heard the way it was commonly spoken became accustomed to the way that it was

usually pronounced, in which the r was changed to an n for facility in pronunciation, and

Nebuchadrezzar was almost certainly the way that his associates called the name which

would be written Nabucheduro..Utsure. So both forms are right, lTebuchadrezzar and Nebu

chadnezzar, but Nebuchadrezzar is the official form it takes, ebuchadnez:ar the wy that

everybody spoke of it.(lL) histories

of it instead of just reading about it. Yes? MY 3/Lstudent) That would be a very

good suggestion...

O.T.History 27. (-)

" . as to actual acceptance of it, I would incline to think that there might be

under which that would be an excellent answer. But that in this case,

since he was king of the southern kingdom only, and his realm did not extend over the

northern kingdom, my guess would be that it wouldn't apply to this -oarticular case, that

in this case he was haown in the southern kingdom and not a prominent enough figure in

the northem kingdom to have a special form there. That'd be my guess but we can't be sure.

Yes? (student.l) In the Bible? They're both given. Well, I haven't fouñd?it would

be intereting too to see what the Septuagint said. It is a case where it would be very,
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very easy for errors to come in because a copyist would be copying those and get used

to one or the other and it's very easy to have a thing in your mind and write it down

even when you have something else. I've found myself sometimes thinking a number and.

writing a different one down, very easy to do. Put down, I want to write down page 18,

write down -Age 17. I don't know why ut the mind plays tricks that way. And it's

probably because I have the zone 17 or something else in mind. And people having the

one name in mind would very easily make the shift. Yes? (student. 1 3/LiP) Yes. There

is a difference as Mr. Keng points out in the mother's name as given. That, hover, 4

there is some similarity, that is nearly so decisive, because the mother's neme, an un

common thing (2*) describe, wouldn't have something particular in mnd.

would be more easy for errors to creep in. But now we look at those. We have it in

1 Kings 1 tha.t three years he reigned in Jeruselem and his mother's name was Macah

the daughter of Abishalom. The other says in Chronicles, he reigned three years in Jeru

salem, his mother's name was Mechaiah. Well now this difference between Maacah and Nechaiah,,

the first -Art of it is simply . matter of the vowel which in (2 3/4) wasn't

w±itten, and in a common nme naturally it would be easily preserved but in something like

this that occurs once in tie Bible the Ma and the Mi, that we often hare a variation in

the same name. So I wouldn't worry about that Tart. Now the last part one says Mica

and. the other Mecaiah, and many names end in aiah which are often shorted to a, shortened

form. We have that a. good many times. And so the mother's name I'd say was the same.

But her father, one says the daughter of Abishalom end the other says the daughter of

Uriel of Gibeon. I don't think there's any ou.estion the mother's name is the same, but

her father is given differently in the two olaces. And that course immediately raises

the question is this a different Maachah. Well, it means that his moth&s name, I did

not mention as a Droof that Abijah and Abijam were the same. It is not proof that they

are the same, but it is not proof they aren't the same, because after all the

name as given is the same, and the mother could be referred 3o by her father or by her

grandfather. That's very often in the Bible, the daughter of, you soenk of a person

relating to their immediate father n k to the groun they belong
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to, and that, one might be the fnther and one the grandfather, so I wouldn't think that

that, it does not roe it's the same man, because the mother's patrimdny is different

but it doesn't prove it's a different man because it could easily be explained. We have

vr'rious other ses where they are used in that way. Yes? (stunent.L 3/l.-As you know,

Abijah died as a child, so maybe they called Abijam Abijah for that reason.) Oh, you

mean a different Abijah, you mean the son of Jeroboam. But this is the kin of Judah.

Yes, that's the son of (5) It is a fact there could be a certain re

lationship in people's minds. (student-514. Mr. Welch I think brought this error about

because be said both Abijah and Abijani were in 1 Kings, but the Abijah of 14 is the son

of Jeroboam.) Yes, that's a thing we always have to watch out for, a name can refer to

a different one. And you notice in the Bile here, you find the name of a king of Judah

you find the same name in Israel, about the same eriod. Ver:, often you find that, but

it doesn't mean anything, it is just true in life, we get a habit of using certain names

ii father was John end it seems in his generation nearly three-fourths of the Deole

I knew were John. I think they hamed so many boys John that people got sick of the name

Because in my generation there are cornrnratively few Johns. I don't think there is one

in twenty in my generation that's called John. Now you come to the next generation it's

coming back again. When I named my little boy John I knew very few who were called that

in his generation. Since then if run into them all the time. I think the name is com

ing back. These names, they go in streaks. People get the habit of Mng a name and

it spread' and you'll find in the kingdoms here you'll have the same name occurring

for a king in the northern and a king in the southern. Not at the same time but right

near. And you don't find it some distance off, apt to be quite near. Yes?

(student.6 3/L) Yes. You mean that the name of (7) would be the Lord

is my Father, but of (7) could possibly be something else. But I

don't know what else. It may be but I just don't know what it'd be. It may be something

we're not aware of. But since I don't know, my guess would be the m is an ending to

(7*) rather than a distinct word. Now that would be a possibility.

For instance, Abiram, that is my Father is exalted, and ram is a word, but I don't know

of any word. jah, exceDt of course the word lake, which could be my father is a lake, and
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th.t woaldn' t .fit at all. 1e1l, the question then of the name is mnor question on

which I woui{ not take time excet that it is similar to many, many other similar pro

blems and therefore we ought to have it in mind for the many cases rather than just for

the one. But this is perhaps a particular outstanding case of it, a greater Dro'olem than

that is the auestion was Abijam a good man or bad man, and if you read Kings, all you

read. is He walked i all the sins of his father which he'd. done before him, his heart was

not Derfect with the Lord his God as the heart of David had.. been. Nevertheless for

sake did the Lord give him a lamp in Jerusalem, to set up his son after him and

establish Jerusalem, because David did what was right in the eyes of the Lord. And

there was wer between Rehoboam and Jeroboam all the days of his life. And the rest of

the nets of Abijam, all that he did, are written in the book of the Chronicles of the

kings of Jud.ah. So yoiiturn over to Chronicles to find the other things he did, and over

Abijahthere you find that there's much more told about h-1 and there you have an account

of a wer between him and Jeroboam and in the course of that war, you have him standing

up and rebuking Jeroboam for his disloyalty to the Lord, and you have the Lord giving

him a marvelous deIverance in it, and you certainly would get the picture of a success

ful effective od-fenring king in Chronicles. But in Kings you have a brief statement

thet he was a bad man. o if you say he's a bad king I think you read Kings end didn't

look at 0hrontdes. If you sey he's a good king, I think you read Chronicles and didn't

look at Kings. But that doesn't mean there is a contradiction between the two books.

It does not mean that, it means that he, lilçe most human beiflgs, was a comolex personal

ity, who had his good points and his bad points. And the general summation is bad that

Kings gives, but there were his points of real loyalty to the Lord end real blessing

from the Lord which Chronicles tells us. And that is true of most of us. There &e is

hardly any of us that is found to be all white or ll black. We have our good points

add-we have our bad points. But when we are mixed like Abijah was, we're apt to deserve

just about as little attention as he did. He did not follow the Lord with his whole

heart, he had an occasional real exanole of loyalty to the Lord that deserves credit,

but on the whole the record he makes is rather snotty. So it just shows again how un-
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nortanOto 'et all of that before reaching a dogmatic conclusion. You can get a conclusion

from Kings and a dogmatically opposite one from Chronicles. Now supnose that we were

on him like we are on the kings of Israel, that we only had kings and we don't have

chronicles for the kinEs of Israel. Suppose youwere in that situation. Well, that

doesn't mean that what you read isn't true, but don t read into it more than is there.

And don't try to make it give you more information than it does. Recognize the possibil

ity of other facts that we do not have. Well, then, number 3.

Number 3 Asa Abijah only reigned three years.He is a minor king, he didn't live

long enough to be a major king. But he had a son who is a major king, Asa. And Asa

is a mor king because he iNt years. TtIs a long time for any king to reign,

comparatively few reign that long. It is longer than Saul, David, or Solomon, any one

of the three reigned, not a great deal longer. I hone you all know how long each of

those three reigned. But, each of them was 40, he reigned Ll years, and there are com

paratively few kings who reign anywhere near as long as L-O, either in Israel thr anywhere

elsel But Asa we read, quite in contrast to him, now here's an interesting thing.

Look at erse 11, chapter 15. Asa reigned over Israel, he reigned 41 years in Jerusalem,

and his mother's name was Maachah the daughter of A'oishalom. Notice that in chapter 15,

verse 10? And then you look bak at chapter 15, verse 2, and what was the name of the

mother of A'oijam? His mother's name was Maacbah the daughter of Abishalom. Well then

does Maachah tarry Rehoboam and then after his death marry, no it couldn t be after his

death, because Asa beeame king after the other had reigned three years. 116 must have

been born while his grandfather was still living. And the mother has the same name.

1s the the mother of the scn and also the mother the grandson? It would be extremely

unlikely, I don't say it's absolutely Impossible, but it's so unlikely I think it is

almost certainly not the case. Do we have two Maachahs who were the daughter of Abisha.le

orn? That seems very unlikely. If that was the case, being right,hext to each other here,

you'd think they would attach some desigratinr to show what the facto were. So that it

would. seem to me most likely that here we have a c?se where a sdribal error has come

in. That would seem to me extremely likely. That a scribal error has come in here.
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That in one case the father's name is different, the mother's name may be the same in

both cases, that's vexy frequent, to hve two women of the same name. But that the

name ws different and a very e'.rly scribe made an error in coying. What does

Chronicles give for the name of the mother of Asa? Do you remember? Mecaiah the daughter

of whom? The mother of Asa. But we read about this woman over in 2 Chronicles 15.

There we read and also concerning the mother of Asp, the king, he removed her from

being queen because she made an idol in a grove. So we have Asa's mother called Maachah

over here in Chronicles, and earlier we have Abijah's mother called Mecaiah. When we

have these slight differences (124 3/LL)

these slight contradictions. it is very likely that there has been a scribal error. Yes?

(student-14 3/L) Because ordinarily you designate, especially in a plygamoas society,

you. designate the man by his father and his mother...

O.T.Hisbory 276. ()

... here you have a man designated, the son of the king, and. his mother was so-and--so.

Well, now if you have thirty other cases where it gives his mother's name and in this

one case it is not giving his mother's name nor is mother's father's name, but giving

the name of the father who has already been king and a1redy been discussed, it would be

a contradiction to the custom in all the other cases. It just wouldn't fit. (student.1)

No, his mother could very well be (1*) but it still would. be the

mother's name, not the father's name. See what I mean, it's the way of designating a

man, is giv.ng his two parents. Well, now if you've only one parent and then that

parent's rerent, wouldn't designate (1+)

You wouldn't say that you were the son of your father and your father's mother. You

would sy your father and your mother. Now if your mother's rerents were of greater

importance you might mention them instead of her, but it's to mention your two lines

not just to mention one of your two lines, it fit. You think it over.

Now Asp, then, is designted in Kings and Chronicles as a good king. And we'll

learn a little more about him next Monday afternoon.
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.at different times which are in part of the land, which are in all of the land, now

we are in the section in which you have far ore detail. There's much detail we don't

have about this (2 3/L4) the king, a tremendous lot we don't know.

But the euthof this secton was interested as the author was not in giving us the pre

cise interrelation of the kings. Now that was natural because of their cing successive

ly in two parts of the land. There was a more of a consecubive interrelationship. For

that reason we have much more information though we still are lacking with a great deal

of information that would be very helpful to us if we had it. Now of course that is

true in any field of history. History is written by people and if you wrote everyth. g

you would fill dozens and dozens of encyclopedias. You can't do it. You take what you
much of

think is imDortant and later/what you,ave proves to be unimportant. And later ages are

greatly interested infkngs you knew perfectly well and didn't bother to put down. That's

always true in history. And so here we have this particular area written y one who was

interested in the interrelationship and yet not so interested as to give us precise de

tails. He tells us in this year of this king that one reigned, and this year of that

king this one reigned, and so on and it's very interesting but when you fit them togeth

er they just don's fit, and it has been said by scholars that t,he,knterrelation of the

figures of the kings was certainly the most difficult thing to acceDt in the Bible.

That there were so many places where they just didn't possibl fit together. That was

said until recently by all liberal scholars and many conservative scholars. Now this

book, TI MYSTERIOUS NtJMBEPS OF T HEBREW KINGS, ub1ished by the Unversity of Chicago

Press, by Dr. Edwn R represents the result of a doctoral dissertation wich he

wrote for the University of Chicago e& for his doctoral treatise. His name 13 Thiele.

Dr. Edwin R Thiele took his doctor's degree at the Unversit:r of Chicago studying the

chronology "of the Hebrew kings, and the book which is published b: the University of

Chicgo Press called TEE YSTERI0US NE1ERS OF THE H1REW KPTS, has an introduction to

it by William A. Irwin. William A" 'rwn was for a long time the professor of Old Testa

ment in the University of Chicago. He was a man who stood. 100% for a higher critical

view of the Old Testament. e was aboolutely continced of it, he is yet I believe. He



O.T.History 276. 5) 1361.

was in a big lawsuit over it, they bad a big article in the Sunday School Times, 20 years

or so ago, about it. He is a strong supporter of the higher critical view of the .T.

Now Professor Iiwin, I believe, has now been retired from the University of Chicago, and

is teachingat sane southern urversity. I think that's purely a matter of --they have an

age limit when they retire and there, are schools that don't and that fill up their

ranks with men with big names from other places where they are retired at a certain age.

But Irwin was at Chicago when this book came out in 1951. And he wrote an introduction

for it. It's interesting that 20 years ago, I was at the University of Chicago doing

some work in the Oriental Institute there and Professor Heidel who spoke on Genesis, on

the flood story, not the creation story, we studied some last fall, is a Nissourian Luther

an, a very orthodox man. When he first wrote his book on the Genesis story of creation

he was trying to get it published. And he wrote a great many publishers and he got this

same professor Irwin to write him a letter of introduction and he showed. me a letter

which he was just about to mail to the Sunday School Times, signed by Professor 1rwin.

He got 'rwin to write recommending his book which he was sendng to various uublishers.

And as I read, it Irwin said of the book that this is a book whichi1l appeal to all

students of the Old Testament. Its careful accurate scholarship will appeal to liberal

thinkers, while its warm emotional glow will appeal to conservatives. And I recommended

him not to send that letter to the Sunday School Times because I didn't think it would

predispose them in favor of the book. And. I--it certainly wouldn't me, if I didn't know

more about Heidel than what I get from that letter, but it shows you what Irwin's atti

tude was toward conservatives. And therefore it mekes it rticularly interesting to

me that he would write such a glowing praise of Thiele's book as he does. In his intro

duction to Thiele's book here he points out the many, many cases of apparent contradiction

in the chronology of the kings. And then he says that, it seemed to be the very most

difficult Droblem in the Old Testament and now in view of Professor Thiele's study, it

becomes one of the simplest problems rather than one of theost difficult. And that is

pretty strong commendation to be given from one who is not looking to find the Bible

accurate, but looking to find it inaccurate. Now, personally, I'm not ready to say that
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Thiele is necessarily correct in all his conclusions. T0 me what his book Droves is not

that these ore the correct statements that he gives, that it proves is that it is possible

to construct the ssteni using the biblical material and explain it in such a way that

you can take the figures as they stand and fit them together in a -perfectly ftff ways

a way which will seem reasonable, even tb a man like Irwin who is so pre-disposed.

T 5 dates.
against it. For the present I em goiflg to use hiele 494 -, I know of no better dates

to use, but I'm not going to dogmatically say they're right. I think he has worked out

a possible system, it may he the correct one. The deuortures from it will not be great

thought there may be some place where he's wrong. But it is interesting that Thjelels

interpretation rests upon this assumption, that the chronology of the kings in one king

torn began o new reign as soon as the old king died. And in the other began a new reign

at the next new year date. And, in the other kingdom they used the--tt as the syttem

and that the time came when it was reversed. And that is the DrinciDal thiflg that he

holds and it explains a great number of the apparent contradictions. Now I don't know

whether that's absolutely clear, I've given it before in earlier times, rather briefly,

whether it's sbsolutely clear, but the point of it is, I was mentioning about history

in general, this would be a thing, that everybody would know, and yet the author of Kings

didn't bother to mention it. It's Derfectly obvious, that's true of history. Th.ags

that are perfectly obvious we don't bother to mention, later ages have forgotten it.

We mention things that we thing are important and put down, that we don't think are

perfectly obvious. Now this theory of Thielels is a very good theory. We know that

both systems were in use, we have evidence in other countries of their beigg in use,

and on that assumption the greater part of the apoarent discrepancies disapvea.r. Now

the main point of it, everybody understands what the main polint is of Thele's assumption.

Let's state it once more: let's be sure, I mean it's not sovious. I would think

therc might be many of you who, inless you listened very closely when I gave it before,

last fall, would not realize what it is, and I think it's very good to be sure you have

it in mind. Here is e, man who dies on the 25th of December, he dies. His son becomes

king then on the 25th of December. Well are the remaining six days of the year the
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first year of his reign? Then on the 2nd of January, do we say this is the second year/

of this man's reign? Or do we say he finished out the last year of his father's reign

and this is the first year of his reign which begins on New Year's Day. Which method

are we going to use? Neither one stands to reason, both of them hve their disadvantages.

In the case I just gave the king died the 25th of December, anybody'd say why it's Der

fectly silly to call six days the first year of the next king's reign. Naturally we'll

start his reign the first of January. But then he died on the 10th of January. What

are we going to do with his time? Are we going to say his first year is from the 10th

of January the rest of the year? Or are we going to say that his reign doesn't start

end of theuntil the ¬y/? You see, either one of them is unworkable in many cases. It all

depends when the man happend to die. And so it's very easy to start using one, depend

ing on conditions, the time a king happens to die, and once you get started you're apt to

ie it until something happens to make you change. And Thiele' s theory is that they used
two

/different systems. Now iow that in a series, for instance, they used system of

starting the first year with New Year's Day. There a king would die, his son would take

over. Then when you. make a contract, you would say this contract wau made in the

accession year of King Ashurbanam. The accession year, that might be five days, it

might be 300 days, but it was the accession year, the year in which he became king.

Then we'd say this contract was made in the first year, that's the first year after the

fifst (l3) While in the other country they'd do it the opposite way.

Well, now this is Tile theory and it's a good theory, a very sim1e theory

when you get the point of it in mind. A very simple theory, but the author of Kings

didn't bother to explain to us which it was that it was done. And so when he

says in the third year of King so-and-so, the king soand-so in the other country began

to reign, we don't know which system he was using. Everybody imew then, taken for

granted, nobody bothered to explain. Now we need to find it out and that's our big

problem in any kind of history, is to figure out the obvious thing that the author of

the history didn't bother to put down. Well, we are, however, with this difficulty, in

a which in many ways is much more satisfactory to us than the Judges period
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for instance, because we can fit these together to such an extent, even before Thiele's

theory. We can fit them tcgether, we are told, thiss king in Judah, this man was

king in Israel, this man died and was succeeded by his son, we have a continuous history

for a period of about 200 years.

0.T.History 277. (1)

...certain problems, certain things we're not sure of, but in general it fits together

with many (-k) detail that we have, for instance, for the period

of Judges. Now we took a section, Roman XI, the divided kingdom 'oefore Jehu, which we

are calling from UJI to 841 B.C. And under that we took the Destruction and we noted

3 points under that, and then we took B, the first 3 kings of Judah, number 1, Rehoboam;

number 2, Ahijah, or Abijam, whichever his name wasthe King James Version ssys in the

heading, the chapter that tells about him, Abijam's wicked reign, and I think whoever

made that heading was lookixg at Kings and not looking at Chronicles at the tithe, be

cause if you only look at Chronicles you get the idea he was quite a godly man. If

you :ave Chronicles in mind I don't think you'd head it his nicked reign, you would head

it his reign. It was a reign of wickedness but a reign in which there wt least one

period where 16 showed what could be taken as a great example of godly trust in the Lord.

And the question is which is preponderant, the character in Chronicles or the character

in Kings. Well, all human beings are mixed characters, and in his case one chapter, one

book gives us one side, the other gives the other side of the picture, and since he only

reigned a couple of years, we are not in a position to know which is oreoonderant. If

he reigned thirty years robably one or the other would have come to the fore.

But then Abijam was succeeded by his son, Asa, number 3, Asa. Dg we begi' to speak

,a'~ Irut Asa last tirne' We began to speak about him bt we did not say a great de'l about

him. There is a good deal that is of interest and importance regarding Asa. Asa is

described in the Bible as a very good king. He's a very important king because he

reigned. Li years. That' 5 enough to make anyone inmortn.nt. It's a long period to be

king. Every Bible student ought to be familiar with King Asa. He is a good king, the
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Bible says he did that whcb was right in the eyes of the Lord. as did David. his father.

And he is well spoken of in the Bible, he is a good king. Verse lLi says the high places

were not removed, vertheless Asa's heart was perfect with the Lord. all his days. That's

pretty strong nráise. T that's all we knew, Asa's heart was nerfect with the Lord all

his days, we would think this man was about as near to a perfect man as ever lived. And

yet over in Chronicles we find him very strongly criticized at one point. So we know

that when any man's heart was perfect with the Lord all his days, that is gi a very

fine judgment of a fallible human being, and should be taken with that understanding ef

it's a
efallibe human being and that therefore the words are not to be taken in the extreme

sense. Well, Asa was a good man who reigned for Ll years and did much that was good.

And one of the first things we're told he did that was good is in verse l'3, chapter 15,

and also Maachah his mother, even her he removed from being queen, because she had an

idol in a grove, and Asa destroyed her idol, and burnt it by the brook Kidron. Well, a

man who would not let even his mother, even his mother, stand between him and. the Lord

but would remove her from being queen, and would break down the wicked things she had

done, that is smething which a great many very good fellows will not do. A great many

good fellows are misled by bad mothers, and a far greater number probably of bad fellows

have their badness ameliorated, or irhaps are won to the Lord by good mothers. But

Asa here stood against his mother when his mother was wrong in the situation.

Well, that bringsus of course to the rroblem we mentioned briefly last time, who

was his mother anyway. And if we only had, if we had not the first part of chauter 15

here but only the last tart, I'm sure we'd have no roblem about it at all. Verse 10

says his mother's name was Maachah the daughter of Abishalom, and verse 13 says also

Ma'chah his mother even her he removed from being queen. There'd be no problem at all

if e did not go back to verse 2 and read. that Abiiam who reigned 3 years, his mother's

name was Maechah the daughter of Abishalom. And so immediately we think that Abijah

ond Asp. are brothers, they both have the semqnother. Bt unfortunately it says that

when Abijam dies that Asp. his son ruled In his stead. You don't call a brother a son.

So that here is the same woman, Maechah the daughter of Abishalom, whe is listed, as the
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mother of King Abijazn and theinother of his son King sa. And naturally in a list of kings

like this, we have the father's nme and it is quite natural to give the name

narticu:arly in a polygamous society lThke this, to give the mother's name and to indicate

her, orecisely who she was. Over in Chronicles vie h've a contradiction. In Chronicles

we read in chapter l that Abijah's mother's name was Michaiah which can certainly be

the spine as Maachah, the iah at the end is en shortened to ah, the beginning of it,

Micha and Maacha is a change of vowel which could easily come in inthe course of trans

mission, but she's the daughter of Uriel of Gibeah. And, that is what is given as the

mother of Ahiah. Now is the mother of Asa given in Chronicles? I dot think it is,

In 15 and 16 it merely says and also Machah thnother of Asa the king he removed from

beig queen, but it doesn't say who her father is, but tht does say Maachah, ahd this

says Michniali the daughter of Uriel of Gibeah. Are we going to say now Chronicles is

right, Asa's mother is Maachah, Abijah's mother is Michaiah the daughter of TJriel of

ibeah. And kings is right when it says that Asa's mother is Macbah the daughter of

Abishalom. Adding tb Chron'c1es the name of her father. An that Kings is wrong when

it says that Abiiam's mother is Maachah the Abishalom, that there has an error come in

in copyg and the name of the mother of Asa has gotten put in an earlier place as also

being the mother of Abijam. Are we going to say that? It's possible. f so, there is

a scribal error here. Do Maachah and Michaiah being such similar names, the scribe got

down to here he was going to copy Michaiah the daughter of Uriel and he made a. mistake

and he coie. from the next nage the mother of Asa, Maachah the daughter of Ab5shalom,

nd so that got copied under the father's name. Thatts a ossihility. It's an error

in transmission. It is what the (8 3/L4) It's a possibility. I do not

think it's an extremely robably thing, it seems to me it'd be much easier to get the

second name wrong than the first in copying, you copy the first,you have it in mind,

you get to the second and you might copy the first over again in the second olace, but

to cony the second back in the first, that seems to me rather unlikely, so that does

not seers to me to be the correct answer but it is a ossibi1ity. Yes? (stuent.9*)

2 Chron.1120 says Rehoboani loved Maachah the daughter of Absalom above all his wives
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and concubines, and Rehoboam made Aijah the son of Maachah the chief to be ruler among

his brethren. Well now that (student-9 /24) You mean whether hsolom and Abishplom are

the same? Well, I would sr.- this, that whn we say Absolom the Hebrew is Abshalom, so

the s of our Absolom represents an sh, so the only difference between Absolom and Abishal

oni is having the i in between. The consonants are identical. The I there poses a little

bob1m, my guess is they're the same. I wou.dn't be dogmatic about it because of the i.

But when you read in Chronicles that Rehoboam lo Maachah the daughter of Ahishalom

above his wives and his O concubines he loved her above all the rest of them and lie

made Abi.lah the son of Maacbah to be ruler ameng his brethren, when you ave all that

detail about Rehoboam and AbIjah, that certainly would sound as if Maachah the daughter

of A'oishalom was the mother of Abiah rather than that there is a mistake at that point

in Klxgs and that (ii) That would sound very

much that way, and f that's the case, where Kings says the mother of Abijain vi-as Micaiah

the daughter of Uriel of Gibeah, wasn't it, when it says that my inclination would be to

think that in some ways those were the same, that is the Micaiah and the Maachah can

easily be the same. And the Uriel and the Absoom would hot be the same individuals

certainly, but it could. be that one was called by her father's name nnd. one by her grand

father's, something like that. That would be easily possible. And so it would seem to

me entirely possible that the first one actually is Maachah. In that case, however, you

have the problem of the second, and in that case somebody suggested to me after class

lst time, that when it says Asa's mother it doesn't mean his mother, it means his father.

And I thought that would be a very unlikely interpretation because a man is designated,

the son of such a man is designated by his mother. Now it might conceivably be his

grad-mother on his mother's side but to nut in the mother on the father's side would

certainly be a very abnormal, unusnal thing to do, but in this case there is a reason

why it might be the right thing to do and that is this, that this Maacliah i prominent,

she's the one he removed from being queen on account of her idolatry. Well, if he was

such a very good man, they don't usually have mothers who are idolaters like that. It

would seem to me that it might very well be that she was the queen-mother, she was
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actually his grandmother who was removed because of her idolatry ind that made her -promin

ent and. for tht reason it bame about that when they mentioned him, instead. of listing

his own mother that his father's mother was mentioned. Now that's a possibility. Between

the two we can't say which it is. Now it's not tremendously important which it is, but

it is important that we reoognize the fact that belief in verbal inspiration does not

mean that we know all the details of axcient history, it does not mean that, it does

mean that there is much that we re absolutely positive about, we can stand upon, but

that there are other matters that we simply do not know, and in this case, I, at the

present moment, do not see any way, I see no way to interpret it without there being

a scribal error unless it be that it is giving his father's mother for this reason of

her being so important in having been the one removed. Now maybe that's the case, and

in that case you can take it that the text is preserved. as it originally was, maybe so.

Yes? (student.lL.) That would look very much like it, very much like it. In that case,

A ,roujj~,
ex. e t

when 1 sayps Itliah's son became king, and his mother was so-and-so, that it was his

own mother, rather than hive the name of Abjjh s mother...

O.T.History 278. (.-)

...but it might be that the scribe did it that way, that full mention of Maachah the

daughter of Absalom looks very much like that. Yes? (3/Lstudent) No, it would throw

us back that there was an error in the copying of one mother's name, and if you can

avoid that I think it J-good, I think it's probably best to say that is probably

that happened. And that it isnt an error. But there are such errors. Therets no

cuestion -bout it but the errors are not In the original, they are in the transmission.

But the number of them is often greatly exaggerated, and it is very good suggestion that

this is/iot an error but simply a different use, a very strange use, tqnention his father's

mother instead. It's a very strange use, one I know of no parallel to, and. yet one that

due to her prominence, might very well be. I think there is a good possibility that it

is.




Well Asa's act here is part of the history of his righteousness. He followed the
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Lord, There is in Chronicles an account of an ct in Asa's early life that is not even

mentioned in Kings. It says in Chronicles that Zerah the Ehtiopjn came aga±t Asa with

a host of 100,000 and 00 chariots and Asa went out againt him to battle. And sa cried

to the Lord and said Lord it's nothing with thee to help, whether withmany or with thami

that have no power, helo us, 0 Lord. our God, for we rest on thee, and in thy name we go

against this multitude. 0 Lord, thou art our God, let not man prevail agat thee. So

the Lord smote the Ethippians before Asa, and before Jud.ah, and the Ethiopians fled.

There is an account,with three more verses in it, of a great iictory which Asa had

over vastly superior forces, simply through his trust in the Lord, which is in Chronicles

and not in Kings at all, a great story of Asa's goodness in Chronicles not in Kings.

Most of the critics take the attitude Kings is fairly reliable history, Chronicles is

late and unreliable. We of course do not take that attitude, we say, here, there is

additional information about Ass., which the author bf Kings did not include in his book,

but which the Chronicler gives us. It fits in though here with the character, the good

character, of Asa designated in Kings. Not like what hronicles tells us about his

father, which doesn't at first sight fit with what Kings tells us. Yes? (student.3)

The authorshio of both is unknoi. The Kings was evidently, clearly{ not originally,

neither of the books, was written entirèy by one man because they cover a much bigger

period than one man's life. In both f them the man had to have sources. But in Kings,

the critics say that Kings is written from the viewpoint of the prophet and Chron&dles

from the viewpoint of the priest. That's that the critics say. I don't think they

could prove their otht, but this we can all agree on. Kings is an early book and.

Chronicles is a much later one. (stnut.L) Is it after the exile? Tit is quite

generally assumed in this case, I'm not sure we can dogmatically say that it is, but I

certainly would not feel that we're in a position to disprove it. The bulk of the

material in Chronicles is put in the book of Chronicles long after the events described,

unquestionably, and so is Kings. ut whether it was actually after the exile, I da't

know. Most of the critics would say it was long after the exile. I think Dr. Albright

thinks it was the author of the book of Ezra that wrote, I think he feels it's the same

author. Well, it doesn't make a great deal of difference who wrote it, if God's Word
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are
and it's true. But I don't see any reason to doubt but what they at differen times,

with probably Chronicles much later. Yes? (student-5) I don't think that those are

references to our Biblical book of Chro!icles. I think that that means the word in

Hebrew that's translated Chronth1es, literally book of days. And I think that that was

an official record kept, giving the events, and that the author of probably both books

had access to it, and utilized it in their writings. But the author of Kings, assumén

that that was available, bedause he says you want to :now more ut this king why it's

in the book of the Chronicles the Kings of Judah . And that of course looks like an

early date because after the destruction of the kingdom it wouldn't be available, I would

n't think. At least there wouldn't be an official source like that.

Well, Chronicles then gives this extra additional material in favor of Asa. Now,

both Chronicles and Kings tell of events that happened very lae in the life of Asa.

We find at the beginning df' the 16th chapter of Chronicles where it says it was in the

5th/ year of the reign of A5a. Long after he became king. Baasha king of Israel came

up against Judah and built Ramah, to the intent that h'might let none go or come in

to Asa king of Judah. Then we have the account given us in both Kings and Chronicles of

how Asa wrote to the king of Damascus, Ben-Madad, and sent him silver and. gold, and asked

him to help him against Baasha. And then we find that Ben-had-ad attacks Baasha from

the other side and Ben-hadad had to take his forces to defend himself against the great

attack of the king of Syria, and in so doing he left his southern end una'otected and. Asa

went with his army and destroyed the fortification that Baasha had made at Ramah, and.

took the material away from them and brought it into his$ oii kingdom and built forti

fications there, with this material. We have that told in both Kings and Chronicles,

that he came back that he took the stones of amah and their timber wherewith Baasha

was building, and he built therewith eba and Mizpah. That is he took the material from

the fortifications on the Israel side, against him that were being built, and built forti

fications on his side. chronicles has one feature at this point which is not-- I mean

Kings has one feature at this point, which is not in Chronicles.

Chronicles says he sent to Ben-hadadld.ng of syria, but Kings says that Kjg Asa
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sent to Ben-badad the son of Tabrimon, the son of Hezion, king of Syria, sent to Ben

hadad the son of Tabrimon, the son of Hezion, king of Syria. In other words, it gives

the ther and grandfather of this man. Now in the bulletin of the American School of

Oriental Research, about 8 years ago, there came out an article about a monument which

had. been discovered in north Syria, a monument which was discovered there, which said

a stei set up by Bar-hadad. And. Bar_gg is the Aramaic which would be translated into

Hebrew as Ben_3a,d. There's no dahbt the man's name was not Ben-ba.dad, it was Bar-hadad.

Ben-hadad is a Hebrew translation, that is, it keeps the name of the god, hadad, but it

puts the son into Hebrew, ben, insteaJd of in Aramaic, bar. Well, this says a stela set

up by Bar-hadad, the sn of, and then it is broken. It is broken. But there are some

tracings of the name of the father nd grandfather. And Dr. Albright who was then the

editor of the bulletin of the American School of Oriental Bsearch, on the basis of 1 Kings

15:18, says that this name of the father of Ben_hadad which has only traces of certain

letters, that that could be interpreted as being Tabrimon, and the next one which has

only one or two letters in it, could be filled out as being Ezion. And this you have a

monument found which hs a broken part wth certain iters that you. can read, but not

enough to tell what it is. That is the names of the father and grandfather. You have a

clear statement in the Bible on the basis of which you can reconstruct the stela. And

then the stela in turn corroborates the Biblical statement. You see the situation? It

is not a complete corroboration of the Biblic statement, because we do not have a full

(io) But we have the stela which we don't have any other suggest

ion for. And this fits -perfectly, so it is a. very intereeting inctáncth of the inter-re

lation o± the archeologida.l evidence and the Biblical statement. It is a. heloful corrobor

ation but not a full corroboration of the Biblical statement. Now that stela is coied

in your book HE ANCIENT NEAR EAST, on age 219. Pritchard says, the stela on bh this

inscription was discovered, aarently in 1939, n an ancient cemetery about L miles

north of (11) Alepoo, probably is not the place where it originally was. Probably

the monument had been carried out and left there. He says fever have been originally

set up somewhere in the neighborhood of Aleppo, its date from about 860 BC And I read
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you the first part of it, it's a stela, set up by Bar-hada, the son of Tabrimcn, the

son of Ezion, king of Aram, which we translate Syria in our nglish Bibles, but the

Hebrew is Aram, kng of Aram, for his lord Melqart, which he vowed to him and he (then)

heard his voice. Tow this stela is very interesting for the corroboration of this de

tail in connection with the life of Asa. It is also interesting to us for another reason

which is of great importance, not'




Ith the reign of Asa but
h
the period of a. few years

later in Israel. And that is this, that Bar_hadad is the king of Ararn which is the

modern Syria with the capital in Damascus. But this stela which is found. near the

Mediterranean and which we now call Lebanon, is put up by the king of Syria, but it is

for a god not of Syria but of pyre, his Lord Meiqart. The word Meiqart is Mel1och-aret(1

the king of the Tyre, and the king of the Tyre, Melqart is name that is for the god

of Tyre, that's not his name, I mean it's a designation, the Lord of the city. It is,

we have other evidence of the name of the king of Tyre. Now to have a king of Syria

putting u a monument in honor of the god of Tyre is a very interesting thing. What does

it show about the god. of lyre. It shows he was a god, a proslyting god, it is very

interesting in relation to our next event in the history, so keep it in mind, that this

stele. throws light and covrobotation upon,hat feature, an extremely important thing, its

full implications not yet visible, we'll come to that. I don't waft to give it now be

cause I give it again later. Yes? (student.13*. Was the monument to the hnnor ô the

king of Tyre or the God of Tyre?) The god of Tyre. The words mean king of the city

(13-)




Now Asa made this great victory there, not as a victory it it was a matter

of plomacy, but a diplomaey which he followed up quickly, with going and seizing this

material and movingnd buildirg these fortifications, it was a very wise thing to do,

it would seem, and we find it in Kings.

But in Chronicles after it tells about this, it Droceeds to tell as something else

that wasn't in Kings. We've noticed bow Chronicles tells us good things about Asa that

aren't in Kings. Now it tells a bad thing. It says tb.t after he did that Hanani

appears. Hanani, the seer, a Drophet, came to Asa and said because thou hast relied
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on the king of Syria and not relied on the Lord thy God, therefore .s the host of the

king of Syria escaped out of thne hand. Were not the Ehttopians and the Lubiths a huge

host, yet because thou didst rely on the Lord, he delivered them into thine hand. For

the eyes of the Lord run to and fro thraughout the whole earth, to shew himself strong in

the behalf of them whose heart is rerfect toward him..

O.T.History 279. (*)

.foolishly, therefore from henceforth thou shalt have wars. Then Asa was wroth with the

seer and ptt him in a ison house, for he was in rage with him because of this thing,

And Asa oprreseed some of the peoplejthe same time. Now that's Chronicles.

Kings says, Asa's heart was right with the Lord all his days. Chronicles says the

Lord's prophet rebuked him and he was angry with the prophet and threw him in prison.

And then Chronicles goes on and says and Asa in the 39th year of his reign was diseased

in his feet, until his disease was eeeding great. Kings tells us that also. Kings

says in chapter 15, the rest of the acts of Asa and all his might and. all that he did,

and all the cities he built, are they not written inthe book of the chronicles of the kings

of Jud.ah? Kevertheless in the time of his old age he was diseased in his feet. That's

all kings says. But Chronicles says his disease was exceeding great, yet in his disease

he sou,ht not to the Lord but to the physicians. And Asa slept with his fathers d

good
died in the 41st year of his reign. So you have Chronicles telling us e thin about

Asa' s father that Kings doesn' t tell us, and telling you bad. things sboi± Asa that Kings

doesn't tell us. And to get the full t'ictue you need to nut the two together. Asa

as a good king, a king after the Lord's own heart, he did in the good deeds of David

his father, but like David he had his bad. features, not nearly as bad as David. But

he had his bad features, he came into conflict with this particular prohet, he put him

in prison, the prothet rebuked him for his ere instead of trusting the Lord.

And then Chronicles says that when he had this disease of his feet, he looked to the

physicians instead of to the Lord. Now does that mean that when we get a disease we

hou1d never go to any physician? We should go to the Lord for it. Well if our physicians
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were no better today than they were in those days, perhaps we would be very foolish to

go to them for much help. I'm sure that the physicians didn't know very much in those

days, they knew a little, but they have been gaining constantly in knowledge but there

still is a tremendous lot that the physicians don't know. And if you put your trust in

physicians instead of putting your trust in the Lord, you are making a very'; very great

mistake. But that doesn't mean that you should not avail yourself of the best inform

ation that ihysicians have. There's many, many a thing can be wrong with you that a

physician can immediately tell what you need, and you're ver:,, very foolish not to avail

yourself of it. And there are many other things that could be wrong that the physician

hs not the slightest idea of what to do. Of course in such a case if he's a very, very

business man he'll tell you so, but if he's a good business man as most of them ore, he'll

look very, very wise and give you a pill that is perfectly harmless, at least we hope

j5 harmless, and know that nature will cure you three chances out of four. And we,

the Lord wants us to utllie the best that physicians or scientists of any type have

available and it would be perfectly silly and wrong for a Christian to fail to avail

himself of what people have learned of God's handiwork, but we should not put our trust

in physicians, or in fact in any kind of scientiest. Our trust must be in the Lord, be

cause with the best that human men can do there lm tremendous lot they don't know and

there are many pothts where things can go completely wrong despite the best they can do

or can work out right in spite of the worst they can do. And our trust must be in the

Lord. So the rebuke of Asa here is a correct rebuke and rebuke which any of us need

if we put our trust in the physician but it must not be taken to lead us to think that

we should hot avail ourselves of whatever the physicians know. (student.L. Well, it

seems to me that it means here that he completely ignored the Lord. In other words a

Christian would go to a doctor, even if it were incurable, cancer, And there's nothing a

doctor could do, he'd still robnbly go to a doctor, to alleviate any in. But at the

same time he'd ut his trust in the Lord.. So this could mean that he just completely

ignored the Lord.) It looks to me that it must mean that. It's a bit hard to believe

because he is listed as such a godly man all through. (student.5*. D0 you feel that
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was wrong that he did no seek the Lord in helping him?) Well, the Lord sent a prothet

to spy so, I think it must have been. (student. 5*. We're not told, thoagh, that, could

it not be possible that he sought help from his allies in the case of his enem, but

at the same time )5-. Well, it wasn't really an allie. e asked this
& silver to do it,

man to break his a1lance with Baasha, and he sent him a lot of gold, and I would think

that here, since the prophet rebuked him here, the work would have (5:75) in

another way. I would think a mistake here. I would definitely think so in

that case, because we have the rebuke given.

Well now, we've touched on a number of things about Asa, Probably some of you

would get them better if I had numbered them, a, b, c, d, e, f, g, and h. And. you

could give me the 8 different things about Asa that we have discused, but in this

case I did not write them down, a, b, c, d, e, f, g, and h, but I hope that you will

remember all of them, because they are all important. Asa was succeeded by a Godly

son. Asa and his son, Jehoshephat are two mm of the best men in the whole history

of Ju3.ah. No question of that. They are two of the very best men in the Bible. Asa

and. Jehoshaphat. And. they both had long reigns. Now we are not now dealing with

Jehoshaphat. We will look at him later, but I want you to have it in mind, that Asa

was succeeded by a very godly good man, who made errors as Asa did, but he was a good

man, a godly man, at least so the Bible says here. Then C, I shouldn't say at least

so, I should say that's what the Bible says. Its not I who am saying it. urn not

drawing a judgment. 11m repeating to you the judgment the Bible gives. 7*

C The First Two Dynasties of Israel We have covered a period of 90 years in

Judah. How many dynasties have we dealt with in Judah? We've dealt with one dynasty,

we have dealt with three kings of the same dynasty. But during the same Deriod in Israel

there were two dynasties. Now what is a dynasty? A dynasty is a rather loose term,

but in general it means a group of related kings. That's the general meaning. A group

of kings who succeed one another, who as a rule are father to son or close relationship,

so there is no sharp break between them. It is uretty unlikely that you'd call two the

same dyhasty if they were not related. But certainly you wouldn't if one oi of them
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killed the other and. started a new line. I don't think you'd ordinarily call one king

a dynasty. I believe it takes two kings as a rule to use the term dynasty. Well, here

is 90 years and you've still got the same dynasty in Jud.ah. But in Israel you already

have two dynasties. And the first of these is the dynasty of Jeroboa.

1 TheDynasty ofJeroboam Under him I have divided into a,b,c,d.

a Jeroboam becomes kin already noticed how Ahijah of Shiloh went to

Jeroboam and. told him he was to be king and then Jeroboam had to flee to Egypt. W've

noticed that. Ten we have noticed how when Solomon died they brought Jeroboam back

from Egypt o head up the oppcs it ion to Rehoboam and how he bacame king.

b Jeroboam Forsakes the Lord Jeroboam, we read in 1 Kings here, turns against the

Lord. He was anxious, his interest seems to have been primarily political. He was

anxious to be a strong king, and he knew that if all his people keot going town to Jeru

salem to worship, it would be easy for Rehoboam to win a great many of them back. And

so he said we don't want ou to go to Jerusalem to worship and he put up golden calves,

one up at Dan in the extreme north the kingdom, to draw the people northward instead

of southward, down to Jerusalem. The other one he ot at Bethel in the extreme south

of his kingdom to stop the people on their way to Jerusalem. And he said these are your

gods, 0 Israel, that brought you out of the land. of Egypt. Yes? (student.10. I was

just wondering, did he have in his possession a copy of the law? I mean, think how that

was condemned when it was done by Aaron, how would they do it again?) Yes, he had that

in his possession but he probably was like most oeo-ole are, they read the parts of the

Bible they liked and the others they more or less ignored (10*)

and it's an amazing thing how you can go through the New Testament and note the references

to the second comig of Christ and its just over and over and over and over. I challenge

anybody to go through the New Testament with a pencil and mark all references to the

return of Christ and not be amazed at the humber that you will find, and yet the number

of godly Christian ministers who have pre9ched the true gospel, month after month, and

year after year, and. never once given a sermon on the return of Christ, is tremendous.

It's there, they read it but they don't notice it, their iss over it, j5 very, very
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easy to do. Jeroboam did much worne than that because this is not a matter of many

individual references but of one very extremely stressed reference. And then of course

you. have the ten commandments, the second is they are not to make any graven image.

And he broke the second commandment. Well, there's nobody living broken one of

the commndments. Jeroboam broke the second, but did eroboam think of himself as

breaking the first? That question might be raised whether he did or ndt. He certainly

believed in,the exodus from Egypt, he said these are your gods that brought you out of

Egrot. An argument can be made that he did. not thin he was breaking the first command

ment. Dr. Aibright suggests, on the basis of some monuments we hve in northern Syria

where we have statues of animals with God standing on top, of them, that what erohoam

meant was that these golden calves ware the foundation, the pedestal on which the in-

lb1ht
visible God of Israel too. his stand. How that is a theory that Dr. advances

on the basis of statues which we have in northern Syria, showing animals with God stand

ing on their backs. It is not a proven theory, but it is at least worth noting as a

possibility. Row these chapters here speak in very s'.rong condemnatory terms of Jero

boarn. What was the greatest àdemnation? Wasgt that he set the worshju up there in

stead of in Jerusalem? Was it that he made the statues? Was tt from his turning away

from many parts of the law? What was the outstanding feature of the condemnation? We

are left with a certain amount of ignorance on it. ut that he was an evil man who

turned away from God, is clearly taught in the ible and we rerd at the end of chapter 13

that he took of the lowest of the people and made them priests of the high places.

Whoever he picked out he consecrated, he did not have the family of Aaron to be the

priests, he picked out people to be the priest, and this thing became sin unto the house

of Jeroboam, even to cut it off, and. to destroy it from off the face of the earth.

That's b, Jeroboam forsakes the Lord.

c The Prophet from Judah And we'll have to wait till tomorrow morning to look

at that.
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" -announcement of the assignment for this week, there was nothing to hand in this

time but for yesterday to have the incidents in the rest of 1 Kings well in mind, and

for this afternoon I gave a series of Hebrew verses. Now the Middlers and Seniors will

have no difficulty whatever with those verses, once done one of them you. know

them all, because there is the same formula used in all of them, you get the construct

ion of one, see how the English Bible translates it, or see what the meaning is of

that narticular idiom that fits in the context end it's the same all through. Now two

of those I underlined. n one case there were two verses in one chapter and I wider

lined the second of those. In the other case there was only one verse in the chapter

end I underlined, it. Those two I wanted to he sure you know the numbers. You may not

all know Hebrew numerals (l* and it may be that it says he reigned

5 years end you'll read it 63. Well, that's not nearly as bad an error o oy 63 for

L5 as it is to fail to got the main idiom of the verse, which is common all through.

And you ought to all know the numerals but that's not our primary interest now. But I

do want everybody to know the numerals that are in those two verses without question

or failure. Now that assignment is not due until noon today. I won't give you a test

on it at noon today, I might later on. The Juniors not havina so much Hebrew as the

others, may find that that number of verses is too many to go but if they have

the two thoroughly that are underlined, that certainly would be easy for them to do,

and if they have those two thoroughly then the others there, why they could at least

get the idiom of the verse, if I should. call for one of them, even if they didn't know

the numerals, so I hope evryhody will have those two, least, in good thorough shape

end the Middlers end Seniors have the rest of them elo in tolerable shape. And that is

the assignment for today then, and naturally there are one or two here tha.t haven t had

Hebrew yet, I 'believe, and. we won't expect them to know the Hebrew if they havent start

ed it. But that's the rare exception of course . Beca.t se this class requires Hebrew

as a. prerequesite and it is only under special arrangement that it is permitted to ta1

it now and receive credit for it after they have learned the Hebrew. Now we were dis

nussing yesterday the reign of As,-3..
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And we noticed a good meny interesting and important, things bout Asa' s reign.

There Droba'oly are many people in our churches who would have no recollection of ever

hI t..e nrtme bf Asa, but we notice in Klngs and Chronicles how many importr~ntaving heard J_ ,

historical questions there are, we notice one very important archeological matter, and

we notice e number of very imoortant questions from the viewpoint of their spiritual

lesson, or of the teaching for us, in connection with the life of Asa. I didn't number

those




Cip b, c, d, in connection with Asa, but I tnnzt you will all h've them in mind,

so thet if in the final exam I should ask that you discuss the reign of Asa, nobody

would omit any,ne of the various matters that we discussed yesterday in class.

Now we went on from there to capital C, The First Two Dynasties of srae1, which

of course occupied the same time as the first three kings of Jiah. And under that we

had looked at 1, The yne.sty of Jeroboam; a, Jero'boam Becomes King: b, Jeroboam Forsakes

the Lord. And then we come to c, The Prohet from Judah. And this, he is called the

prophet from Judah because he is not nnmed in the Bible. It juUt seys a men of God

out of Jud.ah. It is found in the 13th chapter of 1 Kings. It woulfi be a good idea if

you would open either your English or Habrew Bible at this point, to 1 Kings 13.

And, behold, there came a man of God, out of Jud.ah by the word of the Lord to Bethel.

You all know where Bethel is. It is the southernmost important piece in the northern

kingdom. And Bethe., you also of course recall, is the lace whe:'e Jacob had his vision

of God. Where he saw the ladder stretched u to heaven, a very apropriate pleée then

for Jeroboen't to put up his false worship. A place which was holy because of the fact

that od had revealed himself there. The very name Bethel means House of God. But

this place is oolluted by the feet that Jerohoarn puts u his wicked altar there, wor

ship is supposed to all be in Jerusalem, and he there puts up the golden calf. Bat

this man of Goo came uD to ethel and got there when Jeroboam was there, standing by

the altar bo burn incense. And we read in verse 2 that the man of God cried against the

altar in the word of the Lord. God gave this man a message to give and the man gave it

in the rhetorical form of addressing the altar. He said, 0 altar, alter, thus saith

the Lord, behold, a child shell be born unto the house of Dvid, Josiah by name, and

upon thee shall he offer the priests of the high places that burn incense upon thee, and.
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men's bones shall be burnt upon thee. This is a terrible thing that is declred here

by the prophet, against this altar. This altar which is the center of worship for the

northern 1:ingdom is going to he polluted, men's bones are going to be burned, upon it,

and this is going to be done by order of a child born to the house of David nmed Josiah.

The rian of God does not tell us when this will be fulfilled. We know of cou.re that

Josiah came about 200 years after this time, that there's a lon period in between. Now

suppose instead of saying a child shall be born unto the house of David, he said a. child

shall be born unto the house of Jeroboam. What would the inrpliation of it be? Te

imliation that Jeroboam's house would still be important when this time came. But he

doesn' t say when it will come, we know it's 200 years later. But the most important

tart of this orohecy is the fact that these things will be done under the order of a

man who belongs to the house of David. He gives it in the reign of Jerobortm. 200 years

pass by. The house of Dvid is ttill reigning in the land of Judah. In the land of

Israel, when that happens, there have already been four dynasties and a nuber of kings

unreln.te to any one of them. One dynasty continuing all that time in the southern

kingdom, four dynasties one after the other and then various unrelated kings, before

this time takes place when this happens. And thus this comparatively simile prediction

which he makes which seems to be simply a prediction of uollution of the altar is actually

p. carrying forward of God's promises to David, that David will have a son to sit upon

his throne. Pour dyn"sties in the northern kingdom, one continuous all this time in the

southern kingdom. Now he says that the name of this man is goirg to he. It is going to

be Josiah. It gives a man's name 200 years in advance. The critics say that t is im

possible that the second sart of Isa.iah be written by Isaiah because it gives the name

of King Cyrus, twice it names 0yruc the king of the Persians. And they say that you.

couldn't have a king's name given 200 years in advance. And we say, yes, if you believe
as lqn

in God, God could declare anything/in advance as he wanted, he certainly knows the future

from the sast. He knows everything and he can do it, and then they become very pious

and say oh, of course, we believe that God knows everything in advance, but they say

it's contrary to the analogy of the prohecy. Prophecy does not give names in advancer
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they say, and when they say that they sa it with such a great air of tremendous know

ledge and scholarship, the average conservative is simply overawed and says oh, that's

right, that's right, it can't be by the one Iraiah, instead of looking back into the

scripture and saying well look at here, at Josiah's name is predicted 200 years in advance.

It is not alone in prophecy to have Cyrus's name given 400 years in advance. Josiah's

name is given 200 years in advance. not merely that God could do that if he chose,

God does do it in this case. Now of course some of the onservatives will go on beyond

that, they'll say yes end Christ is given in advance, it says in Isâ.ah that he shall

bear a son and I shall call his name Immanuel. Well, that sort of argument just beclouds

the issue, because it is a wonderful prediction of Christ given there, but the name

larnanuel is a descriptive name, it was rot a personal name, which he bore on earth here.

And it is not an argument ik this connection, but it is used by most cons erv.tives in

this connection. I think there are the two errors we need to avoid, one is of accepting

the statements of the liberal without investigating the facts. Because time and time

again when they make their unbelieving statements, you look into ie facts and you find.

that the answer is right there, that when you get all the facts, their arguments simuly

don't stand u-c. It's an error for us to avoid, thinking that simply by talk and by

discussion we can answer them, or by ax), eal to emotions, We must get the facts and.

give the facts, and in most cases the facts are there. But the second error, into which

many of us fall is that we don't make a few clear strong facts that give the answer,

but we add to it a lot of other arguments, which confuse the issue. If you will give

against an opponent six excellent arguments, and one very, very shaky one, if he's a

good debater he'll take the shaky one and. pay no attention to your six good ones, and

when he gets through making fun of your shaky one, people decide that your intelligence

is no good whatever, mach better to leave out our shaky arguments, and stick to

the solid ones and make them strong and clear. And so Immanuel is a. wonderful predict

ion of Christ but it's not in a category with this. It describes his character, while

Josiah is a specific name which this king of the house of David has.

Now this is a urediction here%hat's going to happen to that altar and the predict-
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ion 0 tht the man of G0d gave was fulfilled 200 years later. And. when it was fulfill

ed somebody might say well look here, here is the proof this man of God was a true

follower of the Lord, the Lord spoke throuh him, he was God's prophet because God.

enabled him to give this prediction and he fulfilled it. But somebody answer and says

no, look here, here's e man named Josiah, how 016 we know that his father didn't read

this prediction and just give him the name Josiah in order to fulfill the prediction?

H0 do we know that? And then Josiah commanded them to take and burn men's bones on

this altar, well he's reed the rediction, he knew about it, he's just purposely ful

filled it. What's the good, as far as evidence is concerned, of a prediction that a

san just purposely fulfills? How does that prediction prove anything? Well, I hope the

answer is obvious to most of us. Suppose that he hc said, altar, altar, King Rehoboam

of the house of David is going to burn men's bones on you. What do yoi/think Jeroboam

would have said? Jeroboam would have said, I'd. like to see hi do it. Jeroboam had

three-fourths of Israel in his kingdom, He had ten tribes. Rehoboam only had one,

though that one was a. big strong one. It was not over a third the force of Jeroboem.

Jeroboam had his power (l3) Rehoboam fought and could not overcome him.

Jeroboam, hs force was much too small. This was in Jeroboam's kingdom and to say

that ehoboam of the house of David, is going to do this would have been utter nonsense.

That is unless the Lord intervened, with remarkable power, in a way that he did not

(14) of Rehoboaw.

The prediction is made that when there is a king of the house of David named

Josiah, at that time it will be possible for him to come up here and do this. And so

the fact is that the northern kingdom is destroyed by the mighty power of Assyria in

722 B. C. and some years after that, when Josiah is king, it is possible to get in

there beause the land has been destroyed. The Assyrians aren't guarding it very

closely. Their center of power is far away. And so that the prediction is fulfilled

by the Assyrian conquest of Israel which nobody ever would. have dreamed. of reading the

proDhecy, but when it takes place you see how it hapened. And then...
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...of the house of Dnvid and that means that through these 200 years the house of David

continues to be the ruling force in Jud.ah () all these differ

ent dynasties. No human being could know that would have hapDened. And no man could

make that haen, that was God's providence that worked that out, over 200 years. So

that those two elements of the prothecy are the divine prediction that no man could have

brought to And then of course ih addition to that, how would somebody know that

Josiah this men 20fl yearsater, would be a man who'd. want to fulfill the wediction. He

might be like Julian the apostate, the Roman emperor, who desired. to make prophecy prove

false. He might be an indifferent fellow who didn't want to bother. The fact the orophety

says Josiah's going to do it, even if Josiah purposely did it, it still is a proof of the

divine knowledge. Well, now es far as Jeroboam and the northern kingdom was concerned,

this proohecy is not much of an evidence that their worship (l)

Because after all, they have to believe in God's Word to have faith it's going to àpen,

it hapoens 200 years later, it is no evidence now, just wht a man says. Unless they

believe in God they don't need (i 3/Li.) this evidence. If they don't believe

in Him they don't accept it. The value of this evidence is 20 years later when it

happened. ht you look back and see what happened, and that God was in it. But that's

not all that hapened. This man of God, we read in verse 3, gave a sign the some day,

saying this is the sign the Lord has spoken. Behold the altar shall be rent and the

ashe upon it shell be poured out. He has given one sign that will be fulfilled 200

years later. Now he gives another sign--300 years later--now he gives a second sign.

he second sign is the altar will he broken end the ashes on it will poured out. Well,

that could. happen to any altar. If you have ever camped out, like I like tdo , and if

you had done like I used to do, take some stones end build up sort of a little fireplace

with the stones, and out your fire right in the middle f it and put your kettle across

two big stones, so that the fire comes up between, and heat your dinner, why you've had

the experience I'm sure, beceuse I used to have it occasionally, that when your fire is

good and hot and the stuff is nearly cooked and you re looking forward to a good meal

pretty soon, all of a sudden you hear the explosion of a gun it sounds 1ike You, hear
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a terrible explosion and one of the rocks just splits: in two. The heat there heats up

the outside of t:e rock, the temerture becomes so different from that of the inside

that the strain i too great, and the rock holds on as long as it can, and when it can't

hold any longer it jst breaks with a bang and your kettles and everything turn over and

dump your food on the ashes, and you eventually if you're like me eoide to give up that

sort of arrangement for cooking your food. I put mine directly on the wood now (3 3/L)

even though it does dirty the pans a lot worse.

But for an altar with a fire under it constantly to break like that is nothing that

reQuires supernatural power of God. It's just something which probably happened every

w and then. But in this case, it happened right away. The supernatural element here

is the timing. Now the prophet doesn't say it's going to happen right away but the

pro-ohet, when he's given a prediction 200 year.ater and it isn't fulfilled, now he

gives a prediction and Jeroboam immediately is frightened because he knows that this

might happen to any stone altar and the prediction is made, now suppose it breaks. Every

body will think this pro-)bet here is right and Jeroboam is wrong. And he doesn't like

this and so we read in verse L that when king Jero'ooam heard the saying of the man of

God, that he put forth his hand fromthe alter, saying, Lay hold on him. And his hand which

he -out forth against him, dried up, so that he could not pull it in again. There was a

surnatur&l act of Gad, the Lord touched the little nerve in his brain in that instant
bat

so that it couldn't operate and his hand/was stbcking out there couldn't come in again.

It was obvious to everybody that Jeroboam was in a bad plight. And just as that happened,

the alter was torn, the ashes ooured out from the altar according to the sign the man of $

God had given. So we find in verse 5 that the king shows his penitence. The king in

the Lace of the divine power repents, but as you read on about eroboarn you find he

didn't repent, he merely pretended to. He thought here was a power we must submit to,

or risk disaster. He's liiso many a man who does not have true repentence in his

heart but who tried to use religion for his own end. IVY

The Bolshevik government did its best to destroy religion in Russia. They made it

a crime to even tell your own children that there's a God. And it is today a crime to

do so. That is counter-revolution to tell your own children that there's a God. The



O.T.flistory 291. (61) 1385

constitttion of Russia guarantees religious freedom to uerrm religious ceremonies.

It does not guarantee freedom of religious roaganda. It guarantees freedom to perform

religious ceremonies end freedom for anti-religious roganda, but no freedom for re

ligious proegande. That is considered counter-revolution. And a man may be thrown into

torture because he tells his own children that there's a God. And the Communjs did

their best to destroy religion in Russia. But they found they could not destroy it, it

was too deeply rooted in the minds of the people, how much of it is real religion, how

much of it is superstition I don't know, can't tell, but the belief there/ is a great

number of people who have a thorough-going superstition and there are certainly many

true believers in Russia. being unable to root it out, they decided to use it, so

they infiltrated e offices with their secret police, rutting them in the top positions

of the church and they use it for their ends, for their -purpose.

Rehoboam faced with this thing, knowing tht he will go down before it, prefers to

try to compromise with it. And it is a mighty good thing for us to figure out in each

case, is here true repentence, or is here an attempt to use religion. Even if there is

an attempt to use religion it is good for us to use for the glory of God such advantages

as we can get through that, but certainly not to trust those wo are guilty of that

attitude. And so the krg, we reed in verse 6, answered and sid to the man of God,

uray for me, intreat now the face of the Lord thy God, and tray for me, that my hand

may be restored me again. And the man of God besought the Lord,md the king's hand was

restored. again end becene as it was before. And this h2d a twofold effect, as far as

eroboam was concerned it had a good effect, He had the full use of his hand again, but

as far as the people at large were concerned, it was another evidence that the prophet

spoke from God. First the king's hand was made 'now in response to the prophet' s

prayer, the king's hand is again de able to work. And so the king, in verse 7, sees

that now the thing to do, if you can't destroy them it's good to join them. If you

destroy the religion that this man from Judah represents, then he should make the

man a buttress for his own force. And so the king, said to the main, come home with me

and refresh thyself and. I will give thee a reward. Isn't that wonderful? A man who has
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been a shepherd, a man who has never had much promise, much luxury, here he has a chance

to eat at the king's table, to get a reward from the king, to tell his friends all the

rest of his life he actually ate with the king of Israel, had the great honors given to

him, what a wonderful ivilege for the man of Judah. But in this case it is e. priilwge

given for Jeroboams purpose. And the man of Judah refuses to let himself be used that

way. And so the man of God said to the king if you give me half your house I won't go in

with you, nor will I eat bread nor drink water in this lae. Thr so it was charged me

by the work of the Lord, saying, eat no bread, nor drink water, nor turn again by the

same way that thou earnest. And so the king was unable to lead the man astray. The

great leader of the forces of evil used his efforts to lee d. the man astray, and he failed.

So Setan, unable to use a bed. man for the purpose, decided to use a good man for

the purpose, and succeeded in his effort. The 'king man of God then went another way and

started back or borne. And now we read how Satan, failing to succeed in using a bed man

for his urpose, proceeds to use a good man for his parse.

Now there dwelt an old prohet in Bethel.Some people say this is a false Pro7het,

what right do we have to re'd that into the scrioture? If we have evidence somewhere

that he's a false prophet, yes, but what evidence do we have that he is a false prophet?

Well, he told a lie. Yes, he told a lie, but if everybody who ever told a lie is a

false person--if everybody who evertd a lie is not a Christian, then there's not a

Christian in the world. Every man had his sin, every man has his faults, we should avoid

them, we should flee from them, we should py God to deliver us fromthern, but we should

recognize that other people are fallible and. weak as we are, and that God has to use

pretty weak instruments for his purpose, or he wouldn't have any to use. The important

difference is not that this is perfect, and this person has sin. Because we all have

sin. The imortant difference is that when they fal, repents sincerely end

tries to go forward and serge the Lord, while other men who were twice as good as David,

as the Lord considers goodness, ere proud of their own goodness and go forward doing

what they consider to be right, and don't have that tenderness of heart in seeking the

Lord's will tha.t David had. And so here we have an old pro-ohet who did lie, but as over
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against thet we have that God ske through him, God gave him a message which was ful

filled, and I think that quite overshadowed the other as far as proof he's a true prophet.

Personally my opinion is that the old prophet of Bethel was a fine old man who had stood
ro

for the Lord and done a wonderful work in his day but/he was old and crippled uo with

arthritus and he couldn't get out to see the things that were hapTening, he only heard

them from his sons and there in the quiet of his home where nobody'd hear what he'd say,

he was always saying to his sons, well, now if I was young if I had my strength I used

to have, I'd stand up and. tell Jeroboam what to do. And they'd look at him and, they'd

say well it's good that he is kind of weak because I dofrt think he'd have the courage,

if he actually had the physical (12 /Li) he talks about now that he

is in this condition. But they didn't say that to his face. But the old proohet is

there and the sons came in and told what the Lord had done through the man of God that

day. The sons came in and said Dad, you're always talking about the good. old days when

there were prophets who were ready to face the king and tand. for the truth, you should

have been down there in the main square today and seen whet happened. You should have

seen this man from Judah who came up here, who actually faced the king and told him the

truth and the king invited him to have dinner with him and he wouldn't &ô it, you would

have seen a great e:-ample of loyalty to the Lord. And the father immediately thought oh

I've got to have some Christian fellowship with that man, I've got to. So the father

said which way did he go? And the some had noticed which way he went and he said to the

sons saddle rr the ass. They saddled him the ass and he went after the man of God.

He found him, he'd gotten away from town a little ways, he was tired, t was a heavy

strainhe'd gone through and so when he got away from the town he sat down under an oak.

There he was resting. And the worst time in the lifeof a Christian worker, the time of

greatest danger is right after he ba done a great service to the Lord. Right after

he has given a wonderful evangelistic message. Right after he has made a remarkable

testimony, right after he's faced the forces of evil and stood true. Then he's tired

and there's a reaction. There may be loneliness and ther'; may be weakness. And that's

the time the devil may get ahold of him as he did of lijah later on. And so the man
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was now just sitting resting, which is perfectly all right, but in that condition the

prohet comes up to him and says, are youthe man of God who came from Ju.ah, and he said

I am. He says come home with me and have lunch with me, " and the rohet said I can't

go back with you, nor go in with you, I can't eat bread or water, even water, in this

place, because it was said tone by the word of the Lord, thou shalt eat no bread nor drink

water there, nor turn agh to o b the way that thou earnest.

C.T.History 282. (-)

to act,"al

etanees under which ul4 b an 9Gellgnt anw bt tht in this e th-t he -

.he said I'm a prophet as you are and an angel spoke to me by the word of the Lord,

saying, bring him back with thee to fiuine house, that he may eat bread and drink water.

But he lied to him. The prophet said well now what's the harm in just a little white

lie. He said, of course he shouldn't eat with the king, that was waddrful of him, to

refuse to compromise with this leader of the forces of inicuity, that was wonderful.

But now I'm a prophet too. standing for the Lord the way he is. Of course I'm in

a different organizatiorhan he is, I'm in an organization that's loyal to the king,

but I don't really feel like the organization does, he said. Theres no reason he

shouldn't have fellowship with me now. And I'll just tell him that an angel spoke to

me and I think an angel probably would ssy this if he did come and speak to me. I'm

not really telling a lie, but just lending a man to give me some Christian fellowship

that I need so badly. And so he tells what he thinks is a white lie but which means

the death of the other man. It leads to his death, the fact that this man told him'

what he thought, and. there's a mighty strong warning for us there, that what seems to

us Derfectly harmless, can lead to death, if we don't watch out. We should obey the

word of the Lord and follow it, seek His objectives. Ar even though it would be

wonderful to have some goc.d fellowship, if the Lord's work is not helped by it, let's

abide in our room rather than lend someone astray. So he tells %hm that, and of

course as soon e.s he heard that the angel had told him, then of course he knew it

was all right. How many people there are, which take anybody else's word for anything,
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Just so they say (2*) and they say that

they've gotten it from the Lord, why I read it in the Bible, look here, the Bible says

so-nd-so/ Well, you read it for yourself. Dont t take snebody's word for it,

they may be taking it out of conte:t. They my be grabbing one verse an building a

b.le system on it. Study it for yourself. Anyw'y he was touched, and so he went back

with hir:, And whrt a relief to relax, sit back in a chair, no king to face, no wicked

(2 /L4.) He doesn't have to sit out under a tree, he sits

in a comfortable chair, and they bring him some ice water to drink and lie relaxes, feels

comfortable, and then they bring in a nice lunch, and. Ps they sit there at the table

the man who brought him back looks him in the face and says thus says the Lord., Poras

much as thou heft disobeyed the mouth of the Lord, and hast not kept the commandment which

the Lord. thy God commanded thee, But cmest back, and hast eaten bread. and. drunk water in

the place, of hich the Lord did sa:r to eat no bread and. drink no water, thy carcase

shall not come unto the sepulchre of thy father. You' re going to die before you ever

get home. A the prophat sits there and he hears this man rebuking him and it's the

very aen who has prevailed on him to come back. He now gives him the word of the Lord..

And when somebody persuades you to do what's wrong, persuades you to compromise with

your conscience and do what is contrary to the Lord's command, that's the very person

that's apt to turn round and criticize you, afterwards when you suffer the results

of what you've done. It's the very person who will. Don't trust human being, trust

the Lord only. Follow His word. Human beings are often ready to change sides when
to

it advantage. Now of courFe in this case, it wasn't that, he really got the

word of the Lord end gave it to him. So after eating he started back nd. before he'd

gone very long a lion had hi in the way and, slew him. Well, we don't need to take

time aerhaps on the rest of the story. We all know it I believe. Verse 27 is worth

noting for the point about italics that's in it. Verse 27, he spoke to his sons,

saying, saddle me the ass. And, they saddled him, the him is in italics. And anybody

not familiar with Bible purposes, used in all other books, we make italics to mean

emphasis. Here we nut italics to mean it's not in the original. The exact opposite
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purpose. Once you know it, the italics are a tremendous help in the Bible, but the

person who is not familiar with it can get an utterly false idea of the Bible from

his reading of italics. A warning to us, that whatever we read, learn the principles

of it, which make it different from the principles of other things. Just like if you

work in electtièty, when they say negative they mean positive and then they say posi

tive, they mean negative. How can anyody criticize the Modernists for their double

talk, when they do that sort of thing, But every electrician when he says negative

means positive, and when he says positive he means negative. Well, the rules of

the trade and once you're familiar with it, it doesn't confuse you, you understand

what they mean by these particular things. But here the italics mean it is not in the

original. They might well have translated it, nd they saddled up. That was good old

English, whether we still use it or not, I'm not sure. At least they did the sac'dling.

But in modern English we say, what did they saddle, they saddled the ass. And so the

King James translators put in the word in order to fill out the sentence. Well, the

o1d prophet went and. died end they brought him back and buried him in his own sepulchre,

and gave him all kins of honors but that didn't do him any good, he was just as dead

r.s if they'd left him there for the lion's lunch.

And so we have here the prophet from Judah giving his denunciation of Jeroboams

action and giv4ng this predithtion that the house of David will continue, even while

the northern kingdom, the dynasties will follow one after the other in succession, and

then the prophet, having done his great work, he fails in what seems to us a litlo

pointand. is cast on the scrapheap. And when you get a little older you will all of

you know cases where men have started out wonderflly and. have represented. the Lord

end stood. true to him, and then they've been taken in by some representative of the

ecumenical movement, or some other form of Modernism, and led astray to where they

become a. tool in its band, and no longer an effective instrument for God.

The world is trewn with individuals who have done a fine work for the Lord up to a

point and then have fallen astray over some com,ra tively minor poiht.

I spoke n a. university to a group of students just lost week, and 1)efre I did



O..History2e. 7:) 1391.

they had one of the students give a testimony. And, this young fellow told how he had

not wanted to know about the Lord but he'd heard about im had he had rejected it but

the Lord had kept after him and the testimony had. come and he told how he had finally

cast aside all his anibitions,a ésires for life, reached the conclusion the Lord, was

calling him to his ministry, had forsaken the work he had looked forward to, and all

his ambitions and. decided that he was going into the Christian ministry. And so now

he was graduating this year fromthat university and next year was going to enter

Princeton Seminary. And as I heard him tell that I thought of the many others I had

known, few who had quite as bright and shining a testimony as he seemed then to have,

but many who had very fine testimonies of the way the Lord had le them, who'd gone to

Princeton Seminary and gotten that mixture of a little truthnd a lot of unbelief given

there today, until when they come out/hey say they believe the word of God, you've

got to believe in Christ to he saved, their mind is all full of dob.bts and questions

nd things running around. inside that they're trying to squ1ch and hold down and not
A.
doing vexy effectively. And sometimes they go on one sear, two years, ten years,

twenty years, Dreadhing what sounds like a true gospel, urhaps winning souls when all

of a sudden they just turn over into rank modernism. And you wonder how they could

turn so suddenly. They didn't turn suddenly, their mind was full of doubt and unbelief

which they were trying to hold down and you can't do 5t (9)

Or others turn right in the midst of their course, and it's just tragic to me to see

a man with such a. wcnderful strt going off in the direction which, if he continues in

it, will mean the utter loss of his testimony and of his stand. for the Lord. Here

was this -oroithet who di, such a wonderful work here and. then his life is just taken and.

wrecked because he failed to follow the Lord all the way.

So let's not throw stones at others because re all weak. But let's resolve

to guard ourselves that we make the error that this pro-ohet made. Well, that

was c, the pro 'het from Judah.

16. d Ahijah s Warning
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In I kingS 14 we find, that the very prophet who had told. jeroboam he would have the

kingdom now tells him that od is going to utterly destroy. him. "Him that dies of jeroboam

in the city shall the dogs eat, and him that dies in the fields shall the fowls of the air

eat, for the Lord has spoken. The Lord says, I'll take away the remnant of the house of

Jeroboam as a man takes away dung until it be gone." A terrible prediction about the house

of Jeroboam. No matter what wickedness the house of Judah did they were never given a

prophecy like this because God had. promised. that for David that he would keep the line, even

though individuals in it became very degenerate, God. had. promised. to keep the line thmn true

in Judah. And thus the promises of God. are not just for us but are for our children, and

the Lord1s mercy is with the children of those who believe in Him. And. so Anijah gives this

warning against Jeroboam. We won't go into detail about it, that I trust you all have

thoroughly in mind.

e. Nad.ab's reign I K. 15: 25- following. I'Iadab the son of Jeroboam reigned over

Israel two ;Tears and did evil in the sight of the Lord and. walked in the way of his father.

, very unimportant king. He only lived. two years, and yet there are very few of these

kings who are unimportant. IY might say I'd. like you to learn 90% of the kings of Judah

and Israel and. don1t bother with Nad.ab and Elah and two or three others very unimportant.

There are so few that are unimportant that I don't say that. I want you to know all; the

kings of Judah and Israel in order. And. last semester I asked. you to learn all the

historical books. That is, you are not learning for this course, the names of the poetic

or the prophetic books, but fhe 17 first books of the Old Testament are the historical

books, should be known in order. And. I want also the names of the kings of Israel and.

Judah to be known in order. Now if you have a perfect exam paper in every other regard

but if you get one of the kings of Israel or Judah, or get one of the first 17 books

forgotten,- I will pass you in spite of it, mmnwñiama perhaps with a 70. But if you

don't have a perfect paper I don't really feel I should pass anybody in the course, who

does not know those first 17 books perfectly in order, and. does not know the names of the

kings of Israel and Judah in order to be perfect. Now those who were not here last semester

I think can still learn the names of the first 17 books. We'll hold them for that too.

(Are we supposed to know the prophets?) Answer. The important ones. But I dont expect

anybody to know the name of the man of Juh who came up and spoke to cñaamm
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(question: The Old Prophet had a mes1sge from the Lord. What was it?) To tell the

other prophet that because he has come back and has eaten with him and disobeyed God's

word, therefore he will die. His message came right as the two men were sitting at the table.

thimmim Well e, then is Nadab's reign, a very unimportant reign. If half the reigns

were as unimportant as that I would not be half as insisted, on your learning the names of

all those kings. But there were very few that were unimportant.

So, number 2 is the Dynasty of Baasha a. His accession I K. 15: 27-30.

Baasha brought the conspiracy and killed Nadab and. nmnm thmt established himself as

king, and we read that he smote all the house of Jeroboam. He left not to Jeroboam any

that breathed, until he had destroyed him, according unto the saying of the Lord, which

he spake by his servant Ahijah the Shilonite. And. so the prediction that God had made

through A.ijah was fulfilled by Baasha. He seized the power and he became king and he

reigned 2 years. He was just as powerful a king as was Jeroboam. And so we are told

that he is becoming king in the end of verse 15, while in the early part of verse 1,5, we're

told aih of some o± the things that he did as king.

O.T. History. 283. (o)

Does that sound reasonable? The fact of course is that the book of Kings tells about the

king of Judah and thmii conies back and tells about the king of Israel. And when telling

about the king of Judah he tells about what the king of Israel did even before he told

about this man becoming king. And. then he goes back to the king of Israel, and then he

tells about his accession. If anybody says that the things in the book of Kings are in

chronological order, he is simply going contrary to the facts. The order is a combinatior

of logical and thm chronology. There are logical sections taking one king and then the

other king, within the logical it is chronological. But there is an intermixture of

purpose, nd that is very important when it comes to understand the prophetic books of

the Old Testament, because many a person looks at prophecy and thinks it has got to be

right straight through in chronological order. And that if two things are mentioned one

after the other, that means the second one must be later, but it is not that way in history,

so why should it be in prophecy? Well, b. wars against Judah 16:32. "And there was

war between Asa and Baasha king of Israel all their days.t1 This whole period of 90 years
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is a period of more or less constant warfare between the two. They are like Israel today

and Jordan. Israel and the various Arab states around. it. They are constantly at war.

There is only an army. There has been no peace. The Arab nations do not admit the right

of Israel to exist. Well, that was the situation for 90 years between Judah and Israel.

We call Israel the Northern Kingdom, because it is the larger part of Israel, though Jud

is just as much Israel as the Northern Kingdom. c. Jehuts Pro1Dhey Now do not confuse

this hm Jehu with the Jehu who is named in the head of our section 11. The

Divided Kingdom to Jehu. That is a different Jehu. This is Jehu the son of Hanani. This

is a prophet unrelated to the king. So if I ask you to discuss Jehu the son of Hanani,

don't tell us anything about Jehu the king. The same name is used of two different men.

I've been amazed in America how often it is that when a man comes in one line they'll be

another man of the same name comes in another line. And, you'll see the m two names in

headlines at the same time. Sometimes they are very unusual names. I remember once in

the seminary here, in our entering class we had two fellows named Bragen. I don't think

we had any Smiths or Jones or Browns that year. But we had two fellows named. Bragan.

One from the West coast, one from the East, no relations as far as I know. But they both

came Us same year to the seminary. Those things haunen. Life is full of them. And o

don't be surprised if in the scripture we have a prophet, Jehu the son of Hanani, and LO

years later a king named Jehu. They are unrelated. So let's keep them straight. But.

Jehu prophecy here is that because of Bassha's wickedness, God says, I will make thy

house like the house of Jeroboam the.son of Nebat. Him that dies of Baasha in the city

shall the dogs eat, and him that dieth of him in the field., shall the fowls of the air

eat. And then . Elah's reign Most of the events of Baasha's reign that interests us

particularly we looked at under Asa. So we don1t need. to look at thorn again here, but

we have d. Elali's reign. Elah, the son of Baasha reigned. two years, and. then

e. Zimri's usurpation. His servant Zimri, captain of half of his chariots, conspired

against him, as he was in Tirzah. No body knows where Tirzah is. But Tirzah is the

capital of these two dynasties. Jeroboam began his kingdom in Shechem,after awhile we

read, he went back to Tirzah. Well, had he moved his capital, Tirzah. When? We are not

particularly told? But Baasha had Tirzah as his capital. We have not yet found it,
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some archaeologists have theri:s, 'out they are not proven. Ira dons t know just where

Tirah was, but that is the capital of the first two dynasties. And. he was drinking

himself drunk in Tirzah, in his capital, and Zimri, the captain of half of his chariots

killed him. So Zimris usurpation is told, I K. 16:9-13. And Zimri slew all the house

of Baasha, left him not a single individual, of all of his descendents or of his kinsfolk,

nor of his friends. And. so the prophecy against Baasha's house was fulfilled. And the

.. The Inter-renu. Yes. (Did you say that Tirzah was the capital city for Nadab?)

I would. say so, yes. Probably for Joroboam too, but when he moved. it there we don1t know.

For these two dynasties, but not from the very beginning, but we know how soon, but

for most of the time in the two dynasties, Tirzah seemed to be the capital. Well, f in

the Inter-regrnim. Most people don't realize there is an inter-regnum here. Some people

trying to fit the chronology together, made an inter-regnum of 20 years hero. Well, as

the chronology is stated it seems to be about only 3 years, but we do read here that

in the 27th year of Asa Zimri reigned. 7 days in Tirzah. We read that in verse 15, and.
year

then in verse 2 we read, that in the 31st of Asa, Omri began to regn. So the next

king according to these statements began to reign Li years after Ziinri, so there is a time

of L years of inter-regnum. Omri, one of the leading generals of the army, comes up

through ibbethon and besieges Tirzah, and. when Zimri saw the city was taken he went into

the palace of the I:ing' s house, and burnt the king1s house over him with fire and. died.

But the people of Israel, half of them followed Omri, and itm the other half followed.

Tibni the son of inath, and evidently it took them L years to fight, of which details

are not given here in the Scripture, before the followers of Omri prevailed. ! years ñ

inter-regnuni. And. after these four years, Omri had succeeded in becoming king, in some

ways the most important king in the whole history of the divided kingdom. A man of, from

a political viewpoint, perhaps one of the greatest rulers that the near East has ever seen.

And we will look at the reign of Omri this after noon. We will start then,

B The nast of Qmri-
-tu-ternoon

II Kings 8:26, Mr. Vannoy would. you translate it for us please? The word year in

Hebrew is used. in the plural with small number and. in the singular with large numbers.

It is 64 of year, but we would. translate it 6 years. That's the regular Hebrew usuage.
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It is five years. But it is 6 of year. But in ng1ish you say 65 Years or 5 years.

And a son of, there is nothing here about a son involved. in it. It is the idiom that

means that's how old he is. He is the son of so many years, so the correct translation

of this would be, "Al-iaziah was 22 years old
jDJTJ

. Yes, that's the literal.

Whet it means is when he began to reign. At the beginning of his reign. Then he began

to reign he was 22 years old. He reigned one year in Jerusalem. Well, suppose the

one wasn't there, what would you say? And he reigned a year in Jerusalem. But this makes

it explicit. He reigned one year in Jerusalem. He reigned a year. He reigned one year

in Jerusalem. Yes. Then let's look at the second verse I asked you to do, 21:19.

(Question: What exactly is this word 'fJ ? Isn't it just a noun?) No, that is

the infinitive construct. The infinitive construct with the suffix his, and the

preposition, in his reigning, when he began to reign. Mr. Mosher. (Question: Cou1nt

it be infinite absolute?) Because the infinitive absolute always has the form

It never changes in the aboolute. And this is 1I . It is not the form used in the

absolute. Secondly the infinite absolute is absolute. That is, it th never takes a

suffix of any kind. And thirdly it never takes a preposition. The infinitive absolute

is an unusual form. I don1t know of any language tiat really has it except Hebrew. And.

it is absolute. It never takes an ending, it never takes a preposition. It stands by

itself. But this is the infinitive construct. Yes? The word means to begin to reign.
has a meaning

no, it means to begin to reign, but it/m to continue to reign also, but fundamental

meaning is to begin to reign. Yes? (If the infinitive absolute is always used alone,

what is the translation?) B1 alone, I mean that nothing is connected tightly? It is

usually used with another form of the same verb, which it strengthens. It is as if you

say, he will kill, you use the infinitive absolute,in addition, it is as if you stress

that kill, he will kill! We often translate it, he will surely kill. (Question:) No,

that doesnt t make a decent translation. That can be just a word for word thing, but it

doesn't give the idea. It emphasizes the verb idea. But it also is sometimes used as a

substitue for the finite verb. As if you just say kill without saying who does it,

or when or how. Yes. (I translated it in his reigning. I compared this with the King

James and I said, well now the King James seys, he was 22 at the beginning of his reign.

And. I thought that coming from the Hebrew I would have gone to say that the King James

40go.
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Version did. not have a basis from the Hebrew to translate.) The ring James gives the

correct translation that the Iebrew gives. In his reigning means when he began to reign.

In his reigning means nothing. (Well, the way I thought it was, in other words, he was

22 years old in his reigning, or at this period of his reign, he was 22 years old.)

If anybody got over these 15 or 20 verses, every single one of them is translated when

he began to reign, because every one of them tells how old he was. The word means

to begin to reign, but then it is used for continuing to reign also. The fundamental

thing is to take over the meaning, to begin to reign. Well, we must move along, we have

much ground to cover. Let's look at the new verse I gave you. I Samuel 13: 1, Mr.

Rapp?
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Instead of one year it would be a year. He was a year old when he began to reign.

Yes? And Saul was a year old when he began to reign, and he reigned 2 years over Israel.

That's what the verse says. It is an exact parallel to all these other verses, I gave you

The exact idiom. The exact form. He was a year when he began to reign and he reigned. 2

years over Israel. Now of course, as Mr. Rapp noticed, the word a year is not £un

common.. It is usual to have another word before it telling how many years. He was 25

years old when he began to reign, he was 15 years old, he was 30 years old. Whatever it

is. But there is no such figure in Mr. Rapp's Bible. It just says a year. Now it is a

reasonable conjecture to think that there may have been such a figure there at one time,

but I've never seen a Bible that contains such a thing. Yes? Well,somebody's guess and

put a footnote in. Don't just trust the footnote. You have to see what the footnote

says. Saul was so old when he began to reign, but it doesn't say how old. Footnote.

I Sam. 13: 1 has ariLFRT before it/ If you look up in the back, t will say that L means

read and FRT means perhaps. In other words, in this case they are giving a guess. Now

they may give what the Greek means, what the Syriac gives, what some of the versions give,

but in this case, they give a guess. They say, we think it would be good to assume that

it means he was 20 years old. And maybe thetr guess is right. And on the other hand

maybe you or I could make just as good a guess. It is only a guess, not in the original.

It is interesting to know their guess, but the Bible itself does not say. Now if they
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said three manuscripts or something like that, that would mean that there is some

evidence. Yes? ell then the lUng James here is different than the ebrew text.)

In this particular case, the King James has a translation which has no warrant in the

original. In this particular case. He was a year old when be began to reign and he

reigned 2 years. That is what the verse says. Now the King James version translates it,

Saul reigned one year, but that is not what it says. It says, Saul was a year old when

he began to reign. And then the English goes on, and when he had reigned two years over

Israel, and there is no when here, whatever, it just says he reigned two years, and then

it goes on, Saul chose him 3000 men, and the Hebrew says, and Saul chose. In other words,

the translators here simply tried to get some kind of sense out of this, for teir reader

who didn't know Hebrew, and so they said, Saul reigned a year, and he reigned 2 years,

and he chose some men. Well, why say that? Why say he reigned a year, and then he

reigned 2 years and chose some men. 'shy say that? If you want to say that after he

reigned 2 years he chose men, why make it one year. Thre no point. The translators

here had a problem, They must have known what the Hebrew meant, but they were preparing

a version for people that didn't know the Hebrew, and didntt want to stop and spend a long

time over the problem, and they simply took the words and made something that would. give

thib it. A fairly good idea of what the words were that were there, but it doesn't convey

any sense at all. Saul reigned one year and then he reigned two years, he did that.

It is a summary statement of Saul's reign, at the beginning of his reign, such as you have

at the beginning of all these other reigns. And the only thing that is needed to make

sense in it, is to insert two figures, and the Kittel Bible here, which as some footnotes

that are very excellent, because it gives us sometimes what the Greek, or Syriac, or what

some other version has, or what some extra manuscripts have to say, on other cases it

simply gives a guess, which may be worth a tremendous lot or may be absolutely worthless.

In this case, they guessed that he was 20 years old, and they may be right. We don't have

any proof so far as I know. But the fact ibb. is, that the Hebrew verse as it stands,

says he was a year old when he began to reign, and he reigned 2 years. And. the

probabilities are, that there was a manuscript written which said. he was years so many old

when he began to reign, and he reigned 2 and so many and then that the corner of the page
got torn, and the result was that the next copyist, did not have the figures to copy and



so he copied what was left, upon the pe. And it is an error, and an obvious error, I

would say of transmission. It is a case where a scribe has made an error, where the

error was made very, very early, and it is a wonderful truth of the care with which our

manuscripts have been copied. That all through thousands of years, something that made

absolutely no sense, that Saul was a year old when he began to reign, and he reigned 2

years, was copied exactly as it is, because the scribe didn't make a guess to put it in.

They copied what was there. And it is very easy for us to think we find a mistake in

something and fill it in, and fill it in wrong. They didn't fill it in. Everybody knew

it was a mistake, but they did not try to fill it in. Now of course the New Testament

says he reigned L years. Now that LQ may be a round number. It may have been 2 and 40.

And the 1+0 is gone. It may have been. We don't know. And. how old he was, maybe there was

a 20 there that was dropped, but it is one of the obvious cases, of a scribal error.

There are not many scribal errors in the bible. The Bible is wonderfully well preserved.

The ies of it have been done more accurately than any other book from ancient times,

by far, and yet there are errors that have come in. And this is one of the obvious ones.

We have at least 25 cases. Others I did not give you, where this formula is used, at the

beginning of a reign. It is a common formula but in this case, the figure got torn off.

Or at least they are not copied in any of our copies. So the error must have taken place

in copying at an extremely early time.

(Question.) No, because it has a , a son of a year. It is their way of

saying how old. He was one year old. He was a son of a year in his reign. No the

word does not mean reigning. The word means becoming king. The infinitive of

means to become king. To take the throne. To mm be enthroned as king. We have all

these other cases, where it means that. There are perhaps a hundred cases in the Bible

where. the word means to become king. And. we have a formula at the beginning of most of

the king's reigns use.ng precisely this formula which is used. here. (question). The

when in the King James is not in that part of the verse, it is in a later part of the

verse, where there is no The King James says he reigned one year. The Hebrew

says he was a year old when he began to reign. Then the King James says, and when he

hI




ad reigned two years. The Hebrew says, and he reigned. The of the first part,

has nothing to do with the when in the second part. There is no relationship. They are

different parts altogether. (Question). There are two scribe], errors in this one verse,
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and therefore my guess is that what happened is that the side of the page got torn.

(Both of them could be on the side of the page there.) Why, of course they could.

He was 20 years old. when he began to reign and reigned 42 years. And this little

section of the corner gets torn off. It is very, very easy to happen. That little

corner gets torn off, cutting off the two figures. It could very, very easy happen.

Now there could be two scribal errors in one verse, when a man gets sleepy and makes

mistakes in copying. That's the very time when he is very apt to make more than one.

When a man is real careful he is not apt to make any. When he gets tired, and he keeps

at the job too long, and he should stop and rest, a but he is supposed to do this much

today and he didn1t start as early as he ought to, and he has got to äet it finished,

that's when he is apt to make mistakes. If he makes one mistake in a verse, he could

very well make a second in that verse, He is much more apt to, than in some other verse

the next day. But this, it is a guess, only a guess, but I think a very good. guess,

that a corner of the page gets torn, and the two figures are lost. (Q,uestion). Well,

I think that corner could get torn off as well. Well, letts assume that he was a year

old and reigned 2 years. Maybe that is something that is easier. Mr. Soong And with

all these statements, these 25 or so, it states, a man was so old when he became king,

and he reigned so many years, and after that introduction, they go on to tell the first

thing he did. after he was king, which might be in the first year, the second year, or

the third, so it is just natural that next comes something early in his reign. But to

say that he reigned one year, and then he reigned two years, I don't know of any

parallel to that in Hebrew. It is now the way they stay things. Mr. Tow? Everyone of

these statements I gave you. at the beginning, all of these verses I find,today, are at

the beginning of the reign, every single one of them. They could have pat it at the end,

but it also is the natural thing to adopt the form that is given at the beginning. It is

a matter of which is their custom, but every verse I gave you for today, is at the

beginning of a rnanTs reign, it tells us at the beginning of the reign how old he was, and

how long he reigned. Every single one of them. Mr. Mosher. Oh, you mean if it was

written in Hebrew it would go this way, and this would be the corner that would. be torn

instead of that one. Mr. Cohen? It could have been in the middle and ty Dnth

dropped some acid, and. it cut off the two words, the one was above the other. Yes?
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o, I would say this. The question is, what it affects. Thatis what we are interested

in here now. Now it is easy to build a theory. Here's a nice theory which some people

build. I know of a fellow not so awfully far from here, who has written a book on New

Testament criticism. He says this, If God gave us a Bible that was free from error in

the original it stands to reason, he would keep it free from error, and therefore he sys

we can know that the Greek speaking church, which had the charge of the Bible, kept it

from error, and therefore the Textus Heceptus is free from error, but you point out that

in the Textus Heceptus, there are all kinds of variations, in the Greek manuscripts.

Well, it is the majority. The simple majority gets it. But then towards the end of

his book he says, however, he says, the Textus Receptus differs from the Byzantine Text,

there are a number of places that are different, and. he says, in each of these places,

I can give an argument to show that it probably is in the original. But when you get

around to it, the only thing that I can figure is that he Mum thinks that the Lord.

inspired Erasmus to give us a text that was free from error, which I
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to give us stch a text, but we have no evidence anywhere that the Lord did. Now I think

that the Textual Criticism goes much too far, that on the basis of and I , throwing

aside all the things that are in all the other manuscripts. I think that goes much too

far. But I don't think that we can go in the other direction and say, what we have in the

Textus Receptus is free from error, unless we have a Divine Word that says it. Now if

God said it I would accept it instantly, but I find no place in the Scripture, the statement

that the Bible will be preserved free from error, and the fact of the matter is, that we

have variations in our manuscripts, thousands of variations, but it also is a fact that we

have so many of thousands of manuscripts, that we have material for checking most of the

variations, and it also is true that none of the variations affects any of the important

doctrines, It is not going to make the slightest bit of difference in your salvation or

mine, whether Saul was one one year old, when he begame king, or whether he was 20 years

old when he became king. It is not going to make the slightest difference to our

salvation. Arid, it is not going to make the slightest difference th to our salvation

whether he was crowned king in April or in May. Now if the Bible said one of them, we

would know. But if it doesn't say it, we don't know it. Here's a case where I think



O.T. History. 2e5. (2) lLO2.

it &i say, but it has gotten lost. ow we are ignorant on that point. The Lord has not

seen fit to preserve that evidence for it, on this very minor point, and I personally

believe that the Lord did it, because he nts us to know that while the Bible is free

from error in the original, that it is written in human words which men can easily

misunderstand, and therefore that the doctrines that are iniportant, he has repeated and

expressed in different ways, so that we compare scripture with scripture and see what it

says, and. when somebody builds a whole doctrine on one verse or two verses, watch out.

It is very easy to misinterpret it. And in order to give us an extra guard against

misinterpreting he has caused just enough mistakes to come in, to lead us to know that

when you have only one verse, there is the possibility of a mistake having come in, in

transmission, in that verse. And so I think, it is helpful for me to bring out in the

course of this class just a few cases where there is absolutely no question, that an error

has come in. Just a few cases, so that we will understand that that is the fact. Now it

is a far more important fact that the Bible has been preserved better than any other book

and that when we compare scripture with scripture, we can depend upon what it says. That

we can believe that it is inspired and free from error in the original writing. We

can believe that. It is a far more important fact. And I think it would be very silly

to go out this summer, into a church some where, and start in giving them a series of

talks on errors in transmission of the Bible. You would just confuse Bible. There is

nothing gained by it. But if people are going to bmm be Christian leaders it is advisable

for them to know the facts, and to know that God has given -as a Bible, preserved as no

other book from ancient time has been preserved., but not a book that has been preserved

th so that every vital detail is just like in the original, because there are a few

cases that are absolutely certain, that there are minor errors that have crept in, in

transmissions, and one of them is this case, and whether there is a tear on the side of

a scroll or whether it s an ink blot in the middle of a scroll, or whether a little

insect ate it off there, or what happened, we just don't know. But it is a case, where

with all these other parallels, there is no question that that is the correct translation.

He was one year old when he became king, and he reigned two years. But of course that is

not what it said originally, All that is necessary is to assume that two figures have been

lost. And what these figures were, the second one in view of the New Testament, we can
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guess should have been L0, because the New Testament has lie reigned 40 years, so we

can guess that ie reigned years. And the first one, how old he was, the account

describing hiia as a young man if you want to give 20, there's no harm in that, but I

don't think we have any proof. (Question:) It is all oral tradition. (Well, what

record do we have of oral tradition?) We don't k have any. It- guess is that 99% of

the oral tradition is false. Just like the Roman Catholic Church today claims to have

oral tradition. And. my guess is that 99% of it is false. I put absolutely no stolk

in oral tradition. But when from the mass of oral tradition a New Testament writer

selects one thing, and that is included in the Book which is inspired of the Holy

Spirit, I say that the Lord put the sea]. on that fact, as being a fact that we can

depend upon, or He would have kept it out of the book. But the other 99 of oral

tradition that is lost today, most of which probably sprung up half way in between, 1

wouldn1t be interested if I found it. It would be interesting, but it wouldn't be of

value, Mr. Deshpande7 We do not necessarily expect the order of other kings here. But
places mamas

when we have exactly the phrases that are used of other kings here, in exactly the pm

where we find the part of the (6k) the first thing in his reign, the natural way

to interpret it, is as meaning the same thing, bm that it means in the other cases, and

to assume that it means something else, well, I mean, it is the sort of argument that I

don't think gets us anywhere at all. I got a letter from a person once, and he said,

dontt you realize that every paragraph in the Greek New Testament has a number of letters

divisible by 7, and a number of words divisible by 7, and a number of verbs divisible by

7. He said, it is the greatest proof of inspiration that there is. Well of course, the

pararaphs are inserted nowadays. They are not in the original anyway, but just for fiun,

I opened my Greek New Testament, and at random picked out the first paragraph I came to,

counted the number of words, and it divisbie by 7. I opened it again at random, aid.

counted the number of letters and it wasntt divisible by 7. I opened it again at random,

and counted the number of verbs, and, it was net divisible by 7, but this poor fellow was

told, you can believe the Bible is inspired, because every paragraph in the New Testament,

the reek New Testament has a number of letters divisible by 7, a number of words divisible

by 7, and a number of verbs divisible by 7. The Lord could have put it that way if He

wanted to, but He didn1t do it, and when poor people are given to believe that it is a
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certain way that it isn't, end. sometimes one of them gets energetic, and opens the

Greek iTew Testament, and finds out that ft isnit, he is apt to lose his faith in the

things that are so. If, the Lord could have made all the manucipts o± the Bible,

so that once you hold them up in front of a certain kind of electric light they would

glow with a blue tinge, and that would be proof. that they were inspired. He could have

done that if He chose. And. you could, go out and you could tell poor ignorant people,

that we know that the Bible is inspired, because the original manuscripts all glow, with

a blue tinge. But once anybody tried it, and found oi,it it wasn1t so, he would. decide,

that not only was that a fairy story, but all the rest of the things he was saying were

fairy stories. And when we have to take a verse, of the Scripture, and twist it around,

to mean something different, from what the plain meaning of it is, that is parallel with

25 other similar cases, why it is much better to simply frankly admit, there is a mistake

in transmission. I think we hold. the faith of intelligent people far better, than when.

we try to invent some kind of involved system to show that this one is altogether d.ifferet

from the other 25. Well, I hadn't figured on spending nearly this long on this particular

matter. I'd rather take a little time with a few other similar cases, but I would. still

rather get on with our history, because we have a lot of important matters to cover. But

right at this point, I did want you to see all these parallels and. to note this case

where to my mind, a very simple explanation, is to tear off the end. of the page, but

maybe some other would do it much better.

Now we were speaking this morning about the dynasty of Omri and. Orari is probably

one of the least known to the genera]. hristian public of the kings of Israel, but his

son Ahab is one of the best known kings of Israel after the United Kingdom. And. yet his

son Ahab1 ith is a reasonable conjecture that in the main the son Ahab followed along the

lines put down by the father. Now that is not absolute proof, but it is a reasonable

conjecture, that he did. And so in what I say about Omri, since there is not a great

deal stated in the Scripture about him, a certain amount of inference, but it is inference

that I believe is very well founded. Now under the dynasty of Omri, 1 The reign of Omr

a His accession Now this we already mentioned this morning, how he was the general

of the army, and when Zimri killed Elah, Omri came in and besieged. him and Zimri was

burned, and then Tibñti gathered. a lot of people to make him king, and after 4 years of
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fighting, mri prevailed.. The Bible d.oesnt say years, but it says this began in the

2thyer, I forget the exact number of Asa's reign, but it ended ! years later, so that

the Bible shows that there were years involved between the time of Zimri' s death and

the time when Cmri became undisputed king. h His new capital Now here there is no

conjecture. It is a fact. Omri immediately did. a very statesmanlike thing. He

established a new capital. There he was similar to David. When David became king, he

looked for a new capital. A capital that would be centrally located, it would have a

strategic location, easy to defend. Omri did the same thing. This town Tirzah which was

the capital of the first two dynasties, we don't know just where it is, so we cannot judge

it, It may have been a very good place for a cpital. It may not. We don't know, but

this we know, that the new place, that Omri chose to build a mp capital, was ideally

located for a capital, and the capital city which he built there was soon three times as

big as Jerusalem. It was one of the great cities of Palestine for many years, although

eventually when it was destroyed, it ceased to be a great city. It did not come back

again, but during these years, it was a very great city. Now we have, most of these other

cities go way back into early days. This city seems to be, probably not a city at all

before OmrI's time. Why then would Omri have been able to build a fine new capital on a

place where there was no city before. Because of the advance in technology. Most

previous cities were built on a bill which was easy to defend. This hill is also. But

an important point in defending a city, is a supply of water. You get on a hill, with an

enemy around you, .nd you don't have water, then they dont t have to worry much. You

wont stay there long. So that the early cities of Palestine, are all on hills that have

a great spring. Now this city is on a hill that has a very small, and. unimportant spring,

not situated in a good place for an early city because of lack of water, but by this time

a new technique had. been discovered, the technique upon which Jerusalem today r relies for

its water supply, the technique of digging, building cisterns. Any home in Jerusalem in

recent years has on the roof, an arrangement to catch the rain water, and inside or under

the house, you have a large reservoir, a cistern, and the rainy water is gathered in the

rainy season, and. preserved for use in the dry season. Now this technique seems not to

have been used In the earlier days, but in Samaria, with the technique of building cisterns
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they could. take this place and make a Very big city out of it . And it was on a hill,

with a fine slope on all sides, easy to defend, centrally located in the land. not far

from Shechem as a fatter of fact, centrally located, and. one of the most beautiful

locations for a city that I have seen. And it was important there even in Roman days.

There was a fine Roman gateway there at Samaria. Now this city then of Samaria was

founded by Omri and it was the capital of the northern kingdom to the rest of the
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who did. not merely think of having authority over people and of getting luxury for

himself. He seems to have planned to make his dynasty ast and establish his power.

One thing that Cmri say5 was this, through the reigns of Baasha and. of Jeroboam there

was almost constant war between Israel and Judah. What's the good of that? Constantly

fighting. He said., we don1t want to conquer Judah, and. subject them to ourselves, but

they cannot possibly conquer us. They are much too small. Whatis the use of this

constant fighting So he made friendship with Judah. He said, let's cut out this

constant- fighting between our kingdoms. Letts become friends. Now we have no record

that he said. that. But we have the record. there was constant fighting in the reign of

Jeroboam and Baasha, between Jud.ah and Israel. We have the record in the succeeding

years that there was no fighting during the whole of the time of his dynasty, but

friendship between the two. So that would. seem almost certainly to be the product of

the statesmanship of Oxnri. At least it was the plan of either Omri or his son Ahab.

And it certainly was one or the other, and I think we are justified. in saying it was
father 7

the fault of both. Secondly, he looked. to the other kingdoms around. and he said. let's

make friendship with them, too, and. he utilized. the method. that Solomon had followed..

Solomon married the daughter of Pharaoh of Egypt, and made friends with Egypt, and he

married many strange women from foreign lands, these were doubtless members of the1

royal family, in order to establish friendship with those lands. Omri married his on

Ahab to the daughter of the king of Tyre. And. she came down from Tyre there to live

here as queen in Samaria. And. from the viewpoint of the secular statesmanship, that

was an able plan to make friendship with this powerful ruler to the north. He thus

changed. from the policy of Baasha and Jeroboam to constantly fighting to try to

establish a staple relationship with his neighbors.
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It-is importance The importance of Omri is not brought out in the Bible. We

have more about his son, than about any other king of the northern kingdom, and that

would lead us to think, that one or the other of the two did things of great importance

and actually I believe that the sonts importance was due to what the father established

but as an evidence of that there is the fact that in far away Assyria, from which we

begin soon after this time to get records, which refer to this area, we find that the

land of Israel is called, even after all the dynasty has died, is called the land of

Omri. So the name of Omri penetrated to far away Assyria, the land of Omri. And we

find that after four kings of the dynasty of Orari reigned and then a usurper named

Jehu killed the last of them, and established himself in powers When the Assyrians

referred to Jehu they called him Jehu the son of Cmri. Now he was actually the man

who killed all the descendents of Cmri, but he was a successor on the throne of Omri.

But there were three kings in between, so you see how the importance of iri spread as

far as distant Assyria. -But Omri in his planning, one thing he did, was to bring the

daughter of the king of Tyre down there to be the wife of his son, and Ametead of the

University of Chicago in the History of Palestine and Assyriathat Jezebel coming down

from Tyre to Israel -must have felt like a Christian woman in the early days from Rome,

a Christian woman from Rome, marrying the chiefttan from some distant backward tribe

and trying to bring the knowledge of her more advanced and sophisticated thought to these

backward people. Well, that is what Anistead said, and while the fact of it is utterly

different from that, I think that the impression which Jezebel had was probably exactly

the way that Amstead described it, that she came from the great metropolis of Tyre,

with its merchandise all over the seas, and the great god Melq,art and she wanted to get

these Israelites to turn away from their backward notions about Jehovah, and to worship

her god, and she tried to introduce it. But we have no evidence that Ahab himself

adopted the religion of his wife.

(Next class).

We spoke yesterday about 2. The accession of Abn.b And under that we noticed

a His character. The character of Ahab is not generally understood, iiim Ahab is

probably the best known of the kings of Israel. But he is not well known. He is

known to the average Christian as simply, the one very wicked Christian. And tbats

all that they know about him. And that is naturalf because he is not the central
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figure in the Sunday School lessons we have that deal with him. The central figure is

Elijah, and. Ahab is the wicked. king against whom Elijah carries on his ministry. And.

Ahab was indeed a very wicked king. But if you read. the whole story, if you read all

the chapters that deal with Ahab, most of which, not all of them, perhaps 3/Li of them

have ElIjah in, others have other prophets in, but if you read. all of them, and. if you

study the situation carefully you will find. that the idea of Ahab as simply a man just
__1.of determinate wickedness, ready to do anything evil that he can,-That is a cebi'

rather than a character picture. Ahab was a wicked. man, but I believe that as far as

religion and morality are concerned., he would be more characterized. by the word weak

or the word. indifferent, than by the word wicked as far as an aggressive positive force

is conerned.. It would. seem likely that as a statesman, as a general, as a leader in

political things, he may have been a strong character. He may have been a man who did

good for his land, for purely secular piewpoint. However, in view of the weakness that

we find. in his character, in not only morally but in regard. to his readiness to advance

himself in wickedness. You remember in the case of Naboth, he wanted Naboth's vineyard.,

What did. he do? He lay on his bed, and ulked.. And his wife said, what1s the matter

with you. Are you a man or a mouse? Why d.ontt you step up and. do something about m

this, she said. And she took his seal and. she wrote letters, to them, about it, and.
hired.

she aiEths people to go as false witnesses and. get Naboth assassinated., that is

judicial murder, accused of a thing that he wasnt guilty of by false witnesses and. he

was killed.. And she said to him, now o take your vineyard, it is yours now. Naboth

is dead. It was Jezebel who did this, and Ahab in that situation, simply did. nothing.

Now that is not the act who we think of as
simply

a sample of aggressive, wicked, nor

is it the act that you would. ordinarily think of as one who is a strong leader. You

would. either expect him to say, this is wrong, I wont do it. Or to say I'm going to

do it anyway, and then proceed. to do it, and take m the attitude that he did. there,

it seems to give the impression that Ahab was a rather weak man, and strengthens me in

my n impression that it was Omri who was the strong character, and that Omri laid the

foundation of the system and. Ahab carried. on. the system as Omri laid it out. At any

rate it was carried. on from a secular viewpoint, he was an ble king. From a

moral and a spiritual viewpoint, he was a weak king. A king who had. plenty of wicked
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impulses as every unregenerate i:ian does, but who being in the position of king, had more

opportunities to satisfy them, m t1n.n most men have.

"b 141s ieaership of Israel

I*ve really overed that,preihr well unxr ;he h: his character.

The Assyrian records tell how the king of ss'ia came and met a coalition

of forces including Syria and Israel and most of of the nations of this area

and they fought him to a standstill. Of course the Assyrian king said he

utterly defeated them, annihilated them, tore them to pieces and filled the

rivers with their blood. But he doesn*t say he went any further and so

historians take it as meaning that the Assyrian was not successful in his

(12*) when he didt go any further and he didn*t actually take

over (12*) any of them. He merely defeated, annihilated, destroyed, wrecked

them and filled the rivers with their blood, then turned around and went home

again. Which means, and historians agree, that they ©ouht (12 3/k)

and that meant that for nearly a hundred years more

they didn't have much to fear from Assyria. And Ahab is mentioned by the

Assyrian king as one of thk kings in the coalition. I believe he's the first

Israelite king to be mentioned specifically in a contemporary document. And

so as a leader in Israel-, from a secular viewpoint, he was successful but

his weakness in the situatioh regarding (13k) Naboth leads me to think that

he was mostly carrying on his father*s faults rather than showing his own

leadership.

cHis Wife I'm not sure that Ahab is altogether to blame for his

wife. My guess is that it was Omri who made the match. And Omri made the

match I believe, not in order to get Ahab a good wife but in order to rntke

friendly relations with the strong maritime powers of the north, the powers

of Sidonia. The two leading cities of this region were Tyre and Sidon, and

they seem to have been united at this time to (13 3/k)

buI the whole people are called the Sidonians, after the other of the

two large cities, Sidon. This is the area which is today celled Lebanon.

It is an area which is shut in by the high mountain wall of the Lebanon



O.T.History 286. (111) 1kb

mountains so that there's a fairly narrow area rather barren, next to the

sea. But on the shore there you have little bays, inlets, islands, and it's

tempting to learn to go out to sea. It was the headquarters of the Phoenicians

the great seafaring people of ancient times. Israel has a rocky coast, and a

straight coast with hardly any decent harbors, and the Israelites were always

a land people, they never went to sea much, the sea is little mentioned with

them, but the,Phoenicians were a seafaring people, whether the nature of the

land forced them to it, or whether it*s in the blood, I don't know but I be

lieve they're still the same way today. Because I went on horseback up

through Palestine and came to that area we crossed the border of Palestine

into Phocia--I think my first day there I met more travelers than I met in

Palestine in two weeks. I think the first day there. I ran onto a man...

O.T.History 287. (-i)




with such a
...i said how do you come to speak English%---He-sa good Ameridan accent?

He said oh I spent twenty years in Denver, Colorado. Next man I met and he

spoke English and I said where did you learn English like that. Oh, he says,

I lived twenty years in Lansing, Michigan. He said my name's Mohammed Hammed

but over there called me Sam Gillis. And just person after person I met there

I met there who had lived even more in South America than in North America.

But in most sections, many a person in that area, had gone away and worked

hard and saved and then come home to spand the last part of their life here.

And so in these days, even 3000 years ago, it was a great seafaring area,

and at those times it was a very wealthy area and Omri, fromthe political

viewpoint, did a very fine thing when he made a marriage relationship, a

friendship with the people of Sidori. But it brought in Jezebel who was a

determined character, a woman whose background was a background of ruthless

ness in seeking to get what she wanted, and as the daughter of the king there,

accustomed to having just about anything she wanted, not accustomed to the

moral scruples of the Israelite )people, but doubtless thinking of them as a
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backwoods people, and from a viewpoint of culture and sophistication they

doubtless were very much behind the wealthy and progressive an sophisticated

people of Tyre and Sidon, and she especially thought that this very strait
1
laced religion that they had, worshipping a god that you couldn*t even see,

was a rat1' fantastic thing and she was anxious to bring them to knowledge of

her more enlightened deity, Meiqart, the god of Tyre, whom the Israelites

simply called Baal which means master. The godsof the heathen in Israel were

generally caLbd by the name Baal/ It's not the name, it's just the title

for master. God himself is occasionally in certain parts of the Bible ref errdd

to as Baal (2 3/k) But when they got to referring

so much to this particular heathen deity as Baal, they quit altogether apply

in the term to the Lord. You see, it's not a name, it's a title, like master

(3)




But through Jezebel there came in her ideas of morality to some extent,

but particularly came in her zealous missionary interest in spreading the
ever

knowledge of her god. There is no evidence that A.ab/actually was a Baal

worshipper. He gavw in to his wife, he permitted her to have her deity there,

to have her worship of Baal there, to favor those, in many ways, those who

went along with her and associated themselves with the worship of Baal. But

his two sons were both given names which include the name Jehovah. His sons

were Jehoram which Jehovah is exalted, and Ahaziah which means Jehovah has

(1.1.) , Jehovah takes ahold. Well now why would a worshipper of Baal,

a worshipper of Melqart give Jehovah names to his two sons who became king

after him? It does not show that Ahab was a zealous worshipper of the Lord

at all, but it certainly does show that he was not a zealous supporter of

Baal. My impression is that he gave in to his wife to quite an extent and

permitted her to push the Baal worship without interfering with it, perhaps

even gracing some of the functions with his presence, but not giving any

indication of himself going over to them.

Well, 3, The Menace of the Baal-worshippers This is one of the greatest
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crises in the history of Israel. And it is interesting to note that Jere

boam put up the golden calf, he was rebuked for it, and the prophets criticizdd

him, Baasha went on worshipping the golden calf and was further rebuked for

it. But that the Lord did not bring in his strong opposition, religiously

there, until the Baal-worship came in, and then He sent the prophets Elijah

and Elisha, perhaps the two greatest, certainly the two greatest prophets of

whom we have much told in the historical boks. The great activities of

Elijah and Elisha were directed not against the compromising worship of the

golden calf but against th heathen worship of Baal from Tyre. And it was

against that that Elijah and Elisha came. More than that, the Lord has ordin-

arily done comparatively few what we would call supernatural works. Ordinarily
he-wep
he works through the influences of moral suasion, of the presentation of the

word, through acts of providence. But as we notice, there are a few occaaions

on which there was a great outpouring of miracles, one of those of course was

the bringing of the children of Israel out of the land of Egypt and bringing

them into the promised land. One of them is around the life of Daniel in the

exile when there was danger of the religion, the worship of God being wiped

out from the people in exile, that's the third. The fourth one is the work

of Christ in the early times of th4 disciples. But the second of these great

outpourings of miraculous works was in connection withthe work of Elijah and

Elisha. It was because of this great crisths of the Baal---incursion of the

Baãl worship--the greatest crisis religiously in the history of Israel between

the entrance into Palestine and the time of Christ. The menace of the Baal

worship. The golden calves were bad. They were wrong. The Lord opposed them,

and in the end he destroyed them. But they are not to be mentioned in the

same category with the Baal-worship. The Lord opposed them but he did

not bring his strong opposition against them to the extent that he did this,

and in fact during the period of Elijah and Elisha they are vtioned

because of this far greater menace that was facing them. And ter the Baal

worship was rotbted out and destroyed, we find the golden calf still there in
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the northern kingdom. The northern kingdom was degenerate compared to the

southern kingdom. But the idea that some people have that God paid all his

attention to the southern kingdom, and the northern kingdom was simply apostate

and outside and God wasne interested in it is utterly disproved by the fact

that two of his very greatest prophets did 98 of their work in the northern

kingdom, that Elijah and Elisha came to the northern kingdom and that there

were more miracles done in connection with their work thati with that of any

other,prophet. Aside of course from Moses who was more a leader than a pro

phet. So with number 3, it's important for Old Testament History that we

realize what the Baal worship is, where it came from, how it came, what a

tremendous menace it was, and that it was on account of this that God did one

of the greatest works in the whole historikof his dealings with Israel.

Now when we get into how God destroyed the Baal worship, there we're get

ting to the lives of t1ie of the greatest prophets of all. And I wish that we

could take a semester on it because there is so much of tremendous interest,

of great importance in connection with the work of Elijah and Elisha. We have

the Old Testament History to finh this semester and we'll have to barely

" mention them. But I would like to mention a number of the salient points

of both which wre not understood. We'll put the general discussion of it

under number I Elijah the Prophet. We'lllput under that a,

a The Work of__Elijah and Elisha. That will just be a brief general dis

cussiorj. The work of Elijah and Elisha. When Elijah came, the Baal-worship

was beginning through Jezebel*s influence to spread over the land. We have

no evidence Ahab helped her, but neither did he do anything actively to oppose

her. But she was spreading it and she had a godd deal of influence in ad

vancing people in the land and they knew tbat politically they*d get ahead

if the queen liked them. And the people, seeing a chance of advancement by

supporting the B5a1-worship, and you hear enough about it and some of them

would become very enthusiastic and fanatical about it, some of them would like

to break away from the strait-laced regulations of the Jehovah-worship and
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found this more Ipleasing to them and the movement was underway and the land

would have gone, humanly speaking, as many another land has gone, in the face

of a thing like thu, completely away from the true religion, if it had not

been that God was determined to keep alive the knowledge of God in this land,

in order that he would keep the word thare as a center where the Lord Jesus

would come, and from it the word to go out to &1 the earth, and consequently

the Lord here intervenes in a way that he ordinarily does not. He intervened

with this miraciklous work of Elijah and Elisha.

But Elijah and Elisha, it is important for us to note the difference be

tween the two of them. If there ever were two men who were temperamentally

and as far as their general activity was concerned, thoroughly different, it

is Elijah and Elisha. You all doubtfss have some general idea about the two

of them. Elijah, you might say, is a wild man from the desert. The man who

wears the goat's skirthe man who suddenly appears in the king's palace and

says, as the Lord lives before whom I stand, it will not rain these years, ex

cept according to my word, and goes out, and they think some old fool, some

crazy crank has come in here, and they think nothing more about it until they

find that it doesn't rain. The rainy season comes and it doesn't rain. And

another year and it doesn't rain and it gets to where the cattle are beginning

to die for lack of water and the crops beginning to go to pieces, and pretty

soon they'll all be in very dire straits and then everybody remembers (12)

which this crazy man from the desert had spoken and they say

let's find him, he's responsible for this, let's find him and find out how to

get over this thing. Well, of course, that's a very unusual sort of a thing.

And Elijah was that sort of a man. He was a gruff sort of a felkw. He was a

wild sort of a fellow. When he called Elisha, what did he do? H walked by

there and he tok his coat and threw it over Elisha*s shoulders and he walked

on. And Elisha ran after him and he said, Elijah, for everybody knew who he

was by this time, they'd all heard abnl2t and it had been described what this

crazy fellow had done, and then actuqly it hadn't rained. And it continued

this long, and so on, and then of course they'd heard about what happened up



O.T.History 287. (12 3/4) 1415.

on Mount Sinai, and so on, so Elisha doubtless had been thinking about it,

wishing he could be with a man like that, thinking how held like to serve the

Lord, and then all of a sudden the wild fellow comes walking by and throws his

coat over him, and Elisha runs after him and says just a minute, he says will

you wait till I say goodbye to my parents and then Ill come and go with you?

Elijah says what have I got to do with you? Answered him abrutly. But

Elisha goes ahead and has (l3) a feast for his parents, says

goodbye and Elijah I suppose sat out in the barn somewhere waiting till he was

through. He walked off without him. And then for the next couple of years,

wedontt know how long it was, EUcsha simply poured water over the hands of

Elijah, in other words he did the lower, menial tasks, and he picked up what

knowledge he could. And you remember the last day of Elijah*s life, Elijah

says to Elisha, I've got to go to Bethel, and Elisha says I'm going with you.

He says you stay here. He says I'm going with you. And, well, he says, you

better stay here. N0, he says, I'm going with you. So he goes. He gets to

Bethel and Elijah says I've got to go into Shechem. Elisha says I'm going

with you. Oh you better stay here. Oh, I'm going with you. And he kept righ

after him, and finally when they were down by the Jordan and Elijah aaid to

Elisha, this is the dy I'm going to be taken up. He said ask whatever jou

want. He said what present do you want. Blisha, instead of asking for some

nice
thin9iCor

himself, he says I'd like to be a copy of you ltd like a

double ption of your strength. Now people do the crazy thing of interpret
1
ing that as meaning Elisha said to Elijah I*d like to be twie as great a man

as you are, I'd like to be double what you are. Of course tIe's fantastic.

Elisha had more sense than to ever say a thing like that and it would be ridi

culous anyway. Elijah is a great prophet, Elisha is probably equa]jry as

great, but certainly not greater. Some people count up and say Elijah had

seven miracles, Elisha had fourteen, so he had double. I don't think we

honor the Lord with that sort of thing. But anyway, this showstegruffness

of Elijah. He says well have you asked (15)



O.T.History 287. (15) 1416.

but if you see me as I'm taken up...

O.T.History 281. ()

...but Elijah was this sort of a wild fellow that would attract attention and

stimulate interest and he stood up and he fought valiantly for the rme of

the Lord and when he finished, if he had disappeared and there had been no

Eliä, his work would have been like a flash in the pan, a brilliant thing

for people to remember but to have no effect on their lives or their thoughts,

on their activities. On the other hand, Elisha was the exact opposite. Elisha

was the kindly gracious fellow who was ready to do the menial tasks for Elijah.

He was ready to go with him and to help him and to learn all he could from

him and Elisha after Elijah-ks death had a course of itinerating tours he made,

up and down through the land, gathering little groups together, presenting the

word to them, explaining to them God's will for them, dealing with them, help

ing the/1 people who were sick, dealing with tieir problems. He was the wonder

ful pastor, he was the fine, kindly man who did so much for people. And if

Elisha had come and there had been no Elijah he would have started out doing

these kind things for the,people and they'd hae received his kindness and

gone on worshipping Baal just the same, paying no attention to him. Elih
4

without Elih would hare practically no influence in thisZ life. Elijah

without Elisha would have made a great pyrotechnic display which would be

forgotten in a brief time and would accomplish nothing. If Elihad come

first his work would have accomplished practicalry nothing, and if Elijah had

come second the work of Elisha would have made no preparation to amount to

anything for Elijah. But God sent them in the order in which they could be

effective. Elijah was the battering ran that pushed the way through into

people*s consciousness, that th4ir attitude toward the Baal worship,

that showed the wrongness of Baal, that called everybody's attention, through

the land, to the great problems and issues, and then Elisha followed with a

gracious, kindly presentation of the word of God, which came into the people

who had already been reached and stirred and moved by the activity of Elijah,
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and the work of Elijah and Elisha together was a work which was sufficient

to not only break the back of the Baal worship but to destroy it out of the

land and make it no longer (3) And it's most wonderful the

way the two work together there, and in the providence of God sometimes a per

son fulfills one of these functions, sometimes the other one. Most of us are

not (3k) neither or of them as either of these

two great men are and we have to, to some extent, fulfill both functions. But

it's good to have an idea of how the functions relate to each other and to see

that there are times when the one fuion is what is vitally needed and times

when thee other is vitally needed. But unless you have some kind of a founda

tion thework of Elisha doesn't do a great deal. The work of Elijah may lay

the foundations but the foundations disappear if you don't have Elisha's work

to follow. Yes? (student-3 3/k) There is quite a similarity.

Well, so much then for the general summary, perhaps one more think we

should say on the general summary. When Elijah died, Elisha said,, my father,

my father, the chariots of srael and the horsemen thereof. And it's very un

fortunate for our interpretation that he made this remark right after Elijah

had gone up in chariots of fire, because it leads people superficialry to

think he's talking about the chariots of fire. The chariots of fire may have

something to do with the presentation of the idea but that is not what he is

referring to. When he says, my father, my father, the chariots and the horse

men thereof, what he is saying is, oh, Elijah, you are the bulwark of the

nattkon. If it werenit for you this Baal worship would've spread over the

nation to the extent that God would've had, in disgust, to remove his favor

completely 2rom the nation. You are the great bulwark of But

Elisha said that to Elijah when the two of them were alone in the desert. And

then when Elisha came to (5) die, ---it was the king of Israel who came to

his place and who said, my fath3r, my father, the chariots of Israel, and

the horses thereof. And there were no chariots there, there was nothing like

that to be the occasion of the remark of the king of Israel. He W.texactly

what Elisha had meant, he meant that Elisha was the greatest bulwark of the
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nation. I don't know how sincere he was in saying it, but he at least repre

sented what the people of the aation as a whole recognized as the fact. But

E1ih began the work and the work would've accomplished little apart from

what Elisha did following.

Now another thing, though, still under the general summary, there's an

other fact that I think ought to. be brought out, that very hard I find for

people to realize. I find in class that there's much resistance to this

joint, and that is this, that there were human beings. The average Christian

seems to have gtten the idea from his Sunday School, some way, that these are

not human beings but they re figures, they're representatives of qualities.

And Ahab represents simply wickedness, he's just black. Well, now Elijah re

presents white, so he's just white. And everything Elijah does is right.

And therefore to criticize anything Elijah does is like driticizing the Lord

Jesus Christ, in the attitude, I have found7'he auce average seminary stu

dent. But I think it is wise we understand that is a false attitude, that even

the prophets were human beings. And that the apostles of the Lord Jesus Chrit

made mistakes, the only man who ever lived who never made a mistake and never

did anything wrong was the Lord Jesus Christ. I think that in saying that

about the apostles it is worthwhile to guard it by this. That the apostles

had permitted to them a very vital task of beginning the work of Chstianity,

beginning fie ppreading of it, establishing the fouñation and therefore I be

lieve we are j.istified in assuming that when the Lord tells us of their work,

he is giving us an example, except when he labls it or makes it clear that

it's not an example. And therefore we recognize that the apostles made their

mistakes, we know Peter and,aul quarreled publicly, certainly they couldnft

both be right. We know that the apostles made their mistakes. But that when

the Bible says that Paul presented a sermon in Athens, it is an example for

us unless it is definttely labelled. ehepeople who say Paul made a

great mistake in his sermon at Athens. When he got to Corinth he resolved to

know Jesus only, to preach Jesus crucified and him only. Well, I think that %



O.T.History 288. (8) lfl9.

is wrong. I think he always preached Chist crcified and him only, but I

think at Athens he used an approach to reach the sophisticated, intelligent

Athenium, in Corinth he used one to commercial minded Corinthians. And probab-
1
ly he made mistakes in both places. But I don't think the Bible gives us his

mistakes, unless it labels them. But in the case of Elijah and Elisha, we

are not dealing with the founding of the Christian religion, we are not deal

ing with those who laid the foundation of our church and who spread the word,

we are dealing with the two men who fought the Baal-worship and most of that

they said was Zundoubtedly right but it is not (8-) to say

they could not make mistakes, nor even to assume they did not make mistakes.

And I'm convinced that Elijah made a very, very glaring one which we will look

at. But first, a, the work of Elijah and Elisha, that's the general summary,

and then b Elijah*s First Appearance And we've noticed how he suddenly

comes out of the desert, appears in Ahab's court, says it will not rain these

days, except according to my word, as the Lord liveth before whom I stand. Of

course the Lord is here Jehovah, it's the prophet name of God, and before the

people got over their--before the sophiticated,wel-dressed, people sitting

around in state there, in Ahab's court, got over their amazement of how this

wild felow ever got in there in the first place, to make this remark so pub

licly, he has disappeared from among them. 1n' somebody said well, let'd nut

him in the asylum, we don't want a fellow like that walking arourjd, you can't

tell what he might get people stirred up, so they sent for the jailer and said

go on get ahold of that fellow, better lock brim up for a few days, till he

cools off and the bailiff couldn't find him. And God cared for him wn by

the river there. And he went down to a desolate place in the desert and

there he drank the water from the river and the Lord had the ravens bring him

food.




I know a fellow who went to Wooster College, a fine Christian fellow he

was, earnest,'desiring to serve the Lord, he went to Wheaton College and

gradualry got his faith torn into and torn into, and still he was clinging to



O.T.History 288. (io) l12O.

all he could of it, and then he got into, he went to McCormick Seminary, and

there at McCormack Seminary, he was the sort of a fellow who didn't make a

gradal turnover, like some of his close friends d, he just gradualr changed,

instead of a sudden turning. And he was at McCorrnack and he was telling how

the Professor of Old Testament said one day, he told me the Professor said

that in the story) of Elijah there by simply changing the vowels you could

have it that, not that the ravens brought him food evry day, but the Arabs.

And he said he was just grabbing for that as a straw to beep his faith in the

Bible without believing what they were ridiculing as these fantastic myths and

legends, and he said oh that's great, and he said the professor didn't hear

him say that though. He said, yes, but if any of you think that's a correct

interpretation I have absolutely no regard for your intelligence whatever.

He just pushed the fellows back, and it was a blow to them. And he is today

a modernist leader in a big Presbyterian church , the largest in one of our

states. Very, very nice felUow, fine Christian, but through his education

just gradually turning against everything.

Well, now it seems to me that that approach that professor had toward

this was wrong. It could be ravens, it could be Arabs, the vowels would s4p-
1
ly make the difference. But the picture of Elijah is one of God interposing

with supernatural ways at point after point in his life, I don't think we have

any way to be sure which of the two it is. (12) * has been

preserved as raven, God did many other things in Elijah*s life more unusual

even than having the ravens feed him. I think it is just as well to take it

as ravens as to conider the possibility that it is Arabs. I'm not "even sure

there were Arabs in that area. But at any rate God cared for him marvelously,

when the water dried up there he went up north into the land of Phoenicia,

and went to the little town of Phoenicia there and there he came to a widow

who, they were just ready to die from the famine, practically no f odd heft,

and you remember he went in with her and he promised her that the wheat and

the oil would last till the famine was over. He stayed with her there and the
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Lord caused that their food was marvelously multiplied and so it lasted. And

then after three :ears, remember, the famine got so bad tint it was all

through that area and, by this time, Ahab was tremendously interested in get
A-, ing
ting ahold of this felbow Elijah and he sent to all the countries aroind ask

ing if anybody had seen him. He was hiding in this little town in this north

ern area, there. There's a time to suffer martyrdom and there's a time to

hide. And God did not order Elijah to go up there and to face Ahab and be

killed. He didn't order him to do that, He had him hide/%mntil the time was

ripe for his work to accomplish something, and when the time was ripe then

Ahab appeared, and when he appeared, you remember, Obadiah saw him and Ohadiah

was terrified. Obadiah and Ahab were hunting for water, just some little bit

of water, that he might give the animals, and he said to Elijah, oh Elijah.

He said, go tell Ahab I'm here. Oh, Elijah, he said, I hid the prophets of the

Lord and protected them, he said. I'm a true believer, don't do this terrible

thing to me. He said if I go and tell Ahab you're here and Ahab comes to kill

you, I know the Lord will just lift you up and carry you off somewhere where

Ahab couldn't get at you and then he'll turn all his wrath on me, and kill me.

But Elijah promised to be there. ThenZyou remember, he had this conflict up

on Mount Carmel. Now if Elijah had appeared in the fist place there, and he

had said to the king, King I want to challenge you and your Baal-worshippers.

Let'd have a contest on Mount Carmel and find out who is God, Jehovah or Baa,

Ahab would say what's this foolish fellow talking about. He'd say get out of

the palace here, you're making a nuicance of yourself, he wouldiYt have paid

any attention to him. But it was the prediction of the famine which made

people have an evidence he was the Lord's messenger. And then it was the

famine which brought difficulty and troule to people. And as a rule when

people are rosperous and happy they're not interested in the Lord. And who

you can give them...
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they norç it arid .
...they will pay no attention and they go on arid/tfley re not interested

but if you give them a testimony and it's in their mind when trouble comes,

they may think of the word you've given them and the Lord may use that word

to lead him to Himself. And if they don't have the testimony there's nothing

to lead them to the Lord no matter how bad the trouble is. But it's in time

of trouble that people come to the Lord. Now you can't tell, of course, when

you meet them what trouble they may now be enduring which you don't know any

thing about and ]your testimony may have an immediate effect. But as a ru1,

it is only in times of trouble that people are even interested in the Lord.

But the testimony given before is available and ready and can be used.

Well, now the people were in trouble with the famine. They were ready

to face the problem and in that situation, now Elijah challenges to the con

test. I've known young fellows to go out and they're going to prove to the

world that the Bible is true, and they go up to some great Modernist and

challenge him to a debate or something, and the fellow laughs at them and ig

nores them and they just make fools of themselves. There's no preparation

for it, there's no foundation for it (i 3/2k)

e
ay accomplish something sometime, far as that goes, but as a ruLØ that

sort of an approach needs a preparation such as there was here. The prepara

tion was there. The whole nation was filled with the interest. Elijah was

the evangelist type, Elisha as theZpastor type. We need them both.

Well, they met on Mount Carmel and you remember up there how the prophets

of Baal called out to Baal to set fire to the sacrifice and Elijah hounded

them and laughed at them and said he's probably on a journey, maybe he's

asleep, call a little louder and see if you can wake him up, all that kin of

talk, which of course made them all the angrier and they yelled all the louder

and then*ou remember that Elijah, after a whole day of that sort of thing,

with a great host of people around him, then that Elijah, his turn came, and

he took and built again the altar of God that was fallen down and he put the

sacrifice on and poured water on and then he prayed, calling for fire, prayed

to the Lord to send the fire and to light it, and the fire came down and it
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was lit and4the people yelled the Lord is God, the Lord is God, and then he

tok the rophets of Baal and killed them and then you remember there was the

matter of the drought. You can do this but if the drought continues what has

it accomplished? The people may look to the Lord for a brief time but you

need a removal of the great sign the Lord has given, and Elijah sent his ser

vant up to the top of the mountain seven times, looking and no sign of rain.

And finally on the seventh time they saw a little cloud way in the distance

and Elijah was (3k) And Elijah said to Ahab, get started,

he said I hear a sound of an abundance of rain, get started. And he'd done

his day's work, hd'd made a great display, the nervous energy that man had

poured out on that dy is tremendous, the tension, the excitement, the thrill

of it all is tremendous, and he felt just exactly as you and I feel after you

give a great evangelistic message or do somey{ tremendous work, we just

feel like, just got to work this energy off, we feel like running, jumping,

talking, any fool thing to get it out of our system, and what we need is to

learn to relax and to get rested and over it and ready for the next day's

work. And that*s what Elijah needed. There there were caves in the mountain

there where you'd be dry from the rain and sheltered. Elijah could have gone

into one of those caves and slept a month. Elijah could've gotten a good

rest and been ready to utilite that, because that great scene th-i Mount Carmel

is followed up by an itinerating campaing, talking to the ]people, driving it

home to them, would have done the work. You wouldn't need Elisha. If Elijah

couldve gone on right after that with his itinerating pastoral work, follow

ing up that, but instead of that 4ie up his loins and ran 30 miles be

fork the chariot of and ik 3/k)

this wild hairy man from the desert running in front of the chariot of the

king, and eople loked and said well, he sure is wild fellow isn*t he? They

said that's wonderful the testimony he gave to God up there, but look what

he's doing now. And Elijah after running and working off the nervous tension

that he'd gotten up in that wonderful work he'd done up there on that day,
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getting that nervous tension up, he got to the town where-Mhab went bo his

palace, Elijah went, probably went to a flop house somewhere, and spent the

nht, we have no reason to think he had friends in that town--but he stayed

somewhere there but he spent the night and woke up in the morning half dead

with tiredness and the strain of what he'd gone through the day before, added

to it all this silly, senseless exertion of running that way before

the chariot of Ahab. The it rays that he ran in the

spirit of the Lord. It just seemed as if nothing could stop him, it was tt

outflow, that nervous energy, that we have when we're in a situation like that,

if we throw it away and waste it, as he did there. He woke p in the% morn

ingj in that situation and Ahab of course was saying what can we do, what can

we do. The people have all yelled Jehovah is the God, they've killed the

prophets of Baal, the eople are all ready now to stand behind Elijah, why

if Elijah gives the word they'll topple me from my throne and put somebody

else in. What can we do? Jezebel was made of sterner stuff. Jezebel sent a

messenger, the messenger said Elijah, if you're still here 24 hours from now

you'll be just like these prophets of Baal you've killed. And Jezebel hadn't

the least power to fulfill that foolish threat that hhe gave to Elijah. The

people would've torn her limb from limb if she'd begun to touch him, If she
S
sent soldiers to try to hurt him, the people wouldn't have let them touch him.

Ahab wouldn't have eared do anything against elijah in this situation. The

whole country knew how Elijah had faced theprophets of Baal. I they had

tiUed to do something vigorous at this point against Elijah, Ahab and Jezebel

both would've had to flee for their lives. But Jezebel puts on a bold-look

ing front and sends the meesage to Elijah and he's just too tired out to think

sensibly and so he getsp and he starts walking and siie says we'll give you

24 hours to get out of the country. Lucky for her he got up because if he'd

stayed she certainly couldn't have touched him. He rushed southward fast as

he could walk and he could walk fast. He headed through Israel, south through

the southern part of Israel, south into Judah, through Judah, down into the
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desert, and he lay down, and he went to sleep and Ihe woke up thd the Lord's

angel said, Elijah what are rou doing there, your work is up there in Israel,

taking the work you've done on Sinai, driging it home to the people, teaching

them as a message of God, utilizing the work that ]you've done, not just letting

it peter out and throwing it away. Poor Elijah says, they've killed the pro

phets, they've broken down the Lord's altar, now they seek my life. He says

Lord let me die, Fm no better than my fathers, and the Lord in his mercy gave

him some food and let him sleep again for a few more days, he was just worn

out and he slept there and then the angel touched him and said Elijah, it's

time to start moving. So Elijah got up and started and he walked ko days,

south into Sinai, and the idea of saying, well, now the Bible is just a gropp

of puppets pulled on a string, here's what Elijah did, he did the great work

upon Carmel, now he makes this wonderful trip down to Sinai. It's not

interpreting what you've got there, it is not realizing that Elijah the great

godly man did not sin in this, but he made a mistake. He made an unfortunate

mistake. He made a mistake which should be a warning to us. When we do our

great work, then to stop and relax and get in shape for the next stage of our

work for the Lord, and think what is the next thing that will advance the

Lord's cause best next, instead of just being so wrought up with the emotion

of this thing that we can't think about the next stage and work it out reason

ably and in such a way as to be effective. The work had to wait, we don't

know how long, was it five years, was it twenty years, was it twenty-five yea,

before Elisha's great work commenced? God had to take another man altogether

and start in and train him and get him ready to carry on the work and the work

could have been carried on twice as well and twice as effectively right after

Carme as a few years later ihen Elisha was (9 3/k)

Eli- was wonderful for the work he did, but he proved himself incapable of

the work that was needed to succeed by his flight before

the silly bluff of the clever queen in this situation. And so Elijah gets

down there to Sinai and then we read how God deals in tenderness with his
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overwrought prophet. Elijah was not sinning he was erring, he was making

mistakes in not thinking things through sensibly, and understanding, and God

help us, we all make mistakes, but we should learn to avoid them, and learn

to do things in such a way as to be effective, and so he's down there at

Sinai and the Lord lets him get rested, let him get filled with the spirit

of the desert again down there, lets him get the eeling of great distances

and the high mountains and all that, and to orget the little queens with

their bib bluffs, and then the Lord says to Elijah, what are rou doing here

Elijah? Elijah says, oh, he says, I'm no better than my fathers. He days

they've killed the prophets of God and broken down his altars, now they're

seeking me to ki1Z me. Well, why didn't he talk this way when he faced Ahab

before, when all the people were with Ahab and Ahab had all the power and

Elijah was nothing, no, then he faced him boldly. But now he has faced it,

he killed the lprophets of Baal, he made his wonderful exhibit on Mount Carmel,

now he was giving way to seneeless weakness. And it got into his mind and

gripped him when there was nothing he could do, and the Lord in tenderness and

in gentleness caused him to see a great fire and the Lord wasn*t in the fire,

and hear a tzremendous wind and the Lord waan't in the wind, and then at the

end a still small voice, showing that God could work not merely in the great

tempestuous thing, but in the little quiet movements of thought, and of reason,

and of intelligent consideration. And the Lord spoke to him in a still small

voice and the Lord said what are you doing here? And Elijah repeated that

they were trying to kill him,y they'd killed all the others, and God said

no, Elijah, you're not the only one left. I've got 7000 men up there that

have never bowed the knee to Baal. There are lots of people in Israel still

that tand for the Lord but they need leadership, they need someone to give

them the truth and to lead them, not simply to denounce them for their erroBs,

they make the errors,you make errors, we all make errors, but to lead them,

to teach them, to bring them over to the attitude that they ought to take.

The 7000 of them are nothing without a leader, you should be there to lead

them, instead of running off (l2-)
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And then the Lord shows Elijah his power. The Lord said Elijah you go off

and you anoint a new king for Israel. You go anoint a new king, you're afraid

of the threats of this petty foreign queen, who hasn't the power to do a

thing except with her husband's permission,
and

asnf~t got the power to o

beyond a certain point with the people. You notice what he did when the it

came to Naboths vineyard. Ahabf didn't dare take that. They had to make

up a whole lot of lies and things to convince people (13)

Jezebel couldn't possibly have hurt him. God said, so far from Jezebel hurt

ing you I'm going to permit you to name a man who will replace Ahab as king.

Not only that but the kingdom of Syria, twice as big as this one, I'm goingtb

Ootyou to name a man to replace that king. And he said Elijah it's too bad

you failed. You did a wonderful work up to this point but we'll have to put

somelbody else in to carry on now. You go and anoint Elisha, the son of

Shaphat, to take your place. Poor Elijah had to go and spend the rest of his

tirjJe training Elisha do do the work that he should've been doing. Well, we

have to stop there. I'll post the assignment.

0.T.History 290.

.1 was sorry I had to be in Chicago last week so we weren't able to have

any hours together but this afternoon we'll be able to make up for some of

those hours at l:3O to 5, and therefore we will not have any section today.

There will be no Senior-'Middler section this afternoon. There will be a

lecture instead in this room.

Now we were speaking about D, The Dynasty of Omri. Under that we looked

at 3, The Menace of the Baal-Worshippers. And notice how differently God

dealt with the matter of the Golden Calves which were explained to be the

worship of Jehovah but in a form contrary to the Bible. It was wicked,

those who did it were punished, God opposed it in a strong way, but when the

Baal-worship came, that was a far greater menace and against that he raised

up two of his greatest prophets and that was such a great menace that while

it was in progress the other is hardly noticed. The Baal-worship would have
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utterly destroyed true religion if it had not been rooted out. And so we

want to stress the importance of The Menace of the Baal-worship, and the fact

that this is one of the four places in the Bible where God pours out great

numbers of miracles. It is, by that we see the tremendous importance of

this Baal-worship. And so we went on to look at 21, Elijah the Prophet, and

unddr that we looked at a, The Work of Elijah and Elisha, and I summarized

the work showing the difference between the two men, showing the importance

of the order in which they came, showing a little bit of their character, and

a little bit of what our attitude should be toward the stories that are told

about them. That was a. B, is Elijah*s First Appearance. I don't know

whether there is much to add in that to what we've already given under a.

Elijah's first appearance, one of the most dramatic things in the whole Bible.

Suddenly this man from the desert appears before Ahab, makes his great declar

ation, it will not rain, there'll be no rain nor diw except according to my

word and disappears. And many a person since has followed his example and

suddenly stood up before people and given a great denunciation and a terrible

prediction, but in most cases the prediction has not been fulfilled. And they

have been proven to be people following their own imagination instead of those

whom God has raised up for a specific purpose as He did Elijah. Elijah's

making this declaration and carrying it out the way he did is not an example

for us in precise detail unless God speaks to us as he did to Elijah. But

in the principle involved it is an example to us, that God used means to draw

attention to ijah, to put Mm in a position where he would be heard, before

the great contest on Mount Carmel. That contest on Mount Carmel could'ff$ have

been held if Elijah had had a friend at cout who persuaded Ahab to give his

approval to a contest on Mount Carmel. It is not probably it could have but

it is possible, it could have been held when Elijah first came and very little

attention called to it. Most people look on it as a fairy tale, itwould have

little effect on the land, it would have some, but it was preceded by prepar

ation which attracted people's attention and interest to this man Elijah and
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what he could do, and while we cannot ordinarily make the preparation like

that with the miraculous work that was there, we can find other ways of pre

paring for the great contest and declaration of this day. So in this case,

God worked it supernaturally because of the tremendous menace. In lesser

situations we have to use our brain power to work it out. But I have known

cft very wonderful meetin, with very splendid messages given, given to a hand

ful of people because there had not been proper preparation made to attract

attention and to find the means of reaching a larger group.

Dr. Mclntire has a very particular girt of finding ways of reaching out

and getting attention, and it gets his excellent messages far greater hear

ing than they would ever have if 4-wep he did not combine this other gift

with them. So much then for b, Elijah's first appearance.

c Elijah's Great Work at Carmel We spoke about that t some length

ther the work of Elijah and Elisha. It was a vital stage in the work of

Elijah and Elisha. It would have been just a flash in the night and left

little effect if it were not followed by the great work of Elisha after.

These things are very, very important and very valuable but the follow-up is

also tremendously tmportant.

I remember hearing 30 years ago, or a little more than that, when I was

a student in seminary, I had heard about ____ Alexander who was then a few

years before that pastor of a great Presbyterian Church in Pittsburgh, and

they said that Billy Sunday had been holding grat campaings in different

parts of the United Sthtes and that some of the ministers in Pittsburg wanted

to have Bij Sunday come to Plttsburg for a campaing and others said it would

be very silly to have him. You just get people stirredtp and there's nothing

(6--) to produce. And they said lok at this town where

Bill* Sunday went and they had a gre.at campaing and hundreds of people went

forward and nothing was accomplished. Two years later the onverts had all

disappeared. Well Nathan Alexander said I don't think that was Billy Sunday'

fault, I think that was the fault of the ministers participating in the
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Billy Sunday.
campaing and he threw the weight of his influenceof getting him. And for

nearly a year before the campaing he was having classes with his people in

personal work, how to deal with inquirers, and so on, and he had his people

all ready and when Billy Sunday came and they had the campaing the people of

the First Presbyterian Church of Pittsburgh were ready to reach them when

they were stirred by Billy Sunday and o)(Zc help them and to give them an

understanding and to get them to his church. And he ?d that out of--a

year later---out of about 300, I believe, new members his church had as a re

suit of that campaign, out of that 300 they fot"nd that a year ker about

295 of them were still in the church and over 200 of them were very active

in the church. And other churches might have hardly any (7 3/Il.)

and I'm speaking of good sound churches as his was then. The difference

would be in the follow-up and in the preparation. And so this thing at Carmel

was absolutely essential, it is vital, that sort of thing must be done, but

the follow-up and the preparation are absolutely necessary to its having its

real effectiveness. One man could stand as Elijah did and can hound the

prophets of Baal and can attract the attention of the whole nation to his

great stand, and without him not one-tenth of that which he accomplished was

accoujplished through (8) But others who in a quiet way

are following up and carrying on may be just as important and perhaps some

times even more important in the Lord's recognition of what is actually

accomplished. Well, d Elijahts Flight We noticed lat time how Elijah

IAde this great mistake here. I don't call it a sin on Elijah's part, except

in the sense that we're all sinners. Every human being falls very far short

of the ideal and I think we should kre very careful in excusijg others in

where they fall short of the ideal, but it doesn't mean that we can imitate

them when they fall short there because we fall short probably in plenty of

other places where the other people didn't. But in this case it certainly

is important for our understanding of our own Christian work to notice that

this great man of God, one of the most effective workers in the world's
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history, and one whom God used in a most remarkable way, fell so utterly

short here that if it were not for God's further supernatural intervention

the results of the work would practically have disappeared. He killed the

prophets of Baal but Jezebel (9 3/14)

For a brief time the people were turned against Baal but Jezebel's influence

continuing constantly and nothing to offset it, that would have amounted to

much, right at that point if Elijah could have gone and hid in one of those

caves and slept for a month, and gotten himself in first-class condition and

then come back and gone about through the land, talking to the people here an
the r
there and driving home the meaning of the work at Carmel, what was accomplish

ed could have been many times what actually was accomplished, but was accom

plished as a result of divine intervention was enough to destroy the Baal

worship out of the land in that particular message (101), but it was God's

intervention which prevented Elijah's flit from utterly destroying the whole

thing. So in Elijah's flight we have him fleeing from the bluff of a woman

who could have done nothing to hurt him, fleeing from her bluff and running

for his life. And God mercifully followed him even though he was out of the

will of God, going where he never should have gone, God was along the way

feeding, caring for him, protecting him, and helping him, and preparing to

bring him back to the place of (11)

And then e Elijah at Horeb And there we have a story which in some

ways is even more dramatic than the occurrences on Mount Carmel. On Mount

Carmel we have the great thing that was before the whole nation, down here

we just have one man. But God shows his wonders in order to reach the heart

of this one man and in order to lead him and show him His will. And so down

there at Horeb, the mount of God, Mount Sinai where God had given the ten

commandments, there he saw a tremendous wind, but we read, the Lord was not

in the wind. Well the Lord directed the wind, he directs everything. What

does that mean, the Lord was not in the wind? It means that God in some way

showed to the heart of Elijah as he saw this tremendous wind tht was break-
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ing the rocks in pieces, God some way impressed it on his mind, that this

was merely God's fingerprint, God's activity, that he wasn't actually coming

face to face with God in it, but merely his working. And then he sent a

great earthquake and the Lord was not in the earthquake. And after the

earthquake a fire. The Lord is in all these, and when it says he was not in

them it means that in the sense of deep (l2) knowledge

of God. He saw God's power in this but he didn't see God's person. And so

right after these Elijah wrapped his face in his mantel and went out and

stood in the enterinkof the cave and a voice came to him and said, what are

you doing here, E1ih? Remember when Elijah said what can I do here and the

people of Israel had prayed against the Lord and even I alone am left. The

Lord said how foolish to think that you are the only one left. For when you

have got God with you that's more power than all the people of Israel put

together. And so the Lord didn't just say that which might be just words,

he put it into action. He said, Go, return on thy way to the wilderness of

Damascus, and when thou comest, anoint Hazael to be king of Syria. When did

Elijah anoint Hazael to be king of Syria? Can anybody tell me what dh&pter

of the Bible tells how Elijah anointed Hazael to be king of Syria? How many

think there is such a chapter? How many think there is not such a chapter?

A number think there is not. I had intended to give a certain time to find

out. Maybe we better read (1k)

He says to him here, he says, when you come to Damascus, when did Elijah

come to Damascus, anoint Hazalto be king of Syria. And then he says, And

Jehu the son of Nimshi shalt thou anoint to be king over Israel. When does

he anoint Jehu king over Israel? And then he says Elisha the son of Shaphat $

shalt thou anoint to be prophet in thy place. When did he anoint Elisha?

I don't think you'll find in the Bible anywhere stated that Elijah anointed

any of these men. The statements of the Lord here given in a formal command

but what it means i not a command but a prediction. It is a prediction that

thigh Elijah God is going to show his will, that these...
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is he afraid of Jezebel the wife of King Ahab? Well, God is going through

Elijah, directly or indirectly, to show that the whole dynasty of Ahab is to

disappear and an entirely new dynasty come into being. And before he even

says this he refers to a greater land than Israel, a stronger, a more power

ful land, the land of Syria up here around Damascus, why even will God cause

an overturn in the dynasty of Syria. The Dynasty in power in Syria will

disappear and another king unrelated to him will take his place, and the As

Syrian records confirm this statement because they say Hazael son of a nobody

seized the throne, that's what the Assyrian records say. Notice the differ

ence between Assyria and Syria. Syria is our modern way of speaking of Aram,

the land of the Aramaens around Damascus. Assyria is the land over across

the desert from which the Assyrian conquerors come, but it's from that land

we get most of our written records for this time, and the Assyrian record

says that Hazael son of a nobody became king of Syria of Damascus. And then

after these two wonderful statemeits of the way in which God'e{ power is

going to be shown by overturning in the rulership of two great nations, and

when God can do that why should Elijah flee for his life as God'd messenger

and God's representative, unless of course God tells him to. After saying

that, then he says, and poor Elijah, you've made a wonderful start but you
ha
have to appoint someone else to carry on the work that you deserted when you

fled down here. So when you go back, anoint Elisha the son of Shaphat of

Abelmeholah to be prophet in your place. Elijah hung his head and walked up

knowing that his ministry had accomplished much but that it was necessary

share in it. And we read, of course, of how he anointed Elisha. Funny way

to anoint a man, to throw a coat over his head. We have no record of any

other anointing that he ever did to Elisha. Elisha is spoken of as the man

who poured water into the hands of Elijah. Elisha is willing to do the most

menial tasks in order to help the great prophet. Elisha didn't say well, God

has appointed me to be the great prophet, now Elijah is a has-been. I'm

going to take over (3?-)
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Elisha said if I can help that great godly man by just doing the little

menial errands for him, going along with him and learning from him, I'll be

glad to serve the Lord in this way, and Elisha was the man whom God called

to carry on the work.

Like I've known graduates of this seminary who have become assistants to

experienced men and have been very, very happy to have the position and then

after a little while have begun to see the weaknesses of these eperienced

men, and weMve weaknesses though probably they have many strengths that

these assistants didn't see, didn't realize, and think well that fellow ought

to get superannuated. I should be the pastor of this church, that man should

just, he'd be all right to help out around, give a talk (k)

I've known instances, but ordinarily that's not the attitude the

man of god really (1I.*)

Well, we're not talking about Elisha yet, we're talking about Elijah.

f Elijah's Declining Years Now we have this story of Elijahts calling

Elisha, or rather of Elijah*s throwing his mantle over Elisha, at the end of

oapter 19. Chapter,2O we don't have Elijah even mentioned. Chapter 20 we

jump back up to the land of Israel. We find Israel and Aare Aram, of course

it's here called Syria, fighting and in that fight we find unknown prophets

who come and speak to Ahab, that is by unknown I mean men not mentionedame

but we can aafely say that Elijah is not included in the number here, but men

who were true prophets, who came to King Ahab and told him what to do in order

to win the battle. And some people overlook that and think of Ahab as the

great example of wickedness in the Bible and certainly Jeze1 was a great

example of wickedness, and he as her husband was her willing ally in most

things, but they think of him as so utterly wicked at it's hardly conceiv

able that God would help him, and yet here you have God sending his prophet

to tell Ahab how to win the battle against Syria. God was using even as im

perfect a man as Ahab here for his purposes. And so through this chapter we

find God sendir prophets to tell Ahab what to do, and Ahab doing what the
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prophets tell him to, through most of the chapter and then at the end of

the chapter we have Ahab going ahead and using his own intelligence as to

what to do, and doing something that was utterly contrary to what the Lord

wanted, so that the Lord sends a prophet to make an object lesson to show

Ahab what he can expect after God has given him all this, and then he just

goes ahead with his own brain instead of looking to the Lord for His will as

to what to do withthe victory that the Lord has given him. And he works an

object lesson, he doesn't come like Elijah to the face of him and denounce

him, he gives an object lesson, and then when Ahab is giving judgment on the

object lesson, he says that's exactly the way with you, the Lord said (6 3/2k)

And that way he gets to hear it without having the

prejudice raised against it first. And that's the thing we find over and

over in the Bible. There are times when, like Elijah, God commands one to

go straight into the presence of the enemy and denounce him. But in the

majority of cases in scripture we find the Lord providing a tactful way for

a man to get a hearing.I think one of the greatest instances of this tact

of the Holy Spirit I know of is in the book of Mark. The bo&k of Matthew

is the great gospel for the Jews and. it can be summarized in the words, Behold

your King. And the Jews struggling under the oppression of the Romans are

told God is going to send them his conquiing king, and Jesus Christ is.that

king. And then you turn to the next book, the gospel of Mark, which is

written for the Romans. And the Romans are the ones who have the king, that

the Jews are struggling under, and the Holy Spirit doesn't come to the Romans

in the gospel of Mark and say, look, behold the king. You're going to lose

your kingship, Jesus Christ is going to take it. He comes to the Jews who

are struggling for lack of kingship and says God's king is coming. He comes

to the Romans who have the kingship and find it difficult to get the things

done right, and presents the picture of a servant, the one who can do what

they need. And then, after they get ihe hearing fi that way, they go on and

give them the other side of the picture. And in the end the Romans (8k)

then comes to throw his lordship at the
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feet of Christ and recognize him as kir But that's not the first approach.

And so here as where Nathan appeared before Dattd also after David's sin,

we find an blique manner of presentation, such as is calculated to win

approval of the principle before it is made specific and applied. And then

having won a yes answer to the principle it's easy enough to point out the

application, and one is much more apt to get a yes anwwer to the application

than if one starts with that point. We find instance after instance of this

in the Bible. But chapter 20 doesn't have Elijah in it at all. Perh we

should have left chapter 20 to the later head about Ahab's reign, but right

here in the line of Elijah, since 20 has so many propIts in it, it's good

to know about it at this point.

Chapter 21 has Elijah in it, but he's rather incidentally in it, he

doesn't appear until pretty near the end of the chapter. We have here in

chapter 21 hab wants Naboth's vineyard and he can't even take a vineyard

from a man that's next to his palace unless the man is willing to give it.

Ahab does not have as much power you see as our present government has today.

Because all governments today have the power of endless domain. And you can

have a lovely house that you wouldn't sell to anybody under any conditions

but if the city wants to build a school house there they wUiZ send assessors

in and put a value on your house and pay it and take it whether you like it

or not. But Ahab could not do that, his power as king was much inferibr to

the power of our government here. He as king could not take the land away

from Nabot-h. He tried to get Naboth to sell it and Naboth wouldn't, and then

when he sulked his more energetic wife Jezebel borrowed his signet ring and

proceeded to produce a judicial murder of Naboth, by bringing false witnesses

to accuse him and causigg him to be killed, and then as soon as Naboth was

out of the way whe said to Ahab not you can go and get the vineyard, Naboth

is no longer in your way. And here we find that God said to Elijah, go and

meet Ahab. And he said Ahab is in the vineyard of Naboth. Go and it him

there and say to him, thus saith the' Lord, in the place where dogs lick the
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blood of Naboth shall clogs lick thy blood, even thine. And they licked the

blod of Ahab Naboth here in Jezreel beside the palace of King Ahab, and-

that's when Naboth was killed, and Elijah went on, this day I'm going to

utterly destroy your house, make it like the house of Jeroboam, not a person

left in it, and of Jezebel the Lord has said that dogs will eat Jezebel by

the wall of Jezreel. And so these terrible predictions were made by Elijah,

but we read in verse 27 that then Ahab heard these words he rent his clothes

and put sackcloth on his flesh and fasted and lay in sackcloth, and went

softly, and the word of the Lord came to Elijah, the Lord didn't want Elijah

to see his prophecy unfulfilled and think that God had forsaken him. The

Lord didn't tell Ahab, as far as the record goes here, he told Elijah. Do

you see how Ahab humbles himself before me, because he humbled himself before

me I will not bring the evil in his days but in his sons' days will I bring

the evil on his house. So when the Lord has said it won't come till the

son's days, some people try to prove the Lord was wrong.and that it still

did come in Ahab's day, and that when Ahab was killed not at Jezreel but way

over across the Jordan, over where he was fighting in Gilead, that because

the chariot was brought back and washed in Samaria, which also is not (12 3/4

that that is the fulfillment that dogs will lick your blood, but

it says in the end of the chapter that God said the evil will come in the

days of his song, in his day. So it was not (13*)

There's a very obscure verse there which one version has rendered (l3--)

Another version has

rendered the dogs licked his blodd. And in neither case it was1when the

chariot was washed has nothing to do with Ahab himself. But I've had in

Prophets course a big struggle (13*)

But this Old Testament History (13 3/4)

all we can do is ignore the passage. But we notice that (13 3/4) the thing

here is Elijah's activity. Elijah is rebuking Ahab, you
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might say he is declaring the end of Ahab here, and after what he did here

and Jezebel (1)4) undertook to kill him

But that, people all over the 1anknew about Ahab's wickedness towards Naboth

and now, no duubt it was repeated all over the land what Elijah said and that

helped to keep alive in people's minds the memory of (i)

the memory of (l) what God had done for liah Until

(l1)

And. then chapter 22 tells abaut the, about Ahab's death,, and in that

there is a great prophet (lk) and that prophet who is

mentioned in this chapter is Micaiah, a man who is mentioned nowhere else

except in this chapter, a very great prophet of the Lord, but we know nothing

about him except what we find in this chapter here...

O.T.History 292. (-)

.refer to this chapter. again briefly when we take up Jehoshaphat. And

then we go on to 2 Kings which really is just a second part of the same book.

It was originally one book, some manuscripts have divided it here, others

have made the division at a different place. It was too long for one work

and so it was divided but it's really one book. And there we find in the

days of Ahab's son, we find in the firschapter here that in the days of

Ahab's son Ahaziah who was king, we'll look at them a little later, but in his

" day he fell and was injured and told messengers to go inquire of Baalzebub

the god of Ekron, whether be would recover from the disease. And the angel

"f the Lord said to Elijah the Tishbite, arise, go up to meet the messengers

of the king of Samaria.. And say to them, is it that there is no Clod in

Is-rael,that you go to engu ire of Baaizebub the god of Ekron? The Lord says

you will never be able to get off that bed that you are on, you will surely

die. And the messengers told Ahaziah, the son of Ahab, bout this and

Ahaziah told them to go and look for him and bring him in to him, and he sent



O .T.292. (i 3/4) 1439.

fjfr men and we read that they called him, Man of God, the king says, come

down, Elijah said if I'm a man of God let fire come down from heaven and con

sume thee and thy fifty, And this happened and those fifty soldiers and the

next fifty that were sent, and then the third fifty that came had a godly

captá.&n, or at least a -fearing captain and he bowed down before Elijah

and hh1m not to do this way, and the Lord said go down with him, be

not afraid. What a blood-thirsty God we have in this chapter, to kill a

hundred soldiers that were merel. doing their duty in obeying the command

that was given them (2k)

I got a letter from a man some years ago. He seemed to be a fine

Christiqn man, he was very active in Christian work but I got a letter from

him, he was an Englishman, he said, I,Yve just been listening over the radio

to a man on the Old Testament, talking on the Old Testament about a God that
is
is not my God, he is not the God of the peaceful, kind achievements. Well,

it simply shows that he did not understand the Bible. God is the loving,
the

king God but He is a God that hates sin and must destroy it. As far as these

hundred men are concerned, they had gone into the army, they were soldiers,

the were wars constantly there, to be destroyed by one blast of lightning

in this way was probably not half as painful for them as it would have been

to be killed by the enemies' swords and spears, hand to hand fighting, and

they had to die sometime and it was not particularly cruel, the fact that

God caused their deaths to come a little early this way. But in the economy

of God's plan it was another thing done to keep alive the memory of what

Elijah had done, to preserve the impression made on the land by throught

and by the victory on Carm, until E1ik could be ready to carry on the

follow up as it should be carried on. And 50 I think it's important we

realize that the purpose of this is practically unparallelled. We have

nothing like it else in the Bible. But it is here to fulfil

a function in God's fighting against the Baal worship, to keep alive the

attitude toward Elijah so that Elisha may take over the work of Elijah and

do the second phase of it as it needs to be done.
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And then g Elijah's Rapture to Heaven I think it is rather unfortun

ate that the word rapture, a Latin word which means being seized away, has

come in modern English to be used mostly in ordinary English to mean simply

for somebody to be so taken away with joy that they enjoy something tremendouE

ly. There was a man just a couple o days ago saying that he hegh- came

across people who in speaking of the rapture of the church said they thought

it meant the time when the church has its greatest joy and happiness. Of

course it will be great joy and happiness, but that's not the meaning of the

word. The word rapture means the snatching away, and Matthew Henry's great

devotional commentary, written a long time ago when it discusses 1 Thessa

lonians, says this rapture of the church, and goes on and speaks of it, using

the term in what may have been a rather common sense at that time, which

has not disappeared from our language, except rn connection with the rapture

(5 3/k)

But if it.is proper to use, it of the rapture of the church, it's equally

proper to use it of the rapture of Elijah because that's just what it was.

God reached down and carried Elijah away to heaven, just as the church will

be taken away when our Lord comes back. And so I entitled g, Elijah's RapturE

to Heaven. And we have it described in chapter 2 here, how Elijah tries to

shake Elisha and Elisha wouldn't be shaken, and he followed him as he walked

back and forth across twothirds of the land of Israel. It was good prepara

tion for Elisha for the itinerating work (6k)

but he followed Elijah back and forth across and then when they came over

across the Jordan and as he walked across Elijah took his mantle and wrapped

it together and smote the waters that they were divided into two parts, so

they went over on dry ground. And when they were gone over, Elijah aaid to

Elisha, ask what I shall do for thee before I be taken away from thee and

Elisha said let a double portion of thy spirit be on me. And of course any

body would know it's utterly silly to think this means he said I want to be

twice as great a man as you are. If he thought that he'd certainly have more
eens
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sense than to say it. Although I have known people who didn't have any more

sense than to say exactly that sort of thing.

One time Dr. Machen was asked by a Modernist, Joseph Fort Newton, of the

piscopal Church in Philadelphia here got out a book on great sermons of I

think it was 1926 or 7one of those years. And he asked Dr. Machen to give

him a sermon and when% the book came out Dr. Machen, referring to the book,

said it's fine, Christian sermon by Dr. Machen alorgwith the Modernist ser

mong of various people, which Newton called Great Sermons of This ear" and

in the beginning Dr. Machen was one of the leaders of the Modernist-Funda

mentalist Contraversy, now happily subsided, and Machen was pretty disgusted

abouW that introduction, and about the fact that in the book there was one

other man who was quite conservative though% not nearly as definite a leader

for the truth as Machen was. Machen said 8 rank Modernists and--he called

himself (8-) --8 rank Modernists and And I

remember oae of the students said to him, yes, he said, you can see the atti

tude of the editor of the book, why he said if he wanted to really show the

Fundamentalist view he'd ask a great preacher like McCarthy to write it in

stead of a professor like you. Machen wasn't as great in his delivery as

McCarthy but he certainly was--when it came to writing he was as fine as any

body you'd every find. And I don't think Machen appreciated that at all.

But I'm sure that Elià was not showing that sort of lack of tact when

he said that I would receive a douMe portion of thy spirit. There are two

suggestions that have been made for interpretation of it, one is a parallel

portion, a duplicating portion, another which is more likely the case here, is

it refers to the laws of inheritance of the day. If a man had one son, that

son received the man's property at his death, but if a man had two sons, the

elder son received twthce as much as the second. If he had three sons, the

elder son received twice as much as either one of the others. Thus if a man

had seven sons they would divide his property into 8 pares and put two of

those parts together, so that the oldest son would receive a double portion,
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twice as much as either of the younger sons received. And that is certainly

the reasonable interpretation here of what Elisha meant. Some people take

it, I've heard it said that I think Elijah they count had seven miracles and
El
Elisha fourteen, and that was the double portion, but I don't think the number

of miracles is the full criterion of the greatness of a man, certainly not of

his spirit, but I'm sure that"s not what is meant here. That he asked that

he should be the successor, the elder son, the one to carry on the spirit and
wo
wrk of Elijah, and Elijah said to him, that's a tremendous thing you've

asked for. That's what we can expect a great man to say. When he conies to

the end of his work he just can't see how anybody can possibly carry on pro-

perly, take his place. That's a tremendous thing he said, but, he said, if
y
you see me as I'm taken up then you will, you can know God has given you the

surety that it is granted. And if not then it won't be so. And as they

still were talking a chariot of fire and horses of fire, separated them and

Elijah went up by a whirlwind into heaven. And Elisha said My father, my

father, the chariot of Israel and the horsemen thereof. And as we noticed

when we were last together he is not speaking here about the chariot of fire
tha
that took him up, he is speaking about Elijah as the bulwak and defense of

the nation. And he saw him no more. Elijah was gone. And so that's the end

of our section on Elijah the prophet.

Number 5 Ahab's Reign We had previously only noticed the accession of

Ahab. Now Ahab's reign we have fairly well touched upon in connection with

Elijah's work, but there is an important thing to note atnit Ahab's reign,

and that is that Ahab is mentioned in Assyrian records. Not only that but the

mention of Ahab in the Assyrian records gives us our solid point of chronology

for this period. Because the Assyrians, if you leave out the account of the

book of Kings, well, leave out of account/the Israelites altogether, of the

great empires that (121) the As3rrjans

are the first to show what we would call a feeling for history. They had an

interest in telling about the great events of their reigns, their kings issued

accounts of their reigns, giving details year by year. The Egyptians did not
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do that. We have some records of the Egyptians written to be put in their

tombs in order to show the gods what great men they had been, but the Assyrian

annals are written and distributed through the land. We have many copies of

some of them and they tell, us the events of their reign, written of course

from a highly prejudiced viewpoint, the viewpoint of the Assyrian king, but

giving us a great deal of historical data, and since they are written on clay

tablets they have lasted through the ages. Other lands may have written them

too but if so they wrote them on papyrus and they disappeared. And the

Assyrians had a very interesting system of dating, they, when a king became

king, the first year after he became king he was called the lemu, so they

called it the lemu year of this king. That is, the year is named after the

king and so you will say the king was (13 3/1I) or the lemu

of That means Ashurbannati is king and this

year is named after him. Then his leading officer would be the lemu for the

next year, and the next leading officer would be the lemu for the next year,

and so on, so every,year they named after a man, so that all Assyrian con

tracts, of which we have thousands and thousands in our museums, have at the

end of them the name of the reigning king and the name of the limu. Well then

naturally in order to, when you find that a man rented sine land, twenty or

twenty-five years ago and ye-e he's fallen behind in his payments and you

want to bring him into court and collect it all, you want to know how many

years it is, and so the Assyrians made lists of the limus, of the reigns.
S

So you have lists of the limus of a certain king's reign, and we have a few

15s that give the limus one after the other for a period of some hundreds

of years...

O.T.History 293. (i-)

.year by year chronology that we have in the Assyrian limu lists, they

are very, very highly regarded by historians, And so we find the name of the

kimu year in which one of the Assyrian kings came to the west and tried to

conquer the lands on the shore of the Mediterranean Sea. We find that in
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the 18th year, no this is not the 18th year, this is the 6th year of King

Shalameneser III, which he calls the year of the Limu (1*)

he departed from Nineveh and headed westward with his army and conquered one

city after another, and he came to the city of Karkar, and there at Karkar,

he tells us, there came against him certain forces and among them he names

1200 chariots, 1200 calymen and 20,000 foot soldiers of Adaditurt (1 3/k),

that is Hadad-ezer of Damascus. 700 chariots, 700 cavalry and 10,000 foot

soldiers appear (2) from Hamath. 2,000 chariots, 10,000

foot soldiers of Ahab the Israelite, this is on page 190 of this book

ANCIENT NEAR EAST, of which there are several copies here in the Library, and

a .good many of you have copies. I should have mentioned today, if you have a

copy you should bring it to class, you might find it easy (2*)

This passage here on page 190

has the name of Ahab and he gives in parentheses the way it's spelled in the

Assyrian syllabic writing. (2) of the land of

Ahab with the u ending which is

the noriinative ending, of the land of Israel,Sireliah, it's got the s (2 3/k)

And we notice in this that Ahab, though he had only half as many a.-many

foot soldiers as the king of (3) had, had nearly twice as many

chariots. And next to the king of Damascus is the on who has the largest

contingent in this (3*) of kings against whom the

King Shalamaneser fought. But King Shalamaneser after fighting in his 6th

year against these kings, tells us abut the battle. He says they rode against

me for a decisive battle. I fought with them, with the support of the mighty

forces of Asher which Ahher my Lord has given to me, and the strong weapons e

which (3 3/k) my leader has presented to me. I did

,inflict a defeat upon them between the towns Karkar and Gilgal. I slew

14,0001 of their soldiers with the sword, descending upon them like Adad when
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he makes a rainstorm pour down. I spread their forces everywhere, k&?

spreading the entire plains withtheir widely scattered fleeing soldiers,

during the battle I made their blood flow down through the stream into the

distance, the plain was too small to let all their souls be sent into the

nether world, the vast field gave out when it came to burial. I (k) span

the Orantes River before there was a bridge. Even during the battle I took

from them their chariots, their horses broken to the yoke--this is the propa

ganda that the king gave out (kb) but it is

12 more years before we find him becoming less (kb) and so

historians consider that these kings fought him to a standstill. He says he

utterly defeated them and annihilated them but he didn't hold their land and

he didn't go back to their land. They fought him to standstill. And the

Bible doesn't mention the Assyrian at this point, but the Assyrian records

mention Ahab and Hadad-isri, king of Damascus. We have Ben-Hadad mentioned

in the Bible but whether these are two forms of the same name or whether one

of them is the son and the other the father, we don't have dvidence, but

they're the same type of name. Add this gives us our fixed date, 852, the

Battle of Karkar. There's been a big struggle among scholars, half ranging

on% the side of thinking the Battle was in 854 and the other half that it

was 853. I'm not sure that it's completely proved yet, but in Thiele, in his

chronology, in the Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings, accepts 83, and

since his chronology is worked out pretty much in detail, ()

I'm not ready to stake my life that it was 853 of 854. But it is a fixed

date which is tremendous ?..rranging a chronology (5 3/k)

(discussion of spelling of Karkar.) Karkar is a famous battle

because it's our first in connection between the Assyrian empire and the

Israelites, though not mentioned in the Bible. (6.student) That is, we

have to figure it out, and for a period of two or three hundred years we have

all the Lfiimus' names so it's not difficult, but after that perthod (61)
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It may even be 50 years but the evidence is

pretty clear (6 3/k)

Well, Ahab then is important in Assyrian history for this battle of Karkar.

Ahab was evidently a rather able ruler, he gives that impression from this

chapter toward the end of Kings. You remember that great statement, let not

him that putteth rn his armor boast like him that taketh it off. Its a

wonderful statement for any of us. You know who said it? It was King Ahab.

He satft it when the King of Syria sent and said hand over everything you've

got to me. He was going to take it. Ahab said, let not him that pütteth on

his armor boast like him that taketh it off. (7k)

But Ahab was probly a rather able ruler, but carrying out the plans of

alliance with neighboring lands, which1s rather Omri had probably initiated

in marrying Ahab to Jezebel, meant the downfall religiously and morally, it

brought in the Baal-worship and it was a terrible think for the land, and

also for Judah a little later. Well, Ahab's reign ended with his battle over

in Gilead, in Ramoth Gilead where he was killed, and King Jehoshaphat was

fighting with him in that battle. We'll glance at that again when we come to

Jehoshaphat.

But then we look at number 6 Ahab's Son Ahab was succeeded by his son

Ahaziah of whom we read in 1 Kings 22, that Ahaziah the son of Ahab began to

reign over Israel and Samaria the 17th year of Jehoshaphat king of Judah, and

reigned two years over Israel. Ahaziah was an evil king like his father but

after two years he has this fall from which he died. And Ahaziah was succeed

ed by his brother Jehoram. We read that Jehoram the son of Ahab began to

reign over Israel and Samaria the 18th year of Jhphat king of Judah, and

he reigned for 12 years. So he has a longer reign than Ahaziah, there's a

period of 12 years in which he reigns. He is a wicked king, but it says that

he wrought evil in the sight of the Lord, but not like his father and like his

mother for he put away the image of Baal that his father had made. I think



O.T.History 293. (9*) 1447.

we see here the work of Elijah and Elisha beginning to come to fruit. He put
a
away the image of Baal that his father had made. And then in chapter 3 here

we read about how King Jehoram found that Mesha king of Moab rebelled against

him and he asked Jehoshaphat to go with him and they went over and Elisha

the prophet was in the (9 3/k)

(iii-) ...Ahab's reign and we notice how the Assyrian referred to him. It is

interesting to have this corroboration of his name. Previously we have no

mention of him from any other source than from the Bible. But now we have

this interesting mention from a land way across the desert, with the name

spelled out just about the way we have it in the Bible. Of course we learn

from that more about Biblical history and that's a very interesting point,

that the Bible is not a book of hitory, it is a book to give us God's re

lation to his people. And into that history enters, but history in the usual

sense is politcal, and this is not primarily political hstory. Political

history, there are certain things t1- are of great interest, other things of

less interest. The history of the relation with God, there are things of

great interest and things of less interest. These may overlap to some extent,

and they do. We have a great many of the most important political events in

Israel's history in the Bible but not all. And here this great battle of
this
this great Assyrian conquest, you'd think would be of tremendous interest

politically, but it's not even mentioned in the Bible. It is a warning

against thinking that your account is complete, the account is only a part

of the story. (13*)

you don't have everything about the life of Christ. John says if everything

which Jesus did was written down it would fill all the books in the world.

You haven't got it in the gospels of tnhftgc%$' or in Matthew or in Mark. So

when you find two events which sound very much alike, it often means the

case that are very similar things which he did an two occasions. And yet not

(13)
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Well, then, we noticed Ahab's death in that battle, and we go on to

nuujber 6, Ahab's Son. And Ahab's sons followed in their father's footsteps.

The first of them, Ahaziah, reigned only t1wØ'Ø years as we noted. Then he

was succeeded by his brother Jehoram. Now I hope that you will not get these

names confused. I want everyone to know the names of the kings of Israel and

of the kings of Judah. They are (i) skeleton , they are not tremendously

important in themselves but they are skeleton for the understanding of

the Biblical history of this period. And if you don't have the skeleton

you're apt to get things all confused. If you're going to study the Old

Testament prophetical books you should know the kings because many of the

prophets relate to the kings. You should know the kings in order.

Now this is a point in the Kings where it is easy to get it confused for

this reason. King Ahab was succeeded by his son Ahaziah who was succeeded by

his brother Jehoram. Ahab's contemporary in Judah was King Jehoshaphat who
succeeded

was defeated by his son Jehoram who was succeeded by his son

O.T.History 29k. ()

...there's a Jehoram and Ahaziah in Israel, there's a Jehoram and Ahazlah in

Judah. Ad they're right at the same time, in the one case they're two

brothers, in the other case it's the father and son. Now I just this after

noon looked it up again in order to make sure that my mind hadn't tricked me

on it since I last went over it, and gotten confused, and in doing it I

noticed an easy way to remember, so I'm going to pass this on. King Ahab

is succeeded by his son Ahaziah. And King Jehoshaphat is succeeded by his

son Jehoram. Now that's easy to remember, isn't it? Ahab succeeded by his

son Ahaziah, who is followed by his brother Jehoram. Jehoshaphat is succeeded

byis son Jehoram who is succedded by his son Ahaziah. You see you have

the two names in reverse order but nobody ever thinks of Jehoshaphat as of

Israel, or that Ahab was in Judah, so knowing the names of the fathers, you

have the others too. Just remember that little mnemonic device that I just

noticed this afternoon. yes? (student.l) I haven't the slightest
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objection to your calling either one of them Jehoram or Joram because the

aame often occurs in an abbreviated form. The Jeho, Jehoshaphat sometimes

occurs Joshaphat, but I do object to your distinguishing them by calling one

Joram and one Jehoram because both are used in both forms, and it's misleads

you. So that I would rather you would use either form, but call them both

by it, simply because otherwise you could be confused.

The two sons of Ahab then, Ahaziah who reigned two years, but Jehoram

had a much longer reign. They were both wicked men like their father, but

we notice that Jehoram had, took away the image of Baal that his mother had.

built. he very name Jehoram means Jehovah is exalted. With a name like

that he certainly ought to be a worshipoer of Jehovah rather than of Baal.

Jehovah is exalted. Jehoram. Of course, for that matter, the name Ahaziah.

(3) * means the Lord has taken hold of him. That again is

a name that should not be Mid by a worshipper of Bad. If Jezebel had

succeeded within a couple of generations they'd be naming their kings after

Baal. But the great mass of the people never gave in to the Beal worship,

and it would not have been politic to name your sons after Baal, but the Ba

worship would have won out eventually, if it had not bean for the wc of

Elijah end lisha. It did win a great many of the leaders, but the mass f

the people were doubtless, would have taken a good bit longer to win. Yes?

(student.33-) No the word. Baal simply means lord and it plies to God but

it came to be applied particularly to this Baal and this Baal which the ',)rough

in was the god of Tyre, and he is usually called Meiqart which again IS not

a name. It means the king of the city. (k) I forget what

his real name was. But the people of Tyre called him king of the city, and

Meiqart comes from that, and then when he got down to this land they called

him Baal. But often the same individual goes by different names. it is clear

who was meant, it was this god of Tyre, this god of great sophistication,

very advanced, highly cultured, highly intellectual, very capable of much

that passes for art, much in our own day is considered sophisticated. and
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advanced but really is very degenerate. Yes? (student-4 3/k) No, thaYs

entirely different. Yes, the word Baal we use for everybody. Jt like the

word god is used in English, for Woton, for Thor, for Venus, they're all

called gods. God doesn't mean any particular god. We Christians use

God to mean our God, whose proper name is representative of

But master is often (5), well, it is just like the Lord, what is the

Lord? Well, in English they say, in England you ask a man Can I pass

through this state. Can I walk around and see it? I'll go and ask the

lord. They call every man of any standing over there Zas the lord. He is

called the Lord. But of course we use the term the Lord to mean God.

Jehoah is not the correct pronunciation but it represents (5 3/4)




Now

doubtless it's the same development we have, that in Tyre they didn't call

him by his personal name, they probably were afraid what would happen to them

for using it with profane lips (6) so they called

him the king of the city. Then down in Palestine they just called him master.

But the word Baal in itself there's nothing wrong with it, but the one they
r
refer to by it (6)

Well, Ahab's sons then, by the time of Jehoram the work of Elijah, follow

ed by the work of ELiSha was very, very considerable proof there was still a

good deal of Baal-worship left, but it was no longer in a position of growth

and going forward, gaining control, it was being vanquished already, in the

reign of Jehoram.

Number 7 Elisha the Prophet We noticed Elisha's call and I think we

are perfectly safe in inferring that Elisha had been thinking about it for

some time. He wasn't just plowing, never a thought of the work of God, when

all of a sudden this wild man cmes by and throws his coat over, and he says
wait a minute and I'll come with you. That of course is naturally not wIt
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happened. He had heard of him, he recognized Elijah, perhaps many people

wouldn't recognize him, h recognized hirn, he'd heard about him. He may

have been at Mount Carmel and seen what happened there, if he didn't he'd

heard all about it. He knew abaut it. He was one who was wishing that his

life could count for the Lord. And he thought, if I could have been tith

Elijah when those things happened, if I'd just had a chance just to pour

water on his hands, just to do the simple menial tasks to help that great

an of God, how happy I'd be. Elisha was the son of a rich farmer. He was

plowing with several yoke of oxen. Now the ordinary person couldn't own

ll that cattle. He belonged to a wealthy family. Yet here we have Elijah

the wild man from the desert that goes around rudely dressed in this desert

outfit, speaks roughly, and we have the cultured wealthy youhg man who goes

around and makes himself the menial servant of Elijah. It's a wonderful

picture of a man wo devoted to God that he is willing to take the low position

with no future involved of any kind, in order to maike his life count by help

ing Elijah. But when Elijah threw the coat over him Elisha immediately ran

after him and said just wait till I say goodbye to my family and I'll come

with you. Elijah said what have I got to do with you? Well Elisha knew he

had something to do with him or he wouldn't have thrown his coat over him.

And Elisha had probably just been thinkirg then, oh I just wth I could help

in that great work Elijah started. I wonder where Elijah is. He did this

great work up on Mount Carmel and now he has disappeared. Nobody has heard

anything about him for some months. I wonder where he is. Surely God hasn't

done that work just to have it disappear and be forgotten. Surely there is

going to be some flow-up on it. Oh, just wish I could help him. And

just as he's saying that and coming along with all these thoughts, all of a

sudden here domes this Tishbite (9-)

and he looks around and he recognizes Elijah. The Lord has been preparing

him. And so he left and followed Elijah and we don't know how long it took.

We-ve no idea just how long it was after this before Elijah is taken. Frobabl

not too long because the work needed to be carried on and Elijah wasn't the
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man to do it, but there needed time for preparation. He needed to learn

what he could learn from Elijah and then he would go with a different atti

tude, a different type of (10) but following up the work that

Elijah had begun. And so we have Elisha called, and then we have Elisha

following Elijah as the menial servant, doing everything he could for him,

and then--that happens in 2 Kings there, in 1 Kings there, and the next

chapter we-noticed, chapter 0, says nothing about Elijah. In 21 we have

Elijah mentioned but no mention of Elisha at all, in 22 we have Micaiah the

great prophet, no mention of either one of them. In 2 Kings 1 we have Elijah

meeting the captain of the fifty and killing the hundred soldiers, no mention

of Elisha there. But in chapter 2 Eliaha appears again so we know that dur

ing this time he has been with Elijah, just doing menial taks for him, and

learning what he can. And now we have chapter 2, we've already noticed his

request to be his heir in the work, and the promise Elijah gives him, if he

sees him going up then as Elijah is taken up his mantle remains. The coat was

thrown over Elisha and (l1) , thtst be getting pretty

ragged by this time but it's still there, and he got the mantle of Elijah

that fell from him as he went up, Elisha got that into his hand, he comes

over to the water, he says, Where is the God of Elijah and strikes the waters

(111) And nobody saw the miracle, probably,

unless these sons of the prophets may have, we're not told they did, they

were some distance away. But Elisha is the one person where the miracle

occurred. Now how does that fit with the meaning of a miracle? A miracle

is a sign. A miracle is given in order to accredit a messenger of God. Well,

then why would God perform a great miracle like this when there was nobody

around? What would be the reason? The reason was the most important reason

of all. It was far more important right now to get Elisha oriented right

than it was to reach the thousands of people. Elisha was the one God was

going to use. Now to get Elisha was important. Elijah said if you see me

ge-up-
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go up you will be my successor. He saw him go up. Yes, but person didn't

know (l2) maybe I imagined it. It happened so fast, are

you sure you saw it? Was it your great desire that you should, that made you

think you had? It's very easy to lwe all kinds of fantasies and illusions

on things like that, it's very, very simple. God wants this man grounded,

solid, absolutely certain that he is the one whom God has appointed to go on

with the work, and so he takes the mantle, he strikes the water, divides it,

crosses again. I doubt if that ever happened agañrn in his life, but it

happens now to give Elisha the certainty that he is going to (13)

God wouldn't do that for many but (13*)

be in a position of the tremendous fight with the Baal-worship. God needs

him for this work and God performs an extra-ordinary work to put the man into

the position that only one man can ever fill. No man in all history has ever

done this particular rk that Elisha did there.

So now this miracle, then, we understand the meaning of. He comes out

now and he sees the soras of the prophets who want to send somebbdy to look,

maiibe the Spirit of God has taken up Elijah and dropped him down on some

mountain, on some valley, couldn't we go and look for him? Just think, if

the Spirit of God has lifted up Elijah and dropped him way off in the hart

of the wilderness somewhere the poor man may starve to death. Hadn't we

better go and look for him and find him. What an idea these men had of the

Spirit of God. Very, very zealous, earnest people, anxious to do something

goodc but they were very, very poorly trained, very pporly trained.

And Elijah's been stomping through the land, talking roughly to everybody

and making no attempt to teach these people who want to do what's right but

they don't know what to do. You notice the difference in Elisha's attitude.

Before long we find that Elisha is helping the sons of the prophets. He's

instructing them, he's leading them. They've got all kinds of crazy ideas,

they are men of good desires but no proper training ôx understanding. Elisha

does little kind things for them, shows a friendly attitude toward them, wins
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their confidence, and proceeds to help them&to get the proper eaeRs (1)4 3/4

and probably many of them were a great comfort in days to

come...

O.T.History 295. ()

...we have here, after these people, he'd told them not to send and yet they

sent anyway and hunted, he waited at Jericho and they came back, said didn't

I tell you don't go? Then tie men said to Elisha, this city is a pleasant

place but the water is terrible. And he said bring me a new cruse and put

salt in it. He said thus saith the Lord, I heal these waters, there shall

not be from thence any more death or barren land. So the waters were healed

unto this day.

And I slept bne night there in the ruins of Jericho and iere's that great

beautiful fountain gushing out of there, and it's as lovely water as I have

ever seen. The cruse of salt that Elisha put in there, if it had been a

chemical reaftion it probably would have disappeared long before this time,

but it was the Lord cleansing the water and it's still good. Mr. Welch?

(student.l. First they say there is no water and then ) No, the water is

naught means the water is terrible, it doesn't mean--it's naught, the water

is no good. It cQMcl be interpreted the other way of course, but i)

There's no good water. There h.d

to be some or they couldnt live there, but the water was bad water. Well,

then we have three of the verses that have puzzled people as much as any

thing in the Old Testament.

And he want up from thence to Bethel--that's a long walk in the Jordan

Valley, down to Jericho, up through the valley, up to Bethe1-and as he was

going up by the way, there came forth little children out of the city and

mocked him and said to him, Go up, thou bald head, go up, thou bald head.

And he turned back and looke on them and cursed them in the name of the

Lord. And there came forth two she ears out of the wood and tare forty-two

children.
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Now in the first place the word isn't children, it's young men. And so

we don't need to think of just Innocent little children here, just engaging

in a little (2*) and this wicked man Elisha has the bears kill

them. That's terrible. Well it doesn't say it killed them either. It says

tore 42. children. Question is how bad the tear was. Were one or two of them

badly hurt and were others scratched? Just what was it? We just don't know.

I doesn't say the 11.2 were killed and it doesn't say they were little child

ren. And it seems utterly out of character with Elisha, it seems more like

Elijah. Elisha was the man that healed the waters. He's the man that fixed

the pot when there was death in the pot. He's the man who did all these kthd

things for people all his life, and here somebody calls him, old baldy, and

so he calls thh bears to come out and kill them. Well, that's not the pictte

at all. The thing is that here is Elisha beginning his work and these young

delinquents come out here, and start reviling him and right at the beginning

of his own ministry here, it is the Lord's will to tie together the ministry

of Elijah and Elisha, so that the terrwhich gathered around the name of

Eligah the one who stodd against the prophets of Baal on Mount Carmel, the

one w1declared the coming of the drought, the man of forceful character t1

people were afraid of, that they recognized was from God, that that would

cling to Elisha as the foundation for his other type of ministry, so that the

two would make one force between them, and so there is at the very beginning

of Elisha's ministry, people are given to understand--Elijah, nobody thought

Elisha was a nature lover who understood how to whistle so the bears would

come and kill somebody. Nobody thought that. Everybody understands that

God has given this sign that Elisha is his prophet like Elijah, carrying on

Elijah's work and not a man to deal lightly with or tamper with. That the

curse of God would be on ôu if you interfered with Elisha's work. It would

have meant nothing if it had happened at the beginning of Elisha's work, it

would have meant nothing if it happened without Elijah's ministry. It's just

a carrying on. Yes? (student-514) That's quite an argument to prove they
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were little children. But it doesn't say they killed them, it says that

two she-bears came out of the woods and tore I-2 of them. An/e± a pretty

powerful creature., some of them, some aren't. If you take a she-bear that

thinks you are after her young--I've heard it said if you get between a she

bear and her young you can be in a mighty difficult situation. I've heard

of people that a bear with just one stroke of its hand have knocked over.

They're very, very strong when they're really irritated, I don't think they

often are i±,ritated,

But one day down in Virginia I was walking in the hills ori a foggy

afternoan and waking along on the trail and all of audden, just aithad of

me, as near as that blackboard is, not a bit further, why three forms jumped

up and rushed over and they stood over there at a distance, and it was a

great big bear and two little tiny ones. And I thought my I'm glad that the

two little ones weren't on one side of the trail and the big mother bear on

the other when I came between them, but they heard me fortunately just before

I got near and then they ran over there and they stood over there, maybe as

far as to that door, till I got by. But I have heard that a she-bear, think

ing that its cubs are in danger, can be mighty ferocious, and they don't

realize their strength, they can do a lot of harm. It doesn't say that they

killed them, they could've scratched the 42 of them. tstudent.7)

(7 3/4)* small u, young men. Yes? (student. The8.

The authadoesn't say that the bears weren't killed.) That they weren't

killed inthe end. Maybe there were 50 kids there and the other 8 ran home

and their fathers came out with a big gun and shot the bears. But I doubt

if 40 men without weapons, at least good-sized clubs, could do much against

a powerful bear. With a big club you could, certainly. 1s? (student.8-)

Yes, well if these 42 man were well-trained and had good ropes, they probably

could have done it. But the important thing here is what is the purpose of

the miracle? It is a miracle in the sense that it's a sign. It's not a

miracle in the sense that Elisha had power to call bears. It's not that at
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all, it is God calling the bears to. come out at this time. Now maybe the

same thing happened week or two before, in the same area, maybe these were

particularly vicious bears that were in the habtt of injuring people, we don't

know anything about it. But this partia.ilar occasion happened right after

these people had been making lifht of Elisha in a way to connect his work up

to that of Elijah in people's minds, and lead people to realize this is not

just a man who wants 'o serve the Lord. This is the man the Lord has appoint

ed as the successor of Elijah.Well, then, Elisha then immediately after

that, we find that in chapter 3 King Jehoram , the son of Ahab, brother of

Ahaziah, finds that Mé.sha the King of Hoab has revolted after Ahab's death

against the king of Israel. And King Jehora went out of Samaria and number

ed all Israel and he said to Jehoshaphat king off Judah, he said, the king of

Moab has rebelled against me, will you go with me against Moab to battle? And

Jehoshaphat said I'll go, I have an alliance with you, we have a mutual

friendship pact, I will go and help you as I expect you to help me if sornebbdy

revolts against me. And so the Israelite army came south to Judah, and then

from Judah they crossdd over south of the Dead Sea into the Wilderness of

Edom and up through the wilderness to attack Moab from the south. Now this

story about the attack on Moab which is contained here in the Bible, up till

80 years ago stood absolutely alone. Nobody had any other evidence about it

whatever. then about 1880 there was a German missionary,I think it was

1868 actually, when this German missionary in Palestine came across a stone

which had some Hebrew characters oit, over in the land of Moab. And he

tried to get possession of it and the native people there agreed to sell it

to him for about a hundred dollars which he was glad to give them for it.

He bargained with them, I suppose they started with an astronomical figure

and he started with a dime, and they gradually approached each other, they

came together at about $100 and everybody was happy, exdept the French.

There was a French Vice-Consul in Jerusalem named (12) Janot,
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who was a very able man, he has written on Semitic studies, very valuable

things, he studied Palestine, and made some 'very important discoveries. And

when he heard that this German missionary had purchased it, he didn't even

have it yet, but he had been negotiating with the rtiges and it looked as if

they were going to sell it to him, this stone with these marks on it, he

decided that he ought to get it for the French Museum, the Louvre, and so he

sent a couple of representatives down to see them, and got the Arabs to let

him make a squeeze of it, that is they take paper and they wet it and press it

against it in such a way that it makes an impression (12 3/24)

of the writing. And so they made this squeeze that shows what the writing

on the front of it looks like. And they made that and they told them oh you

shouldn't sell that for $100 to this German, why the French will give you a
t
thousand dollars for it. And so they raised, it was well worth it, it was

one of the great discoveries of modern times. It would be well worth $1000

for the Louvre Museum, in fact it's in the Louvre today. If you ever go to

Paris be sure and see it, the Moabite Stone it is called. And they

offered them $1000. Well, that was bargaining but it was foolish bargaining

because the bulk of people there were not educated, didn't understand about
an
ancient history, about the rivalry of Museums, the French and German rivalry

and so on. And they said if this thing is so valuable it must have magical

properties and if it's so good that they're willing to give a thousand dollars

for it, it would be very, very foolish of us to let it get out of our possess

ion at all. And so they said now probably this is an amulet that will cure

disease and if each of us had a piece of it, think how well we'd be, that's

much better than if we'd get $1000 from it, and if we divide it up among us

and we get sick and what good's our money if we die. (ik--)




So they made a big

fire and got this thing blazing hot and they poured water over it and it

broke into a hundred pieces, and each of them took oof the pieces, wo that

they would have something to keep them well. Well, that meant t1ab the Germans
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didn't get it for their museum, the German missionary's funds were, he had

offered all he could afford for it

0.T.History 296. (i-)

... celebrate his gaining his liberty from Israel. And it begins with, I am

Mesha son of (3/k) king of Moab. My father reigned over Moab

and I reigned after my father, and so on, and he tells how Omri had occupied

the land. He names Omri and he refers to his son, which of course was Ahab,

and there are many interestthng historical matters in it that--Jehovah is

mentioned. It's translated Jaweh here, the name Jehovah appears in the (l-)

the critics today call it

Jaweh. Maybe they're right, we don't know, we've no idea, it probably wasn't

Jehovah, but what it was nobody knows. But they call it Jaweh and he has

Jaweh in here for it. We know those letters represent the name of God, they

are represented in the Roman pictures of the conquest of Jerusalem, pictures

of the letters referring to the name of God. And when they represent it in

Greek records they put the letter (1 3/k) * which

is you see, reading from left to right a little bit like from right to left

(2) * But the (2) Tetradamothon is

mentioned in here, places are mentioned in Meab. It is a very important

historical record and it was 1868 according to pritchard here tI it was

discovered intact, but in 1873 is when it was taken to the Louvre. And it

should be placed somewhere between Bko and 820 probably, the time when it

was written. We don't have many such monuments from Palestine, and it is

therefore a very important thing, an interesting corroboration of the history

in ths chapter. I perhaps should have told you that about the Moabite6

Stone under Jehoram the son of Ahab. We are now looking at Elisha and Elisha

comes into this chapter, in this chapter where Jehoram and Jehoshahat and

the king of Edom come up through the wilderness of Edom, against Moab, They

find themselves without any water, or with very little water, insufficient
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water for the army, for their cattle, for their equipment, and so on, and

the king of Israel said alas that the Lord has called these three kings

together to deliver them into the hand of Moabt But Jehoshanhat said, Is

there not here a prophet of the Lord, that we may enquire of the Lord by him?

And orof the king of Israel's servants answered and said, Here Is Elisha thee

son of Shaphat whch poured water on the hands of Elijah. Thus we see how

Elisha was not yet particularly widely known. He was working in a quiet way

among the people. The king had no idea he was even with the army, that he'd

come along with the army and here he was, with the army, over there in the

wilderness. And so over there in the wilderness they found that Elisha was

there. Jehoshaphat said the word of the Lord is with him, and so the three

kings went to him and Elisha said to the king of Israel, what have I to do

with thee? Get thee to the prophets of thI father, and to the prophets of

thy mother. And the king of Israel said nay, for the Lord has called three

kings together to deliver them into the hand of Moab. And Eltaha said,

II's tl,,e Lord o' hosts liv-,-, elorc whomi I stand, surely, -v~ere I' not thr_,,'--i - U




I
r
regard the presence of Jehoshaphat the king of Judah I would not look toward

thee, nor see thee. But now bring me a minstrel. tnd it cam-. to pass, when

the minstrel played, that the hand of the Lord came upon him. Do you see

the method now? If you want to get a revelation from God, get a minstrel,

you see. But that is an inference which culA he rawi 2im ;hie pe ssage.

And if we found other similar passages it would be a (5)

but as far as I know this is practically alone in scripture,

of this type. He says, get a minstrel and when the hand of the minstrel,

when the minstrel played the hand of the Lord came upon him. What was the

purpose of the minstrel? I think it's plain that Elisha found himself so

discouraged in the presence of the son of King Ahab that he could not quiet

his soul enough to listen for the still small voice of God, and he asked

for a minstrel, for music, to quiet his heart and to help him to forget the

disturbing influences around him, in order that he might listen to the still
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small voice of God. The music would never bring the voice of God, the music

would nover produce a revelation, but the music would hlp him to forget the

earthly things around him and (6)

I think that's important about all things like that. We cannot consider

music or colors or pictures or anything like that as a magical thing that

will bring God's blessing upon it. But you can use anything of that type as

an incidental thing for a purpose of helping to turn our atbention away from

the earthly things and make it easier for us to listen for the voice of God.

It's often difficult to draw the line etween where these things bethme harm

ful, where they become jazzy or where they become subjects of worship, where

they become that which is wrong, and the place where they are right instru

ments which are useful. You have to use a certain amount of trial and error

in our hancilin' of them.

I know one man who spoke here once about a church, oh he said that was

the sort of church where they had candles. Well, to him that just marks it

as another pagan church, to have candles in it. On the other hand I was at

C6lumbia Bible College one time, when I gave their Commencement address, and

inthe evening there, they had all the students that were going to graduate

and they had a lot of candles out there and they had each one, one by one,

light their candles, representing the way they were hoping to be sending out

messengers for God to lighten the dark corners of this earth. It was a most

impressive service. There's nothing wrong ith candles but the candle can

instrument of superstition. And that's true of most

anything. Things are not right or wrong in themselves. I remember one

church I heard of nearly split over the question, should you kneel when you

pray or should you stand when you pray. The Lord doesn't care whether we

kneel or whether we stand, but if we find that it helps our heart attitude,

that it makes it easier to get the right heart attitude to use a certain

posture, it's a thing to use as a means but never as an end. Well, here then

was Elisha quietly working, the king didn't even know he was there, but you
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can be sure %he XXM wasn't wasting the time on this long trip. His work

was finding a success. And then the next few chapters tell about Elisha's

work and there are many miracles and there are many wonderful deeds but

running through it in tie rain is this emphasis of the kindness and tie helpful

ness, there is usually a helpful purpose in most of the miracles which are

performed through Elisha. He is going about among the people, he is itiner
ating
ating here and there. He is speaking the word of God everywhere, and bring

ing the message that Elijah had brought into tie land, that Elisha is bringing

into the heart of the people.

In chapter 5 we have the story of Naaman the Syrian, how the story pene

trated of Elisha even up to Syria, and this great captain came down and he

came down epecting that Elisha will be so honored to have a great Syrian

captä.&n come to see him, that he will come out and he will stand in front of

him and he will make a great ceremony and heal e him of his leprosy, and

Elisha doesn't even bother to come out, he just sends a messenger. Tell him

to go down and dip in the Jordan seven times. And Naaman's feelings are so

hurt he's going to go back home, saying what do I want to do with a fellow

that won't even bother to stop and speak to me. Elisha was not awed by the

presence of the great cptain. He wasn't looking for the honor of the great

captain coming to see him. Probably if it was a little insignificant person

he would have lifted up their ego a little bit by going out and making a

little over them. Naaman didn't need his ego lifted any, he needed the heal

ing and Elisha provided what he needed. He sent the message out, telling him

how he could be healed and the Lord worked the miracle and healed him.

Then, chapter 6, we have the political events coming. And we have Eliha

helping the king of Israel. Now here is this wicked king Jehoram, that

Elisha wouldn't even speak to, but now back in the land, Elisha is helping

him in the deliverance of their land from Assyria. He is sending the

message to the king, the Assyrians re coming this way or that way and the

king is aMe to protect them every time. And then the Assyrian inquires

M
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and finds where Elisha is and sends to get him and God struck the soldiers
G

with blindness and Elisha took them and he says this isn't the way, follow

me and I'll bring you to the man whom you seek, and Elisha walked ahead and

the blind soldiers walked behind, every step they took took them nearer to

Elisha the man they were after, but every time they took a step he took a

step forward so that while they were always behind him they never caught up

to him and then he §ke them into Samaria right before the king, but you

notice that he didn't let the king smite them, so they gave them a dinner and

send. them away. And then after that, we see in verses 23 and 24, of all the

crazy places not to have a chapter division you ever saw, here is chapter 5

with several isolated events, and then here is one continuous story that be

gins in 624 and runs to the end of chapter 7. And the Archbishop put his

chapter division at the end of 33 right in the middle of a paragraph, not

even a paragraph division in this long story. I think that day surely he

had something on his mind, when he made this chapter division other than

making a reasonable chapter heading. If anybody things the chapter divisions

of the Bible are inspired here's one of the finest proofs that they are purely

a human thing. They're mighty useful to find a reference but certainly I

think it is always wise, whenever you read a chapter that starts with the

verse before, and when you finish you run on to the verse after, at least

in your mind, so to see whether there is a division or whether there isn't,

whether you are missing something important by not getting the connection.

Here, the chapter certainly should have started at 24. There is a big break

between 23 and 24. 23 ends, So the bands,6f Syria came no more into the land

of Israel. 24 says, It came to pass after this, that Ben-hadad king of Syria

gathered all his host, and went up, and besieged Sanria. The two dharply

contradict each other. They didn't come any more, a after this they came

right away. Some people try to explain the contradiction by saying he didn't

send little bands, he sent his whole army. It doesn't seem to me a reason

able eplanation, I think the fact of the matter is there's a break between
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them. They stop for a Ithile, and then after a while they decide to make

an all-out attack. And so we have the all-out attack here and Ben-hadad comes

and besieges Samaria and the things get so bad there, that the king is going

to blame it all on Elisha. You notice, why should he blame it on Elisha?

Well, previously Elisha told him when the Assyrians were coming, he was able

to be saved from them. Now Elisha hasn't given him any word so Elisha's re

sponsible. That's what you meet in this world. Don't ever look for the

gratitude of this world. If you're serving the Lord you'll get gratitude,

not in this world perhaps, but you'll get it eventually, worth more than

anything in this world but if you're serving human beings you can do a hundred

things for them and then you fail at one point and they'll throw you out.

And that's what's going to happen to Elisha. He did all these things to help

Jehoram and then when an attack came that he hadn't given warning of, and

they were starving (lk*) you read that the king said, God

do so and more also to thee if the head of Elisha the son of Shaphat shall

stand on him this day. And so he sent a messenger to Elisha and the messenger

comes in pter 7:1 Elisha answers. Of all the crazy places

for a chapter division. But here the Lor'td enabled Elisha to predict the end

of the siege through a marvelous interposition of God. And we're not going

in this course in Old Testament History




49 now here o we see how God used

Elisha here and how God saw that in this case, through a development that

it's easy to see how these developments produced it, is to do something so
wonderf
wonderful that the man said, why if the Lord aadld make windows in heaven

it couldn't happen like this...

O.T.History 297. (-)

...had to pay fabulous prices for things. One day for three slices of ham

burger you had to pay $6 and the next day they could get the best steak for

200 a pound. And when he predicted that's what was going to happen they

just said the Lord will have to open the windows of heaven, yet it happened
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exactly as he said. Those things happen. But of course ordinarily a man

can't predict them like Elisha did. God spoket0R in a way he doesn't

seakt0d But we see the way that the prophet was working. Chapter 8

has further--oh yes, in chapter 8 we have the change in what happened. We

have Elisha going to Damascus for a visit. And up there in Damascus we have

a very interesting incident. The king said to Hazael, take a present in your

hand and go meet the man of God and inquire of the Lord by him saying shall

I recover from this disease. Hazael went to meet him and took a present with
hi
him, even of every good thing of Damascus, kO camels/ burden, that was quite

a present, and he stood before him and he said thy son Benhadad, king of

Syria, has sent to me saying shall I recover of this disease. And Elisha

said go say to him thou mayest recover, however the Lord hath showed that he

shall surely die. What a crazy thing to say. He says go and say to him thou

mayest certainly recover, howbbit the Lord has showed me that he shall surely
1

die. Did Elisha tell a lie or did he tell Hazel o tell a lie. Actually,

neither is true. Then Hadad asked, what is this disease, is this a disease

that will kill me or not. Elisha says this disease will nd kill you. You can

recover franthis disease,. But he says to Hazael the Lod has shown7' me that

he's going to die, (2 s/k) from a different cause.

And he settled his countenance steadfastly until he was ashamed and the

man of God wept. Hazael said why do you weep, and Elisha said, and here God

had told Eligä to anoint Hazal. This is Elisha. But Elisha is Elijah's

representative. God must have told him to do this, he was carrying oth the

command previously given to Elijah, but God bold him when to do it. And so

Elisha comes here and Hazel says why are you weeping? And Elisha says be

cause I know the evil you'll do to the children of Israel. Their strong holds

wilt thou set on fire and their young men wilt bhou slay with the sword, and

wilt dash their children and rip4 up their women with child. And Hazael says,

But what, is thy servant a dog, that Ie should do this great thing? What did

Hazel say, was Hazael saying do *ou think I'm such a mean person I'd do
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such things like this. If he had, is thy servant a dog, that he should do

'put th's not what e said, he said
this awful ching,/is thy servan a clog that he houi.a do this great thing?

In other words, what am I, I'm just a king's, one of the king's generals.

I'm just a member of the staff, you cant blame me if the king orders me to

do these things, it's not my fault, I'm just carrying out orders. Why do

you blame me for it, why are you looking at me this way? I'm just a dog,

Urn just a little underling. How could I do a great thing like this? And

Elisha answered and said the Lord has showed me that thou shalt be king over

Syria. Was that anointing Haael to be king over Syria? You notice how God

gave the command to Elijah, what he meant was I have power to raise up a new

kiflg over Syria. And then he allows Elisha to show knowledge of the fact.

I doubt if this put the idea into Hazael's head. My guess is that Hazael

intended all along to kill his master if he could get away with it. I doubt
if
if what Elisha said had a thing to do with his position. He probably had been

plannirgit for worne time. But Elijh predicted and Elisha showed he had an

idea what was in Hazael's head. Well we continue there tomorrow...

(5 3/k)...well, this 15 very important material and we hope that those who

aren't here will get it thoroughly for I hate to have any of it missed. We

were speaking yesterday about, we were still on Elisha the Prophet, which was

the D, The Dynasty of Ornri, 7, Elisha the Prophet, and I will now continue on

that theme of Elisha the Prophet, even though it runs into the next dynasty.

Rather than th divide the material on Elisha and deal with part of it under

the one dynasty, and part under the next since work extended over and he

as a unit is almost more important than the dasties, we will continue with

him, but I want you to Iwe in mind what we're doing, because in the outline

it's a choice between two. I want you to 1e a clear idea of these dynasties

and I want you to have a clear idea of his work. And in a political history

it would be much better to divide his work into the two, but from the view

point of God's wRrk in the world, his work the great outstandirgportion of it

was done by theAdynasty
of Ahab, the dynasty of Ornri.
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And his work continued and there were very important parts of it

that continued into tie next. But the great bulk that was done, that was a

continuation the same thing rather than a new thing. So we'll simply deal

with it as a unit here. We noticed yesterday, in the time of the (7-i)

how he helped in so many different ways in the difficulties with the Syrians.

And then we noticed when there came that siege from Syria, how the king

turned violently against him. But still he made that marvelous prediction

of the end of the siege. And then just at the end of the IDur, we noticed

how he went clear up to Damascus during the period of Mgg there, and King

Ben-hadad sent Hazael to see him. Can you imagine Eli3h down there in Sinai.

When the Lord said, when you come to Damascus anoint Hazeel to be king of Syria

Elijah never came to Damascus, Elisha came to Damascus, and when Elisha came

to Damascus he didn't have to go andlook for Hazael because Ben-hadad sent

Hazael to him, and when Hazael came to him of course he didn't anoint him.

wouldn't ariotht
He was a wiclcea heathen king, bht is a prophet of God wouldn't. He revealed

to him his knowledge of the fact that Hazeel was going to be king of Syria.

And so the Lord's word to Elijah, though in the form of a command, are to be

taken as really a prediction. God says to Elijah you anoint him, what God

means is an anointing indicates God's determination. I am revealing to you

my determination. I am revealing to you the fact that you're afraid of this

woman Jezebel who has no power at all except as she can move Ahab to some
thin
thing, and his power is strictly limited. I'm not only going to change the

rulership of Israel, I'm going to change the rulership of the greater nation

of Syria, way up there in Damascus. So he says anoint Hazeel, and those

words are not literally fulfilled but the meaning of them, the full meaning

of them is carried out, that God is going to change the rulership of Damascus

for God controls all the affairs of history. In this case, tie way that he

controls the rulership there is that he makes it possible for this wicked man

Hazael to do the wicked thing he has in mind. And he reveals to %his prophet

the fact that Hazael is going to be king. And so when Hazael tomes to see
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Elisha and Elisha has never seen Hazael before, he's just a messenger of

Ben-hadad, and so far as Hazael knows he's never heard of him before, and

he probably never has except for the message that God has given him, he looks

at him ahd says I know the evil you're going to do to Israel, you rre going

to set their strong holds on fire, you're going to slay their young men with

swords, you're going to dash their children and rip up their women with child.

And Hazael says well now that's the sort of thing our army would do if it got

a chance, but I'm just a member of the army, I just carry out my part as I'm

commanded to do, I wouldn't have any, you couldn't blame me for that, that's

just the way our army always fights. Aid. the fact tI it's going to be done

against Israel, well that the king decides, I lave no place in that. But the,

he says I'm just a dog, I'm just an underling, how wild I do anything like

this, and then Elisha looks him straight in the face and says, I know that the

Lord has revealed to me that you are going to be the king of Syria.

So then we continue and find that when he went back to his master, his

master said what did Elisha say, and he said he told me that you could recover

This English translation, that you, thou shouldest surely recover, is hardly

a proper representation here of the infinitive (iifl absolute.

As a rule the infinitive absolute may be translated sure, but that is only a

paraphrase, we have no English exact equivalent. And it does nby any means

fit in all cases. It is emphasizing the word recover. In this case, what it

means is the question is, is this disease, this sickness, something that's

going to kill me? The answer is no. As far as this disease is concerned, you

can recover. So Hazael passes on accurately the words that Elisha gave hi,

the words that Elisha gave were not in any sense a lie. They were the anwwer

to tie specific question that he had asked, would he be able to recover of this
dise
disease? Yes, he would be able to recover from this disease if something

else didn't come ifl between first to prevent it. And so on the next day

Hazael took a thick cloth and dipped it in water and spread it on his face,

so that he died and Hazael reigned in his stead.
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And of course we know that just any servant in the house of King Ben-hadad

couldn't take a cloth and dip it in water and put it on his face and kill
him
him and reign in his stead. You remember that Zimri killed the son of Baasha

and what happened to Zimri? Did he reign in his stead? He did, for seven

days, and then he was killed. And i/ an ordinary servant did a thing like

that he won't reign for a minute. He probably would immediately be thrown

into prison or immediately be beheaded. The fact t1' Hazael could kill Ben

hadad and reign in his stead was proof that Hazael was established in such a

way that there were enough of his friends ready to support him, that with

Ben-hadad ott of the way (13,-.

It proves a long preparation on his part, whether it's 01314)

preparation for this, at least a preparation tonake himself powerful, to make

friends who liked him instead of Hadad, perhaps increasing dissatisfaction

Hadad on the part of others, all this (l3-)

years before when he made the statement to Elijah that when yoa come to

Damascus anoint Hazael to be king of Syria. It was a wonderful accreditation

of the fact that the prophet spoke from God and a wonderful assurance of the

fact that God knows all things fromthe beginning and that He controls. (1k)

in causing this wicked-

ness to be done. And it did not mean that the prophet elas did the wickedness
In/ a

in putting into power Herlman who was (lk)

from Ben-hadad. Maybe the reason he (lk*)




and more successful, we don't have

enough information to know why, but it's evidently (lk--)

that Ben-hadad ever had. And so, in this, what Elisha is carry

ing out, the first of these commands given toElijah at Mount Sinai, and then

we have the next great event in the life of Elisha, told in chapter 9...



O.T.History 29w'. () 1474.

.but we have noticed here the parts that Elisha had in it. Chapter 9, the

beginning, Elisha the prophet called one of the children of the prophets, and

said to him, Gird up thy loins and take this box of oil in thine hand, and

go to Ramoth-gilead. You know where Ramoth-gilead is, the word Ramo means

it's feminine plural of Ra which is high, so i is the heights, and Gilead
as y
as you know is that large fertile section over across the Jordan, so Ramoth
gilea
gilead is one of the important towns over there across the Jordan. And it

was a town which had a wonderful situation.

0 I remember when I stood there at Ramoth-Gilead seeing the beautiful

fertile country around, and in many ways it was far more attractive and super

ior to any of the towns over he in Canaan proper. And yet the town which

had a very, very checkered history for two reasons, for one because the rain

fall over there is very undertain, and some years they have tremendous

prosperity and other times they drop and the second reason, probably more

important, is that they have no natural frontier. It is open in every direct

ion to attack, and so that region over across the Jordan, has been swept

across with armies, time and again, it's been a region that has been settled

and prosperous for a. century or two, and then absolutely desolate with hard

ly any one in it.

I was much impressed ±1 1929 when we went on horseback down through that

area, to notice that in Palestine proper, you just never saw anybody then,

jut the soldiers with guns, it was strictly forbfiden to Iwé arms, except for

the soldiers and the plice of course. And things were very well policed in

Palestine at that time. ut when you went over to TranaJordan nearly

everybody you met was carrying a rifle. The region is so open and exposed

that it was more like our wild west. They had to do a good deal of defend

ing themselves. Because it would take a very strong force to police it with

the easy way of attackir and getting away, with no good natural frontiers

around and a lot of open country, from which to make attacks and run away.
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And so this town of Ramoth-gilead, you remember, was a place where there

was many a battle, and here at this time Jehoram's soldiers are over there

facing the soldiers of King Hadad and there the army is occupied over there,

and Elisha takes one of the children of the prophets. Now this is not a

very good English way in here of rendering this figure, the expression does

not mean this was a man whose father had been a prophet. Nor does it mean

this was a little girl who was one of the children of the prophets. It means

that this was one of the disciples of the prophetic type, one of the people

who had gathered together to learn how (3 3/1!.)

the word son in Hebrew is often used in the sense of disciple, in the sense

of follower, and that is of course how it is used in this case. He lled one

of the younger men of the prophetic company, whether he was a prophet himself

we don't know because a prophet is one to whom God directly speaks, and there

were very few through whom God directly spoke. But there were sons of the

prophets who followed the prophets and helped the prophets and wanted to serve

the Lord and the Lord. might select one or more of them to be the recipients

of his message. Thts one, we have no evidence that he Was actually a nrophet,

but he was a man who was interested and glad to cary out what Elisha ordered

him and Elisha said to him gird up thy loins and take this ho:: of oil in thine

hand and go to Ramoth-gilead. And when ihou earnest thiiter, look out there Jehu

the son of Jehoshaphat the son of Nimshi Now you remember that Jehu is

ordinarily spoken of after this, as. Jehu the son of Nirnshi. I think this Is

the only time that I recall where he is called Jehu the son of

It's another example of how Hebrew custom, using the word son to mean a de

scendant. It does not mean the one in the next generation, necessarily, but

it means one who is descended, and he is ordinarily called after his grand

father instead of after his father. In this case, where he is first introe

duced it gives hi full name. Jehu, the son of Jehoshaphat, the son of Nirnshi.

And go in and make him arise up from among his brethren and carry him to an

inner chamber, then take the box of oil and pour it on his head, and say,
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klug
Thus ith the Lord, I have anointed thee/over Israel. Then open the door

and flee, tarry not. So here we have one of those commands God gave years

before, at least 15 years before, well, yes, at the very, very least it

might have been 12. I think we can safely say at least 15 before. 'Jhen

Elijah was down there at Mount Horeb, the Lord said, when thou comest to

Syria, to Damascus, anoint Hzae1 to be king of ascus, and when thou, and

he said anoint Jehu, son of Nimshi, to be king over Israel. And anoint 1tsha

the son of Shaphat o be prophet in your place. And this command given 1-U

rears before to Elijah, and Elijah has gone to heaven, now 15 years later

Elisha is active, and Elisha doesn't anoint them, Elisha sent one of the

prophets. Now it is true he is anointed. The only one of the three, whom

the command would specifically be carried out to anoint him, because he was

the one who was to be the king of Israel and needs to be anointed, and the

command is specifically carried out but Elijah didn*t do it, neither did

Elisha do it, but it was1done by Elisha's representative and Elijah was (7)

representing Elijah. Yes? (studnt.7. On this point, do the critics, because of the

similarity of the prediction of the command given to Elijah, that they would say that a

redactor or someone has gotten this Elisha confused with Elijah, and really this is some

thing that l1jah did, but that there is a confusion here wth names and oersons?)

That is whet they would Drobably say if this was a ,art dealing with strict o1itical

history, but thse whole stories of Elijah and lisha the consider as 4ete folktales,

myths and legends. So I doubt if many of them feel sure that there's hardly anything

they can retain as true. I think they would undoubtedly say tbat thee was a dissatisfied

grou who had ttied to cause a revolution and that they got a man named Elisha who was

prominent to assist in it, and thin when later these stories were written it was imagined

by somebody that this (8)

But there is sanuch of tharrative in these end they're not dealing with men of whom we

have any evidence elsewhere, and so the critics quite unanimously take them as folkta].es.

But in this case there's nothng of the miraculous in this particular story. God works

wonderful miracles through these men, but n this case the miraculous is the fact that
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it was predicted. long in advance. It certainly wasn't something that occurred to Elijah

just on the sur of the moment. Let's make a new king, m& Jehu king. You can see

by whnt had haiipened here that people had been thinking, there was general dissatisfaction

with Jehoram. He was being blamed for he was not as bad a man as his father Ahab or his

brother Ahaziah, the scripture tells us, but he was a man who was in general following in

their footsteps and all of the wickedness of the house of Ahab was being blamed on him

by the neonle and as Llishats work was leading peonle more and more to turn away frm Baal

and to be loyal to the God of Israel, they naturally, they realized that the Baal worship

hd come in through Jezebel and this was her son Jehoram who was the king, so it increased

dissatisfaction with the king, and now in this situation the people are all ready for

revolution, at least this group of the arnry, they probably had been planning it, perhaps

not decided exactly when it was going to happen, because we read. That what deterred was,

that when this man came in to Jehu and got him along and told him that he was going to be

king over Israel and going to smite the house of Ahab and. gave these nredictions and then

fled. that the neonle asked Jehu well what 41d. this man say and Jehu said, you. know the man

and his communications. Wr did he say that? unless their minds were already working in

this direction pretty strongly? And they said no we dcti't, tell us. And he said this is

what he said to me. Then they hasted and took every man his garment and nut it under him

on the top of the stairs, and blew with trumpets, saying, Jehu is king. And so Jehu the son

of Jehosbar'hat the son of Nimehi conspired against Joram.

Now we look at this revolution more under another head, we look at the political

history, but this point we're koticing Elisha's part in it, and Ilishals part was not

actively to promote it, as far as we have evidence, except that this one way of anointing

the man as king. AM of course that gave a tremendous spurt, but the soldiers did the

irobably they had. beeu. conspiringrest and Drobably they had been ianning t for some time, -4a.-ee'e-e-ae-ree

and this simly united them and spurred them on, and the revolution occurred and you have

the new dynasty of Jebu. And that we want to look at in detail. But we'll go on now and

briefly look et the rest of Elishats life.

The rest of Elisha's life is not so much described in the books of Kings, we can

gather that he continued as he had been before. Itinerating, goin.g back and forth,
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talking to the oeole, telling them of the true God and what God desired them to do and

carrying out the work that Elijah had begun. The two together form a unit that accomDlishad

the work for which they came. They destroyed the Baal-worship. They did not destroy the

worshth of the Golden Calf. They did no1bring Israel entirely back to God but they d.e

ror, LLt.riy destroy this terrifie menace of the Baal-rorship. The worst danger that

Israel had. ever faced in religon was completely eradicated as a resultof the work of

Ilijah and Elisha.

Now if Elijah instead of fleeing to Mount Sinai had gone on with thework i.mmdiately

instead of there being a number ofyears passing till Elisha could be trained to carry on

the work áa it needs to be carried on, who knows but what it might not only have done ay

with the Basi-worship but also have done away with the worship of the Golden Calf, and.

brought Israel back to God, so that itwotid. have been a great center as (12 3/1J)

that we cannot say, but we do see that while the work accomplished a tremendous lot, it did

not accomplish nearly what it might have. We can say that of course of every Christian

worker, there 1s no one who has ever accomplished all. that might have been done. Everyone

has made mistakes, everyone falls short, even the truest fall short. When one is untrue to

the Lord, when one does that which is contrary to H5 will, t is right for us to poM his

wickedness, but when one makes mistakes which hinder his work, if we're in a position to

help them with those mistakes, we should do so, but if not we should hold up his hands,

rather than to do anything to interfere with his work. Everyone makes mistakes, I don't

mean sin, I mean mistakes, the two are different things. We all do some of both, but it

isthe sin we must judge, but the mistakeswe must study, not c±iticize, but study, because

we will make rilenty of our own, and. if we can learn to avoid the mistakes that others

make our work will accomDlieh much more than it would otherwise. And so this great mistake

that Elijah made here is one which most Christian workers make to some extent, at some

time. I believe the Lord gave us these things for our learning, hot merely to show us

wonderful examples to inspire us but also to show us where this man fell short, so that we

can learn from him to avoid making similar errors in our own lives.

Well, Now, Jehu became the king, now I'm speaking of this not only from Eli's

viewpoint, we come back to Jehu in a little bit, but from Elisha's viewpoint simply to
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see what happens. We know that Jehu became king and Jehu reigned for about, nearly 30

years. Andthen Jehu was succeeded in 1713 by his son, eTehoahaz...

0.P.History 299. (")

...17 years and then Jehoahaz was succeeded by his son Joash or Jehoash, it's called both

ways. And Jonah was king when in verse 111. in 2 Kings 13, Elthe fell sick of the sickness

whereof he died. So to see that 1isha's ministry continued into the new dynasty for a

long period, there were many years of his activity. His work was felt all through the

land, he reached many peoDle, he conmietely ended. the Baal- dander, he did a tremendous

work. And now n the days of Joash the grandeon of Jehu who had not even become king until

15 years after Elishe began to serve Elijah, Elisha falls sick of the sickness with which

he died, and Joash the king of Israel came to see him and wept over his face, i.nd said,

O my father, my father, the chariot of Israel, and. the horsemen thereof. And so we have

here '11h dying in the wilderness, not dying, going up to heaven, but ending his earthly

life, in the wilderness with nobody there but Elisha, and Elisha says 0 my father, my

father, the chariot of Israel and the horsemen thereof. Elisha recognized what Elijah

meant to Israel. This man ws worth more to the defense of Israel than a tremendous army

was, because he was God's instrument to try to bring him back to God and if they continued

in their wicked way they were bonñd to go on to destruction. ut now Elisha had continued

the work of Elijah, it had gone much further and the value of his work is recognized now,

not by sinmly another prophet but by the kirg himself. And the king comes down to see him

and wees over him and says, my father, my father, the chariot of Israel and the horsemen

thereof. And so the k4ng recognizes the value of E11he to the nation, and that is true

of Christian leaders. 4 Time Christian leaders start n hd they struggle and. they work

and they are disliked and -people do everything they can to keep from helping them but if

they push and go on in the Lord, if they live a long time, usually inthe end. the value of

theirwork is recognized, widely recognized. John Wesley when he began his work was stoned,

persecuted and everybody was against htm, the bishops criticized him and the political

authorities thouht he was queer crank and he had all kinds of difficulty and trob1e,

he continued his work preaching 1n the fields an never found (s-k)
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anyone to gain a place to preach but going right out where the multitude was and preaching

and. giving the witAess and building new places for them to come together and after years of

his itinerating and his preaching and his work he describes in his journal toward the end

of his life, he said he just couldn't understand it, he said people we'en't knocking him

any more, they were praising him. The king invited him to the palace to honor him, the

bishops spoke highly of him, the work was recoized throughout the country, he had never

comuromised with evil in his work in any way, but he had Dushed forward steadily in itç and

had accomnlished so much that the value of his work was recognized even by those who

agree with his views at all. .

And here is Elisha at the end of his life an the kirg recognizes that this man has

done more for the defense of Israel than the generals and the great militery lenders have

done. Now of course that can be recognized even by an ungodly man, an ungodly king soon

comes to recognize that it is the people with Christian character, the ueople V,--,.o are steady

and dependable, who constitute the source of strength and tower in the nation, and no

matter how hostile governments may be to true religion, if they don't succeed in killing

them, after a lime they usually come to see its value for the nation, and they come to

desire to get the values, so then they often proceed to try to get them to water down the

testimony to the point where inthe end it won't have the value that it had.

But Elisha, what he had done, was roeognized at his death, after this very long life,

and then we read at the end of chapter 13 that after Elisha had been buried, the next year,

as a man was being buried people saw a band. of man coming. They were the Moabites, they

were creeping through theland, and so they said, *e'll be killed if these raiders attack

us, what are we going to do with this dead body, the place where he is supnoeed to be buried

is half a mile down, well look here's a tomb, oh that's the tomb of lisha. And so they

rolled away the stone from the tomb of 'lisha and they took their dead body and they lifted

it u there on the shelf which was the way of burying in those days, and they mt him 110

there and as he touched the bones of Elisha, we read here that the man came to life, re

vived and stood up on his feet. And why would this happen? We don't even know who the

man was or anything about him. But God nave this evidence again to continue thhame, the

reputation, the influence of lisha. Miracles followed this man all thrc"ugh his life
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and even after his death. And, as we've noticed, this does not mean that the Old Testament

is a book of fairy stories which has a miracle on every page and just grotesque sort of

things that don't haDoen in the world any more, the Old Testament i'iot that sort of book,

you can look at rage after page after race, end it is godly men working by means that any

body could work with Way if they were loyni to God. rage after rage with no miracles,

buthe miracles are r)oured out in four great periods of the Bible, of soecial crises, when

it was vita], for God to won-, that something be carried out, and one of these was this

great attack of the Ba.al-worship in Israel, which if it had been successful would. have

entirely destroyed the worship of God in Israel and in Judah and would have ended. with

their being no nation on earth in which the memory of the true God was preserved and in

which God could bring his son the Lord Jesus Christ into the worM to die for our sing.

And so amid these terrible dangers God kept the true religion alive in Israel and Judah

and at this point, the greatest crisis in all the history of Jud.ah and Israel, he sent

Elijah and Elisha and gene many miracles in connection with their lives. But we don't find

aything like it in conrection with the lifeof Isaiah or of Jeremiah an of Ezekiel. We

don't ordinarily find this sort of thing but this was the gre'test crisis of all. And at

this time God sent thircleg as he dd. in connection with the coming out of Egypt, and as

he did in connection with the danger in the exile end as he did in connection with the life

of Jesus Christ and the beginning of the spread of the gospel. So that finished our rapid

survey of Elisha the proohet. There's one thing we passed over which if you studied this

matèrt1 last week as fully as I hope you did, many of you surely would have questions in

your mind about it, and that is the incident of the arrows in connection with 1isha and

Joash at Elisha's death. Bt that we will look nt under the political history, rather

than under the proyhetic history. It could be taken under either but I think perhaps it

would fit in a little better in our discussion, taken there instead of here. That will

close then our discussion of number 7 under the dynasty of Omr, Elisha the prophrt, which

we carried on into the nett dynasty of Is'ael.

Oh, just one more thing I want to say about that before we leave it, which is not

specifically about Elisha but about the general subject. I hoard a bible teacher sneaking

some years ago, in which he spoke very dogmatically and he said. that, he said, after
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Israel separated from Judah the godly people left Israel and vent down to Jtz1ab, the ungodly

left Israel and went up into udah, so that you had. all the godly people in J.ah and God's

favor s with Judah and not with Israel. Now that, doubtless there were people who moved,

doubtless that hatrnened. to some extent, but that it hapoened to such an extent, that God's

favor was entirely with Judah and not at all with Israel, is utterly disproved by the fact

that the two greatest proohets, at least if jigged by the amount of miracles God did in

connection with their lives, and judged by the effectiveness of their work, they certainly

a"e the two greatest prothete, Eltiah and lisha, came to the landof Israel, not of Judah,
t ha

and 4 hod had cast off his interest in Israel is inconceiab1e, that his two greatest

prophets whose lives are descilbed gore fully than those of any other prophets in the whole

Bible, that is any man who (10*) end whom he

blessed with so many miracles, and who accomi-lisbed so fully the work for which he sent

them, you take Isaiah he died, hiswork seemingly a failure, eremiah died in exile, Ln

bondage, with the people having turned against him, no other prophet had anything like the

apparent success that Elisha had in what he undertook to do, and their work was in Isae1
Juxah

not in Judah. Well, we go to i'ae] now, E.

Judah Under Jehoshaphat and Jehoram And the reason that I have taken this specific

section of the history of Judah for one heading is because I mean the kings who reigned

during the time of the dynasty of Omri in Israel. Now it's not e&actly, but it's acticall

the same length of time. Asa reigned into the dynasty of (11 3/Li.)

Jehoram's son Ahaziah reigned a little bit still with the dynasty, only a year. n general

this was the seine neriod and I want you to keep the two in mind, how they parallel ech

other end so that's why I'm taking just that section today. Yes? D, was the Dynnsty of

Omri, 7 was Elisha the proohet, under D. You see, I've been dealing in D with the northern

kingdom, it had the 7 heads under it. And of course 4 there's a great deal of material

under one section, but it is a period of tremendous imoortance, all this work of Elijah

and ltsha, so we nut it under that section. Now we'll have far less to say under E

than under D. But we give it the same size heading in the outline because it covers

aDnroxtMtely the seine period but it is Judeb during this neriod we are now looking at.
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I thought of calling it Judah during the reign of the dynasty of Omri, but that hardly fits,

the title Judah (12 3/Li.)

Why don't I say Ji.idah under the dynasty of the main Judean dynasty? How many could tell

why I don't call it that? Because God permitted one dynasty to continue all through the

history of Ju(ah, that is rare in the history of any land. That a dynasty continue for

300 years. You will find very, very few instancs of it in history, and in Israel we have

four main dynasties and some 1ndiviual kings separate, during a period. of about 250 years.

And in most countries there are many dynasties, but in Judah God promised David he would

always have a son to sit on the throne, and the line continued (13 3/Li.)

And so E, i Judab under ehoshanhat and Jehoram, nd under tht, number 1,

1 Jehoshatthat We do not have a great deal told about Jehosbapht in Kings. We

have a certain amount told. about him, but we have twice as much told ebout him in Chronicles

as we have told in Kings. And the reason for thrt is because of the different orientation

of the two books. Kings is a book thet i.e. described God's peo-oie, the house of Israel,

even though divided into two sections, they are one nation, and they are all God's eole

and Kings tells about both nations, and in Kings, at this Deriod the center of interest

attaches to the wickedness of the house of Omri, and to the terrible menace of the Baal

worship and to the way that God provided Elijah and Eli5ha to overcome this. And so

this section we have more told about the kingdom of Israel during the dynasty of Omri

than all the rest of the its history put together. It is the period of central focus

in the history of Israel...

O.T.History 30. (3/Li.)

...we were sneaking about the dynasty of OmrI which wn' D, then we went on o E, Judah

under 17ehoshanhat and Jehoram, under that 1, Jehoshnhat,we noticed the diffrence be

tween thaimression you get of JehosbaDhat in Kings and Chxnicles, far more sessed in

'hronicles tn Kings. Yet practically everything thit is aaibout him in ings\.s good,

while in Chroni we have some good thinu told that aren't toldtn Kings but we ato

have sr'me of the oth\side shown that is imnlted in Kings, because of"'];is close affinity

with Ahab. And Kings and'hronicles both give in full detail the story of how Jehosbanbat
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...and at this time it stands out so prominently that Jehoshaphat in comparison seems of

comparatively minor interest, ze are told a fair amount about him, but we have a little

about JehoshaDhat and then a lot about the northern king and then a littlemore about Je

hoshaphat and then a lot about the northern kingdom and then a little more about Jehosha

phat, but the book of Chronicles is oriented differently. Chronicles is about Judah, not

about Judah and Israel together. nd in Juiah, in Chronicles we only have 'lijah mentioned

once, far as I recall Eltha is never mentioned in Chronicles, now I wasn't quite sure on

that so I looked up in the concordance and I didn't find Elisha mentioned at all, in Chronicles

inthe concordance. And yet I have a feell±g in the back of my mind he is there. So I

think the concordance may have slipped up, but I don't recall the place and since the con

cordance says he wasn't we can take that as a positive statement, he robably is not, but

if he is not more thanonce or twice at the most. -Ce4

Chronicles does not tell about the work of Elisha. It tells about one letter that

Jehoshaohat a-J got from Elijah, that's the only mention of Elijah according to this

concordance, or as far as I recall. And Elisha according to this concordance fever is men

tioned inì Chron±les and yet they were two of the very greatest prophets. Chronicles is

oriented on the history of Judah. And in Chronicles then, without the interest in the

dynasty of Omri, without the interest in the Baal-worship as it came into the northern

kingdom, and in Elijah and Elisha, Jehoshaphat stands out as one of the most important

characters in the book of Chronicles. He was one of the greatest of the kings of Judah,

he was --well I don't ]ow if I should say greatest, one sense you say greatest, he was

one of those who reigned longest, he had a very long reign, he was one of those who was

truest to God, his loyalty to the Lord is highly praised in Chronicles and in Rings.

You put these two together, a long, reign and a loyalty to God that stands out above nearly

all the kingd of Judab. If you take all the kings of Judah and you pick the best five

any list would include Jehoshanbat. He certainly was one of the best I-ve Where he'd.

be in that list would be difficult to prove and we might hot be in a position to say,

but e certainly is praised in the Bible as one of the finest kings in J'u.ah. And therefore

in the book of Chronicles he is given much attention to show us how good a man he was and
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also to show us zw event1ood. man maftej grievous errors. So we have both of them

stressed in the book o Chronicles. Now Jehoshaphat was the son of a godly father. Asa

you remember was a very good man. We read nothing about Asa in Kings but what is good.

In Chronicles, some people say, that Chronicles was a late book, written to glorify 3udah

and to glorify the kingsoof Jud.ah and so on, end it dust magnified and makes everything

beautiful and wonderful in this land, written by somebody long after. Well, that critical

interpretation does not stand un when you look at the situation. Because when you find

the greatest kings like Asa and Jehoshaphat, who are (LP) kings, Chronicles

does tell more about them, it has much greater interest in Judah than Kings does. Yes,

that is the center of (4) but it tells Gf their errors and weaknesses

which don't come into Kings. Kings is occupied with the great terrible menace of Baal

worship in the face of which all this wotid be of -$uhimportance, if it had succeeded.

But Chronicles gives us these men in more detail and conseauently gives us, much more of

their errors and their weaknesses and their sins instead of (4 3/4)

it simply gives a fuller picture of them.

And so we find much in Chronicles about Jehoshaphat and his son right straight along,

it isn't interrupted b1 the story of the northern kingdom. And in Chronicles we find

that the (5) of Asa had done a very great work, and Chronicles

places him in the main, though it doesn't criticize for the weak point of faith toward the

end of his life, criticze him for his treatment of one of the prophets, shows he fell into

certain grievous errors, as every sinful human being has who ever lived. Shows that along

side of the good qualities of this great and good man, theeˆ work some very serious

errors but yet not serious enough that Kings found it necessary to mention. His son

Jehoshaphat we read. here, the Lord was with Jehoshaphat because he walked in the first ways

of his father David and sought not unto Baalim, but sought to the Lord God of his father,

and. walked in his commandments and not after the doings of Israel. Therefore the Lord

stablished the kingdom in his hand, and all Juah brought to eboshaphat presents, and he

had riches and honor in abundance. Everybody through this period praised Jehoshaphat.

He as a great and godly andgood man.
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abut Jehoshaihat did not think certain things through clearly. Rehoboam and Abijain

and Asa, tñ],].,hear the end of Ma's life, constantly fought against Israel, they kept say

ing we've got to reconquer this land that has revolted from Rehoboain. The Lord said

don't try, it is my will that you separate. But they kept on. And they , when Israel

would attack them, the Lord would deliver them from the Israelite attack, but it wasn't the

Lord's will they be conquered. Now as you remember, Omri changed the whole politca1 ass.

Omri made friends with Judah, and he made friends with Phoenicia to the north, and he

married his son to Jezebel the daughter of the king of And this new relation there

was much better for Israel, Israel could grow it could be prosperous withoift constant fight

ing with its neighbors, they were much better off in this situation. But Omri, very

sensibly, followed a Drinciole which is wise for any of us. When you want to do a thing,

don't be satisfied with just barely doing it. Go beyond so that it is well enough done

to last. If you int to learn the kings of Israel and Judah, don't 1arn them well enough

that you think you can remember them to write them down on the test an hour later, because

if you learn them well enough for that and you piss this course, you take prothets next

fall and you're asked it again you'll probably fail prophets for not knowing them. And

if youdon't do that you will at least not have the background in mind to understand the

events of the ProDhets because pu don't have these kings in mind in the background. Learn

them so you know them thoroughly, learn them so they are absolutely part of your nature.

nd then all of this will inevitably disappear. And what's left will be enough to carry

on the purposes that you need. That's true in anything you do. If you want to get to

church to conduct a service at 11 o'clock, it's wise not to plan on getting in at half

a minute of 11, it's much wiser to plan on getting there at twenty of. And then if you

get held uo by a red light on theway, or if something happens that you can't avoid being

a little later, than you planned on, you still are on time.

Well, Omri wanted not to have the constant bickering with the kingdoms of the north

and south, but he said the best way to do it is to make real friends of them, and he did.

He made marriage alliances, he made close friendships with them. From Omri's viewpoint,

an ungbdly viewpoint, but politically a valid viewpoint, that was a wise thing to do.
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Now from the viewpoint of Asa and Jehoshaphat the fact that Israel was ready to live at

peace with them was a good thing. If Israel had announced a policy of conquering Judah,

if Israel had its envoys goingu through the world trying to gather groups to stand for

Israel and stand with them and overcome Judah eventually and declare (9 3/4)

it would e very, very silly for Jiah to embark on a policy of coexistence. But with

Israel clearly not seeking to conquer Judah, it would be very wise for Judah to d'vote

its attention to Isaaal its own development, its on effectiveness, and rot to constantly

have the enmity and warfare against Israel, and so it was very wise of Asa and. Jehoshaphat

to acept the proferred hand of peace on the rt of the house of Israel. ut it was

" very unwise of them to go beyond accepting the proferred hand of peace and to make a close

alliance with them, and that brought tremendous difficulty and thnger and trouble to Judali.

In fact, it almost meant that Judah was swept over by the Baal-worship and if the Baal

worship had conquered Israel it would have destroyed Israel too. In fact, it almost did.

And that's where Jehoshaphat made his mistake. Just like our nation in the last war.

Faced with the tremendous power ofHitler against us, it was wise to do every sensible

thing we could to destroy Hitler, and in order to ro that it was very wise to give lend

lease help to Russia, to do what we could to help the Bolshevik pees- in resisting Hitler

on lie other side and leading to his destruction, but to go beyond that and make friend

shin with another dictaborship every bit as bad as Hitler's dictatorship, to make friend

sIi, to join an alliance with them, to give their atomic secrets, and other secrets, to

lay everything open to them, was a very, very foolish move and one which has brought us

untold difficulty and trouble everyw. Now that is the same sort of thing exactly

which Jehoshaphat did here. For Jehosphaphat to say to Omri !'m glad that you are reedy

to renounce all ideas of conauerg us, and we are ready to renounce all ideas of conquer

ing youç and that live at peace as far as our borders are cmcerned, when Israel was not

a power that was set on world conquest, there was no evidence of it on their nart, was a

wise thing to do. But to accept his overtures to the point of "ioinng in an alliance with

him, making friendship with him, JOGWINg up and working with him, even marrying Jehoshaphat's

son to the daughterof Ahab, thrt was the very, very foolish thing to do, and the thing

which if it were not for God's mercy would in the end havemeant utteilrutn and destruction
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to Judah. It nearly did. It nearly meant utter ruin and destruction to the house of David.

And so Jehoshaphat who deserges tremendous práLse for his loyalty to God, and for

his great work for the Lord, deserved tremendous blame for his compromise in this regard

which nearly meant the destruction of verything that Jehoshathat held dear. Now

Chronicles does not bring that factor out clearly, but the results of the factor are per

fectly plain in both kings and Chronicles as we find this daughter of Jezebel eventually

trying to kill every descendant of Jehoshaphat, in order that she may make herself the

queen in Judah, and a1thmtb succeeding am~Z that one of the nurses stole away one of the

lithe babies, before she could get to it, and she lost count of them and didn't realize

there was one left. And that one grew u to keep alive the house of David when all the

rest had been killed by this wicked woman that Jehosaphat brought right in there to be

the wife of his child. It was her own grandson whom she failed to kill when she killed

all the rest of her children and grandchildren who were descended frontbe house of David.

And kPaVifis wicked woman right into his family was a deed which polilically

seemed very expedient. (hi) must have said, well now, Om*i' has

arranged tomake peace, let's make peace with them, and they want to cement the peace

with a marriage alliance. Well, he'll do it, yes make peace with them, but stop short of

alliances. Keep your eyes on them, make a peace, but don't go beyond that. It nearly

destroyed the land, carrying the peace on to the poiiit of alliance. And then Jehoshaphat

we find, he was loyal to the Lord, he was serving the Lord, he was trying to do what was

right but he was giving his support to Omri and to Ahab in their land, and helping them

because he said these doh' t have anything to do with (iLi-)

here, these are separate, IJ keep their friendship (lL' 3/2+)

and so on. And the result of it was that (11+ 3/Li.) Jehoshaphat himself was nearly killed,

the result was that his grandson was killed, the result was that the Baal-worship came into

the land and if it wasn't for the mercy of 'odwould have utterly destroyed them. Well,

we continue there...



O..History 301. 3/Ii) 11489.

we were sneaking about the dynasty of Omri which was D, then we went on to E, and under

that 1, 3ehoshahat, e noticed. the difference between the imDress ion you get of 3ehoshapht

in Kings and Chronicles, far more stressed in Chronicles than Kings. Yet practically every

thing that is said abouthiin in Kings is good, while in Chronicles we have some good things

told that aren't told in Kings but we also have some of the other side shown that is

implied in Kings, because of his close affinity with Ahab. And. Kings and Chronicles

both give in full detail the story of how Jehosbaphat
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with help from Ahab in Samaria, when Ahab wanted to go over and fight in Bamoth Gilead and

in both of them we have the full details--a very long chapter in which Micaiah the prophet

appears, it's a very interesting account, very valuable to have them both, and yet it's
it, S

interesting that7just about the only thing that's just in the northern kingdc that is

given in Chronicles. Of course it's about Jehoshaphat, he's quite active in it, so that

doubtless explains. But it's almost word for word. In both of them we read how after they

went into the battle, we read. that Ahab said to Jehoshaphat you put on your robe and I'm

heygoing to disguise myself, and the king of Israel disguised himself




went to the battle.

1owthe king of Syria had commanded the captainoof the chariots that were with him, saying

fight ye not with small or great save only with the king of Israel, and it came to pass

that when the captains of the chariots saw Jehoshaphat they said, it is the king of Israel.

Therefore, they com-nassed him to fight but Jehoshaphat cried out end the Lord helped him

and God moved them to depart from him, for it came to .ss that when the captains of the

chariots uerceived that it was not the king of Israel they turned back again from pursuing

him. How did they see it was not the king of Israel when he cried out? And what sort of

a warrior was he anyway, that as soon as all these people gather on him he cries out? I

don't think the translation brings out the meaning to us very well. The word cry out in

English tends to mean being in difficulty, to cry out for help, but in Hebrew it is to

cry out is more like in our English to call out. It may mean to call out in difficulty,

it may mean to call out in help, it may sirnoly mean to call out. And I believe that &n

this ease what it means i that Jehoshaphat when these people gather together against hi,

and there he was in his kingly robes, that he gave the battle cry of Judah, that he cried

out the battlecry and when they heard that they recognized it was not the battle cry of

Israel but the battle cry of Judab, because it says that when they saw it was not the

king of Israel then they turned away from him. I think that's a minor point but I think

it is worth knowing, that the nglish word. could give a false impression which is'not re

quired by the Hebrew rod, and. which is certainly not implied by the context which says

they saw it wasn't the king of Israel, well how did they see it. I would think it quite

certain that the crying out was a part of their becoming aware of that fact. Yes?
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(student.L. It would seem to me that they would have gone ahead and taken him because he

was equally as great as Ahab, and that they umgd at least haze taken him and then continued

on.) Yes, they doubtless would have if left to their own initiative, but we read lnthe

verse before, that the king of Syria had given them orders fight not with small or great,

save only with the king of Israel. And they were looking for the king of Israel who was

the head of the opposition, now if those directions hadn't been given the chance to get

one of the leading associates of the king of Israel would be something worth taking ahold

of, but with those directions they followed them and as soon as they saw this wasn't the

man they were after thheaded off to hunt for him, because the king of Syria very rightly

knew that if they got the king of Israel it would take care of much more than killing a

good many of the people. I don't know whether I have ever mentioned to you what I've read.

about the Duke of Windsor, that when he was in World War I he joined the army and he march

ed and practiced and everything with the troops and then they shipped the regiment over

to France and the day before they left orders came that he was to leave that regiment and

go to another. He marched with them and practiced and trained and then they went to France

and the day before they went, orders came he was jerked out of that rement and put in

another. And he didn't like it 80 he went to see the Prime Minister, and he said to the

Prime Minister why can't I go and fight in Prance the same as these other young Englishmen

are doing? Why should I have to stay home here and if I'm in the army just have to keep

marching and training. He said, why can't I go over there. He said, suppose I should get

shot? He said I've got several yoinger brothers and one of them could be the heir to the

throne just as well as I. And the Prime Minter said, yes indeed, he said, if you'd

guarantee you'd be shot over there, we hesitate about sending you, but he said,

there's no way to haow, you might be taken captive and he said you in the hands of the

enemy would. do us more harm in the war than the 1lling of a whole regiment of soldiers.

And. so they had to watch out because of the effect of the war of the one individual.

And in this case Ahab was the directing head, and to kill Ahab meant a big setback at

the least. He was the trained director of the forces of Israel, he was the/one they all

rallied around, the king of Syria was aware of the situation, and he was striking for the
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strategic point. And to have killed Jehoshaoht would be a loss to Israel but not a

serious one, and they weren't really fighting Ju&ah. Israel was between them and Judab

and there was no great point intheir being much concerned about Judah, except as Judah

helped Israel. Yes? (student.74. ) Yes, well, if he had his royal robes on they would

recognize he was soaià sort of king, then they saw he wasn't the king of Israel. They maybe

didn't know the battle cry of Judah but they knew it wasn't the battle cry of Israel.

And it would give them the clue. Well, Ahab was killed in that battle. And then they

brought the chariots back over across and they washed his blood up in the chariot, but that

is certainly not the fulfillment of lijah's prediction, but chapter 19, in Chronicles is

immediately followed, this gives us something we don't have in Kings.

Jehosharthat the king of Judah returned to his house in pence to Jerusalem, and Jehu the

son of Hanani the seer went out to meet him and said to King Jehoshaphat, houldest thou

hell) the ungodly, and love them that hate the Lord? therefore is wrath upon thee from

before the Lord. Here he was rebuked strongly rebuked for this alliance with king Ahab.

and Jehoshaphat was right tho desist from feudal wars against Ahab but he was wrong to make

alliance with him, and the evil effect of this came in a way he never dreamed of, and. far

beyond his realization in the ( /i)

Then we find in the rest of the Cl-a pter the account ofhow hp set% judges in

the land who were to be upright and follow the Lord, how he urged the Levites to do the

Lord's will ineeverything, and the way in which he advanced the Lord's cause, he was evi

dently a very sincere man, very earnest man, a very godly man, one whom the Lord blesses

in many ways, but whom the Lord rebuked for this compromise, and the blessing though is

stressed in Chronicles but the rebuke is very strongly mentioned two or three times.

Now the next chapter 20 tells something that we're not told in Kings nbout a great

attack from the Moabites and the Ammonites against Judah and the people were absolutely

beyond any human help, but Jehoshaphat prayed to the Lord and the Lord gave him a most

wonderful victory in that situation. And then after that, at the end of that chapter,

we have the word that after this, did JehoshaDhat king of Judah, join himself with Ahaziah

king of Israel, who did very wickedly. And he joined himself with him to make ships to

go to Tarshish and they mane the ships in Ezion-gaber. Then Eliezer the son of Dod.avah of
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Mareshab proDhesied against Jehosbaphat spying, because thou hast joined thyself with

Ahaziah the Lord bath broken thy works, and the ships were broken, that they were not

able to go to Tarshish. (lOT) at Ezion_Geber remains of an

attempt to rebuild in the days of Jehoshaphat but nothing comparable with what Solomon had

there before, an attempt which didn't get very far.

So that Jebbshaphat is one of the great figures in the history of Judah, one from whom

we can learn much, much good, ,.but one who was strongly rebuked for the mistake he made,

for the compromise that he showed and. we see later on what the effects of that compromise

were.




Number 2 Jehorarn He was juegceSda'




his son ehoram. And here is where the results

of Jehosbaphat's compromise began to come. We read in Chronicles that Jehoram had many

brothers, ss of Jehosphat, and their father gave them great gifts of silver and gold

and precious things, but nave the kingdom to Jehoram because he was the first-born. Now

when Jehoram was risen king) he strengthened himself and slew alVhis brethren with the

sword. Jehoram had a wife who was the daughter of Jezebel and he proceeded to make himself

strong by killing all his brothers. He was 32 years old when he began to reign and he

reigned 8 years in Jerusalem and he walked in the way of the kings of Israel. Jehoshaphat

took him with him up there to meet with Ahab and when they would be along, he would. say

now Jehoram don't yotLet these folks mislead you, they're an ungodly crowd but it's necess

ary for our well-being thatwe work with them in this thing, but don't ou let them thislead.

you and I suppose he looked very pious in front of his father, but actually he was thrown

into temptation that there was no sense in his having been thrown into,, if Jehoshaphat

had kept the lire of distinction between him and the evil forces of the northern kingdom,

as he should have done. And the son, when he took over, as soon as his father was out of

the way, walked in the war of the kings of Israel, and he had the daughter of Ahab to wife,

his wife was Athaliah, the daughter of Jezebel, and he wrou1it that which was evil in the

eyes of the Lord. Rowbeit the Lord *óuid not destroy the house of David, because of the

covenant that he had made with David, and as he promised to give a light to him and to his

sons for ever. We find so frequently during these centuries here how God's mercy was with

them because of Datid., in blessing upon the children, because of the ancestor.
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And then in his days the Edomites revolted, Datid had. conquered the Ed-mites, the

Edomites had been subject to Ju.dah, and when Moab revolted against Israel, the king of

Israel, the king of Judah, and the king of Edom (13)

Now the Edomites had revolted too. (2 Chron.21:8) And we read here about the evil of

this king and we read in verse 12, there came a writing to him from Elijah the prophet,

saying thus saith the Lord God of David thy father, because thou. hast not walked in the ways

of Jehoshaphat thy father nor in the way of Asa king of Judali, but hast walked in the way of

the kings of Israel, hast made 3uahand the inhabitants of Jerusalem to go awhoring, 1i1

to the whoredoins of the house of Ahab, and also hast slain thy brethren of thy father's

house, which were better than thyself, behold, with a great plague will the Lord smite

thy people and they children and thywives and all thy goods. Thou shalt have great sick-

ness by disease. And so it tells in Chrontcles how after 8 years of reign Jehoram died,

A The inhabitants Aand was succeeded by his youngest son haziah. -eie of Jerusalem made haziali

his youngest son king in his stead. Well, we won't look at Ahaziah now. This was
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...uncer Jehoshaphat and. Joram, that finished the oeriod we're looking at, the Divided

Kingdom before Jehu, which was a period of about 90 years, from 931 to 8141 B.C. A period

a little longer than the period of the reigns of Dafltd And Solomon together, was this

period with these three dynasties of the northern kingdom, the third of them as long as

the first two uut together. And with these kings we've looked at in the soühern kingdom.

Now we take Roman Numbrt]. XIII The Divided Kingdom From Jehu to Hoshea That begins in

8,41. Ind. 81+1 is a date that would be well to keep in mind. 853 is a date of great help

to us for chronology because it is the date of the battle of (1.)

But 81+1 is the dividing point in the hi:torj of Ju.h nd f I':r1 ledause it is the date

of Jehu's revolt and so 81+1 is a date worth remembering.

Now in 81+1 we begin this section with A The Dynasty of Jehu This is the 4th dynasty

of theiiorthern kingdom. It is the longest continual dynasty of the northern kingdom.

The ñynasty that lasted for about 80 years.

Number,1 The Revolution of Jehu We have a1redy noted in connection with Elisha

the tt that he played in connection with the revolution of Jehu. It was a complete over

turn, an overturn like the ease when Zimri killed his master, and nobody was with him

and Zimri was killed within 7 days and then there was 1 years of fighting by two of the

generals as to which of them would gain the ascandency, this was altogether different from

that, this represented a growig dissatisfaction with the houe of Omri, a dissatisfaction

which reached. the poflt that the people were reP-dy to look for some other house to reign,

and it is the great evil of every system of government that .1 know of except democracy, that

it is just about impossible tqake a sharp change, when the people want it, except with

bloodshed. Many people have the idea that democracy means that all the people determine

what is to be done. That of course is utter nonsense. The recent researchers ask questions

in tie United States here about e general events to see what pecole knew, and they found

that half of our population did not -know whether Berlin was in the west section or the

east section of Germany. That is the crucial point today in the whole world history, the

situation of Berlin there, which has been over ten years, and half of our people didn't

know anything about it. Now democracy doesn't mean that all of our people are determining
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what's going to happen. There never was a government that was run in that way. It is

impossible, there are too many events inview, even if people try andhalf of them don't,

to know what's happening, and keep abreast of it, there are too many things haip-oening,

people can't keep track of it, ee1e we don't know the inner details of things, we can't

determine them. The eoie as a whole do not govern, j5 ridiculous. But what democracy

means is that when situations ove far enough one way or the other to induce a general

dissatisfaction, the people can e-----press themselves by votes instead of by bullets. It means

that it is possible to oscillate among people in omand, in a peaceful way, that's a
voice of the

'inciple about democray. The idea be that the/people is the voice of God mihht be

true if all the people were born again Christians, and if they were I think they'd prohhbly

want the Lord to come back and rule anyway, rather than that they would unanimously decide

all the problems, but the more there are intelligently watching, the nearer the government

tomes to expressing what we want, but any government in a real democracy knows it can's go

too far off the main line without getting an adverse vote in an election, and so it is a

means that makes possible repeated bloodless revolutions, and this is really what democracy

amounts to. Now democracy is comparatively recent development, and the situation there

is that people in the country were increasingly dissatisfied ut there was nothing they

could do about it, except by force.

Now God might have intervened:in fact, as you read this history of Judah and Israel

you wonder sometimes why did. not God raise up (6) perfect kThgs -for Israel and

Judah, with all his sins, David was probably the best king either of them ever had. And

Jehoshaphat and. Asa and Hezekiah, perhaps Josiah, the next best. Aside from them they're

all pretty inferior. Why didn't God raise up perfect men to be king, or even why didn't

he raise men of very fine character, a succession of them to be kings. I think the answer

to it must be found in the fact that God was not undertaking to establish the kingdom of

God on earth at that time, any more than he is today. That in a world of sit, God was

dealing with individuals as he is today. He was sending Ellha through the land to win

Individuals, to the knowledge of the truth. And he was allowing things to go on in a world

o sin, and interfering only to such an extent as was necessary to keep alive the knowledge
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of God there and prepare the way for the coming of His Son. And so in political matters

we should do our best for what is right, but we should not feel too badly if in the world

of sin, things go wrong, because there will always be great disapointments through these

years until our Lord comes back and. we have the only perfect one reigning here.

And so we have a situation here where Ahab or Omri's dynasty had degenerated to perhaps

its lowest point (73;) under Ahaziah, and then it came

up a bit, Jehoram was definitely better than his predecessors, but still pretty bad. But

as those things wer improving to some extent in the government the eole more and more

were becoming dissatisfied, and this dissatisfaction here expresses, was felt inthe army

pretty strongly and things were just ripe for a revolution. Perhaps it was all -lanned,

perhaps they were redy to make it, we don't know, but in any event what galvanized them

together and set their hearts to move forward vigorously was when this young prophet appear

ed and poured some oil over the head of Jehu, and they saw him come out of the inner

chamber with the oil going down over the side of his head and they said. who was this man,

what did he say, and then when he told him that he had said that he was to be king of

Israel, they said well let's roceed at once, they immediately took control of things, and

zre
headed back over to (8) where Jehoram was convalescing fromthe wounds he had had

in the battle. 5o they went back over there to Jezreel, across the Jordan, it musthave

been a trip of several hours, and we re.d how ehoram and his cousin, young cousin Ahaziah,

king of Judah who was up there, not cousin, his youhg nephew Ahaziah, (his cousin, Jehoram's

sister was Ahaziah's aunt) they were there where Jehoram was recovering from his wounds

and. they saw them coming at breakneck speed and somebody said. who is it, and. the watchman

said he rides like Jehu the son of Nimshi, so evidently Jehu was well known as a dashing

soldier, a man who makes headlong attacks, he was evidently well known and highly regarded.,

but berhaps the king had a bit of suspicion of him, at any rate, it wasn't long before

the king and Jehu were together there and as soon as he heard what ehu said he began to

flee but ehu followed. him and Jehu killed him and killed Ahaziah both, and so Jehoshaphat' s

alliance with Ahab resulted in Jehoshaphat's grandson, the king of Judah beirg killed when

the peole turned. against Ahab, one of the results of this compromised. Yes? (student.lO')
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That is a prevalent attitude in all nations that have kings. But the attitude can be

greatly reduced after a time when the king proves unsatisfactory. It is' an attitude

which you find even today wherever there is a king, there's a great deal, some don't connect

it up with religion that way, but there's a, Shakespeare says, there's a divinity that

hedges a king, it may be, it is an attitude of ueople's minds, the average Englishman has

almost a veneration for his royal family. There's an attitude toward it, even on the

part of the labor members of parliament which is just inconceivable to us. Yes?

(student .111) No, Jehu, we have no reason to think he was related to the king of Judah.

His father was a man named Jehoshaphat, but this man' s father was a man named Nimshi.

While Jehoshaphat the king of Judah, Jehoshaphat of Judah was the son of Asa, but Jehu' s

father ehoshaphat was the son of Nlmshi. So it probably was a fairly ccznmon name.

Different person altogether. Yes? (int.l2*) Yes, Jehoshaphat son of Nimshi means

that Jehosha-That was the son of Nirnslii, he was at least two steps back, now he could have

been three o four for all we have -proof, but probably two.

Well, this revolution then resulted in the death of Jehoram, Jehoram was fleeing, he

said.haziah, there is treachery, they were fleeing and Jehu drew a bow with hiz full

strength and. smote Jehoramn between his arms, and the arrow went out at his heart, and he

sunk down in his chariot. Verse 2 of 2 Kings 9 says then said Jehu to Bidkar his capt&in

Take up and cast him in the portion of the field of Naboth the ezreelite, for remember how

that, when I and thou rode together after Ahab his father, the Lord laid this burden upon

him. Surely I have seen yesterday the blood of Naboth and the blood of his sons, øaith

the Lord, and I will requite thee in this plat saith the Lord. Now thereforetake and

cast him into the plat of ground, according to the word of the Lord. And Jehe?a Omstead

in his IST0RY OF PALESTINE rather jeers because he ways that is fulfi1lig prophecy in

tentionally, it's setting out to fulfill prophecy. He had heard Eijjis prophecy, the

blood of Ahab i1 flow in the field of Jezreel where Naboth 'was, and now he killed the

son of Ahab and takes him there, so he is just working out the prorhecy. Well, he

jeers at it. The fact is that under ordinary circumstances nobody would have the chance

to do 6.iiything. The fact that he would get the chance to do it and be willing to do it,

is just as much a fulfilling of proDhecy as if it had happened without his knowing. The
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sneer is quite unwarranted, in that connection. That there would be a king who would be

(l14) to fulfill Elijahis pro'hecy is the complete chain in Israel.

And so Jehu threw him into the plat there and there is thulflhlment of the proPhecy which

was made about Ahab but it is said that hab humbled himself and God said this evil will

come inthe days of his son insted of Ahab, and so thy blood, even thine, here it is his

blood is flowing ;in the person of his son rather than of Ahab. Some try to get around

that by saying that when the dogs licked up the chariot in which he had been some hours

beforethat that was the fulfillment, but that wasn't near Naboth's vineyard anyway.

0.T.History 303. (.)

...well, this Jehu then proceeded to go into Jezreei and Jezebel heard him, she was a

brave woman, she minted her face and attired her haft to look out of the window. And

when Jehu. entered in she said, Had Zirnri peade, who slew his master? And khe was right,

Zimri rose up for his own ambition and killed his master and made himself king, and within

7 days people killed him, but this is a different situation. This was not Jehu an individu

al, trying to make himself king, this was Jeha leading a movement, a large movement of

dissatisfaction with the house of Israel. And it was an altogether different situation,

ehu looked up at the window and said who is on my side, and two or three eunuchs looked

down and he said throw her down, and they threw her down and some ofher blood was sprkled

on the wall and on the horses and he trod her under foot and he went in and ate and when he

got through he said go, see now this cursed woman and bury her, for she is a king's daughter

And they went to bury her and they saw no more of her than the skull and the feet and the

palms of her hands. And this fulfilled Elijah's prediction also that in the portion of

Jezreel shall dogs eat the flesh of Jezebol.jnd so this was a tremendous rrvolution in

the northern kingdom, the revolution of Jehu and notice it also changed conditions in

the southern kingdom, because King Ahaziah of the southern kingdom was up there with

Jehoram, td he was killed at the same time. But his death had the exact opposite effect

fromthat of Jehoram. The death of Jehoram meant a complete and% final and irrevocable

end to the Baal worship in Israel. The death of Ahaziah meant that his mother could
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take the throne in Judah with no one of the royal blood to copose her, and could intro

duce the Bi worship with force in Juciah. And so the revolution which worked for the

cause of God, in Israel as its immediate effect, had the direct oonosite effect in Judah,

and for the next few years the Baai worship was dominant in the land of Ji.2dah and if it

hadn't been for the work of 1ah and Elisha, despite the good work of Jehoshaphat, his

compromise opened the way where it would not merely have turned over for a few years to

the Baal worship but would have gone over completely and would have been the end of the

true religion in Ju.ah. ut God did not allow things to take their natural course there

because he was going to keep this nation in this nation a true witnesto have it be the

place where Christ would come to this earth and wheee the gospel would begin from which

it would spree C out, and therefore he introduced the,Pnustal methods of overcoming human

sin enough to hold it true, but not enough to establish the kingdom of God there, because

that was not his purpose for this age.

Well, the revolution of ehu brought in a new king and here it is interesting that we

have this new king referred to in the Assyrian records. One of the first important Assyrian

references that was found to an Israelite king, one of the earliest come to light, is late

lOQa and. lOOb in the book T MTCIENT IPAR EAST. Plate lOOa and lOOb show two sides of

the so-called black obelisk, a small black obelisk from the floor here it would stand

about this high, not a 1are column, but its size may be this wide, it is square and on

the four sides it has pictures engraved on it, Dictures and inscritions, and it says here

that ehu son of Omri presents his tribute to the king of Assyria. Jehu son of Omri pre

sents his tribute to the king of Assyria. And it describes, the tribute and shows the fine

things that he brings, and it is a corroboration of Jehu)s name as ruler at this time,

the obelisk has been dated, it is by one of the Assyrian kings, found way over across the

desert in Mesopotamia, but it shows also the ignorance of the Assyrians that they call him

son of Omri, he was successor of Omri, he was not immediate successor, but he had destroyed

the house of Omri, and yet name was well enough established that the Assyrians re-

ferred to Israel as the land of Omri, and referred to Jehu as his son. They It shows, from

a political viewpoint, how important mri was, though from a religious viewpoint his son
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Ahab was far more important. But from, we who know the facts from the Bible know that

Jehu. represented a comulete change from the house of Omri, he represented the introduction

differentof an entirely /line. That was 1, The Revolution of Jehu.

Jehu's Failure Jehu was the general, the leader in the army, who became disaffected

and who was rerdy to take the place at the head of the DoDular dissatisfaction with the

house of Omri, with the pepular feeling against the Baal-worship he set an end to it, but

Daaidhe was not a man like who was really seeking God and seeking to do the will of God.

And the result was that he did a good thing to root out the palace of the house of Omri,

but he proceeded way beyond any reason in the bloodiness of the way he did it, and in the

number of little children, descendants of Ahab, and so on, that he killed in order to

H b5Dinsestablish himself as firmly on the throne as possible and in Hosea, the book of osea

statement that God is going to avenge the bloody de of Jezreel upon the house of, Jehu.

And that is nearly a century later. It was a long time before it was done, but God held

it against him, the bloodiness of what he did, and the unnecessary cruelty involved in

the way he did it.

But Jehu rooted out the Baal worship completely, he invited all the Baal-worshipers

to a big meeting and said if Ahab served Baal a little, Jehu is going to serve him much,

called all the ro-ohets of Baal, all his servants, and all his ee priests, let none be

wanting, for I have a great sacrifice to do to Bal. And the Baal worshippers said say

this fellow Jehu isn't so bad after all, is he? Very clever, he talked as if he's in favor

of the Baal, as if he's against the Baal worship, he gets these people to stand with him,

to make himself king, but really he's goñng to stand with it, he realizes how much superior

and more cultivated and more sophisticated our religion is tha{ the old-fashioned e re

ligion of Israel, and now we'll gather round him and become his associates, and he got

them all together there and then be massacred them, and there's no evidence that that was

God's command or God's will, that was ehu's plan to do away with these whom he would

either have to stand with or they would be an undermining influence in the kingdom, and he

got them together and he killed them, that brought the complete end to the Baal worship in

Israel, but if he hadn't done that it would've come soon anyway, because it was not he but
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Elijah and Elisha who did the work.

Its like King Henry VIII that wicked English King whom many peoDle call the father

of the Ohurch of Englann. He was not at all the father of the Church of England, he saw

a chance for his own political advance to take advanage of conditions, but it was William

Pyndale and men like that, the nlish readers of Lutherw ought the Reformation in

England. Luther was the head, the founder of the Reformation, ndt Henry VIII. Henry VIII

took advantage of 5.t for political purposes, therefore gave it a chance to go ahead faster

than it might have otherwise, and then towards of his life he tried to slow it up, but he

died before he finished that task, and. it went on, and be had helped it but not intentionally.

Nor did he deserve any credit.

So Jehu proved to be a po!iticalminded fellow who was using the times and the days

for his own benefit. And the Lord said to Jehu, because thou hast done well in executing

that which is right in mine eyes and hast done into the house of Ahab according to all

that was in mine heart, thy children of the fourth generation shall sit on the throne of

Israel. But Jehu took no heed to walk in the law of the Lord God of Israel with all his

heart, for he departed not from the sins of Jeroboam which made Israel to sin. He left the

Baal workhip but he stuck to the Golden Calf. And he had four generations of descendants

who reigned, the last one a very brief time, the other three for long periods. You have

nearly a century in which the house of Jehu reigned, a house greatly inferior in leadership

and ability to the house of Omri, And a house which did not make up for that with a real

loyalty to the Lord, but which kept an outward apparent loyalty to the Lord, and at least

gave Elisha and men like that an unhampered opoortunity to express their nestage.

Well, then we fd{ that in those days the Lord began to but Israel short and Hazael

smote them in all the coasts of Israel, all the borders of Israel, he Old English coasts

is the same as borders today. Jehu reigned over Israel 28 years, quite different from the

length of time that Zimri reigned. Well, so much for Jehu's failure.

3 Jehu's Successor. And now we come into a period in which we do not have a great

deal of importance in what happened, a period of nearly a century, in which you have his

son, the son of Jehu, who was called Jehoahaz, and he reigned for 17 years, and then his
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son Joash, or Jehoash, reigned 16 years and it was be who came and. wept over Elisha. What

was that reference? Does somebody remember? Where Elisha died, I'll find it in a second.

Yes, chapter 13. Well, there is an incident we should know about. Jehu's son Jehoahaz,

his son Jehoash, or Joash, both forms are used, and Joash came to Elisha and said my father,

my father, the chariot of Israel and. the horsemen thereof, I hope most ofyou. can follow,

either in your Enish or in your Hebrew Bible, 2 Kings 13:16, verse l, and Elisha said to

him, take bow and arvow. Joash is interested in the defense of the land, and he reoognized

that Elisha is the chariot of Israel and the horsemen thereof. Today we would say the

tanks of Israel and the jet planes thereof. He is using the height of defense as a figure

for this godly man and how much he means to the land. Just how sincere Joash was, at

least he's expressing what the people believe and what was true. But Joash says this,

and. the old man there lying on his bed, robably 88, 90 years of age, he lies there and

he says to Joash take bow and arrow, and he said to the king of Israel pat your hand on the

bow, and he out his hand on it and blisha nut his hand on the king's hands, and he said, open

the window eastward, and he opened it, then Elisha said, shoot, and he shot. And he sa1d

The arrow of the Lord's deliverance, and the arrow of deliverance from Syria, for thou

shalt smite the Syrians in Aohek till thou have consumed them. And he said, take the

arrows, and he took them, and he said to the king of Israel, smite uDon the ground, and

he smote thrice and stayed. And the man of God was wroth with him, and said, thou

shouldest have smitten 5 or 6 times, then had thou smitten Syria tillthou badst consumed

it, whereas now thou shalt smite Syria but thrice. Wasn't that unfair of Elisha? He says

to Joash take the arrow, now smite on the ground. And why doesn't he explain that just

as any times as you hit the ground with those ar"ows, you're going to defeat the Syrians!

Well, Joash could have hit the ground a hundred times and then he could beat the Syrians

a hundred times in battle. But instead of that he just said smite, How was he to ow

that eery time he smote meant a defeat for Syria? But you notice what he said, the

ktg of Israel smote three times and the man of God was wrath with him and said, thou

shouldest have smitten five or six times, then hadst bhou smitten Syria till thou hadst

consñed it, whereas now tbeou shalt smite Syria, but thrice.

Any work you do, any situation you find different rules of the game. You'll find there
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are all sorts of things that you go at in ignorance and that you'll have a tough time

getting done, go at it the right way and you'll get it done.

I tried in 1947 to go to Germany to buy books for Faith Seminary Library and I wte

to Washington in April and said I'd like to go to Germany in July and...
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.and a month later I had no word, I wrote the head of the Passport Djtion, and they

said still pending before officers in military government. And then they said let us

know to which consuls/in Europe to send word to see, I said send it to England. went

to England and a month later it hadn't come. Next October a letter came saying that

there wnsno military reason why there should be any objections to my going the preceding

July to Germany to get my books. Well, I wrote the letter and. it went through channels,

went through forms, that's what haaoened. The last day in London I went into the Consulate

and I asked for, whether they had received word from Washington that I had been given Der

mission to go to Germany. No, no permission, no word at all. Well, the woman said,

snppose I call the office of Mili4ary government, so he called, and I won't take time now

to tell what happened, but there was a certain thing developed in an unexpected way, and

the result of that was that I had to go upstairs and sit for an hour and wait, and then

that afternoon I had to go out to the outskirts, go in to the office of military govern

ment where there were people who had been sitting there for days waiting for consideration,

and when they'd get through one office they'd have to wait for hours to get through the

next one, and so on, and tey took me and sent a fellow to go to this office and that,

and t this signature and that signature, and within half an hour I had everything in

shape and went right into Germany and bought all the books that I could afford to for the

Seminary Library (1 3/Lb)

In the one case I stumbled onto somebody who knew the right ropes, knew the way to

doit. In the other case I didn't know how to do it and sex the letter to Washington and

found out next October I could have gone in July. Anywhere you go, there are rules of the

game, there are ways, there are things to find out. But ordinarily you expect somebody
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to tell you what they are, to explain how to do it.

Here we find that all Elisha said was smite on the ground. He smoke (2*) 3 times.

Why didn't he say, every time you smite you are winning a tattle, and then he'd know.

You can't blame Jehoash for it. Well, that's the result you get when you take the magical

sort of approach so many people take to the Bible. Thvee times, the number three means

this, and so on. You have to read a little bit beneath the surface and see what really is

involved, very often, in Interpreting Scriptures. What was Elj9hn doing? Elisha was

showing, 1á not working a magical thing that one smit ng means one battle, Elisha was re-

ealing the character of Joash. Joash wants to win the victory, he comes and he says my

father, my father, the chariot of Israel and the horsemen thereof. Elisha ways, all right,

here's what God wants you to do, you smite on the ground. Joash ways oh I don't know what

this foolishness means and he stopped, and if he was really interested in knowing what

Elisha had in mine. and trying to find out what God's will was for him, then when G'od's

prothet said you smite on the ground, you go at it with force and with vigor, and five or

six times he probably would hardly have stopped with that length of time. He would enter

in with his whole soul to doing the thing that Eiij commanded. When he did it three

times and stopped, it wasn't the number three that mattered, tt was the lack of energy

Lsplayed, thaj interest, the stopping sooner, and God said you are not one who is

really interested in obeying the Lord. You are in a half-hearted way e doiigg what the

father says. nd God is going to deliver Israel. he has oromised, because he is going to

keep alive his testimony here in the lend until the time comes when Jesus Christ canes,

among the people of Israel, at this time he is going to $ (L4) defend them, but he

is not going to give his blessing to Joash as he would like to give it, because of Joash's

indifference and lack of whole-hearted enthusiasm about endeavoring to carry out the will

of the Lord. I think we can trace that in all of our relations with the Lord. We know

what the Lord wants us to do, and we go ahead in lackadaisical fashion to fulfil it. The

Lord wants you to read the Scripture a certain amount of time, jroj put a certain amount of

time in prayer. God isn't so much interested in how much time you put in these things,

whether you do them at regular intervals, whether you go through certain forms, as in the
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Spirit in back of it, the interest, the enthusiasm, the zeal to really accomplish and do

for him and do what he wants. And so in this case I think on the surface you don't see

what it really means, and it's very easy to draw magical conclusion from this and many

other passages and to miss the heart of it, the real thing that God wants us to get.

Well, Joash reigned for a good many :rears in the land of Israel and then he was

succeeded by his son Jeroboam II, and by this time the Assyrians were beginn1g to weaken

the power of Syria tremendously. And. the result was that eroborn IT was eble to extend

the power of Israel ery greatly. Jeroboam IT we are told extended the power of Israel to

its earlier frontiers, to its earlier lengths, the ltihgdom of Israel was at its largest

extent s4.nce its beginning inthe time of Jeroboam II. He was a king who reigned for

many years, 27 years I believe it was, 141 (I was looking at the figure here that speaks

about Xhaziah 14.1 years. 14.1 years was a very long reign as you see, and we know very little

about him. We know that Amoz cameRnd gave the messages of God up there, against the

practices gt Jeroboam II. It's good to get AmoE in mine'. Amos came from the sothern

kingdom up to the northern kingdom to give the messages in the book of Amos. Many people

think that Amos was the earliest of the writing prohets. Some people call him the

fouder of Monotheism. They recognize that he was a monotheist, they try to do away with

the earlier ones. But by that time all had to recognize their clear monotheism in Amos'

writing. He came up from Judah, into Israel, he prophesied at the court, at Bethel, where

eroboam IT was for a time. This ties it up with Jeroboam II, with the second of the

writing proohets. And the first just before him, Hosea, also refers to Jehu, as I mentioned

5o it's good to get Amos and Hosea tied in with this rule of eroboam II. And we can

tie in Jonah also because it says in Kings that he restored the boundaries of Israel, as

God had prophesied by the hand of Jonah. Some take that as meaning Jonah helped him, well

we don't have any proof that Jonah helped him. But we have proof that Jonah predicted,

did he predict during his reign? We don't know. This we do know, he didn't predict after

his reign. So we can say that Jonah was either in the reign of eroboam IT or before.

Although in the minor prophets he comes much Lter than Hsea and Amos. It's oroof' they

are not arranged chronolgically. Well, Jeroboam IT must have been a very powerful ruler.

He ruled for 41 years. We do not know a great deal about him. The Scripture tells us
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comparatively little. And then his son reigned a very brief period, Zachariah hisson

reigned a very brief period, and then he was killed, and that ws the end of this long

dynasty of Jehu. And that finishes A, The Dynasty of Jehu.

B Jiñah during the century after 814.1 We'll look .t that tomorrow morning at 8 6'cloc)

(9-) We are looking at XII, The Divided Kingdom from Jehu to Hoshea. We saw A, The dynasty of

Johu, and under that 1, The Revolution f Jehu (more review to 10*). It is not from the

Biblical viewpoint a particularly time. The .baal worship has been destroyed, the worship

of the Golden Calf is continued. There is a general downward progression, though owhere

near like it was at the coming in b the Baalworship, and toward the end of the period

you have the ccming of Hosea and Amos with their great proDhecies and of course we have

Jonah's prophecy somewhat earlier than this. We don't know whether Jonah was in JeroboamIIII

reign or somewhat earlier. Then we take B, Judah c?uring the century after 8141. 84-l is

a sharp important point in the history of both kingdoms because, as we noticed in the

northern kingdom there was a revolution, a change of dynaty, there was the end of the

political power of the Baal worship, it's the turning pont in the northern kingdom. In

the southern kingdom it's also the turning -ooIit but a turning point in the opposite direct

ion. The revolution in the north not only kills king Jehoram or the northern kingdom, but

it also killed his nephew who was visiting, Abaziah the king of Judali. And so when yot.ig

Ahaziali was killed the southern kingdom ws left without a king. But it had a queen mother.

nd she was a resolute determined ab woman. She was a foreigner, but not so extremely

foreign, not so foreign as Jezebel, because Jezebel was from Tyre, she was a Phoenician

woman. This wcnan was the daughter of Jezebel but her father was Ahab. S0 she was an

Israelite, brought p in the kindom of Israel, and therore would have far more in

common with the people of Judah than Jezebel had with the 'eoole of Israel. She had seen

her father-in-law die and her husband reign for a time. She had seen her husband die, and

now her son had reigned for just a year. And she was -probably, she. might be compared to

Catherine deMedici in France, who was related to the family of (12 3/24.)

to the Pope,who married the second son of ene of the French kings, and consequently nobody

ever thought she'd. have any powers in France. Then when her husband's older brother died,
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her husband became heir to the throne, and then when her father-in-law died her husband

became king, but he had a mistress *o was very prominent and. for whom he did everything

and. you might say, be in a public way he treated Catherine deMedici as if she were dirt

under his feet and his reign was the most miserable time in the world I orher, she was an

Italian and the French people looked on her as a foreigner and had not much use for her,

most of them. And then wën suddenly, in a joust, Henry II was killed, it left the throne

with his little son, and Catherine deMedici became the queen Mother and in absolute power

and. for the net1 30 years she ruled France, in absolute power, and one after another of

her three sons was nominally king but too young to have much power, or too weak. And she

was one of the great forces in modern French history and she did more to wreck the Revrm

ation in France than perhaps any other one person. And though she was hated by the French

who considered her as an Italian and a foreigner, but she hapened to be the one who was

in position to seize and hold the power, and she had the brains and the ability to know how

to do it. Now Catherine deMedici preented France from becoming a Protestant nation,

not because she wanted. to but because she was looking for her own power, that's what she

was interested in ahd was looking for, she (lL 3/L)

and gae the Jesuits a chance eventually to give

it a death blow...
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.would have been an equally great force in Judah if God had not intervened. And the,

what she succeeded in accomplishing simply shows us what would have hapened to them, if

God had not interfered with the great miracles of lijah and Elisha and the tremendous

activities of those two men of sod. The Baal worship would hver have stopped with Israel.

't would have taken Israel and Judah and. turned them both into utterly pagan nations,

and the knowledge of God would have been forgotten then as it has been forotten, as it

was forgotten in all the other nations of antiquity. But it was rooted out of Israel by

the activity of Elijah and Llisha, but the revolution that destroyed it in Israel esthoyed
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the king, the legitimate king of Ju,dah, end left his mother in a position where she could

seize Dower and. she resolutely did so. She had all of her children and grandchildren

seized and. killed immediately. That meant there was no one. hom people could say this is

the legitimate king. Th.re was nobody of whom they couJ,fi day that. Therefore, she being

the queen mother naturally would have the right to the throne under this silly idea of

rule by birth which has been so -powerful in so many nations for centuries, until very re

cently. And so Athaliah immediately proceeded to do everyt she could to advance the

Baal worship and for about 8 years she was dominant in the land. But unknown to her from

among the children who were killed,there was one litle baby who had been rescued, and was

carefully hidden because if he was found he would of course immediately have been killed.

And then the priests of God made a careful plan and suddenly one day they brought out the

little boy, declared who he was, the grandson of Atbaliah, the son of the last king, de

clared who he was, declared he should be the king. T hey had men with arms right at hand

ready to seize Athaliah and thWimade a sudden turnover of the power and it was not a turn

over to an outsider, a usurper, it was the one whom most of the peonle would reognze was

the legitimate ruler. Athaliah after all was only related by marriage to the royal line

of Judah, and so it was possible to make the revolution and -put an end to Athaliah's activi

ties. Had it not been for that, probably she would have reigned as long as she lived, and

Judah would h've been completely wrecked as far as worshin of God is concerned. So Atbali.ah,

1. Athaliah. under B. Athaliah did- not reign long. but she shows what the revolution in

Israel actually accomplished in Judah, and shows what a terrible danger there was if it were

not for this intervention of the priests.

And then 2 Uoash Yes? (student.3 3/Li'. In this case, do we consider that the

throne of David has moved over into the house of God temporarily?) Yes, there's an inter

esting question. God said. that David would hever lack a. man to sit on the throne. And, yet

when the last king Zedekiah was blinded, first his children killed in front ofhim, then he

was blinded, carried off to Babylon, to captivity and died there, there was no successor.

And for a period of nearly 600 years there was no one who was reoognized by anyone on earth

as a descendant of David actually exerting any authority, any political authority, there

was that long period. In most countries peoole would say the dynasty tame to an end.
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It was finished. The king of France was beheaded a century and a half ago, but his de

scendants call themselves kings of France to this day, there's a small royalist party

which claims that a man descended from the king of France should be reigning on the throne

today, but it is a small group, most people pay no attention to it, the French peole as

a whole have forgtten it, and we 011 consider that the line of the i3ourbcns as far as

ruling is concerned has come to an end. Everybody except those who believe the Old Tes

ment prophecy about the house of David, after the death of Zedekiah, at least a century

after it. But God knew differently, because God sent his,on Jesus Christ, the heir of

David, one in the line nd sent him and he came and was there in the land and we believe

he's coming back to set up the throne of David eventually. Now he is the legitimate king

but not reigning in any physical way today, and he did not in any -physical way when he

was here. There is a gap between Zddekiah and the birth of Christ, and if it would come

to actual reigning, the gap is from Zedekiah to the return of Christ, actual reigning on

this earth but we say that David never lacked a man to sit on his throne because, though

there was a gap the line did not come to an end. Now the line was continuous from David

up to Zedekiah as far as I recall, except for this one gap. And at this time, of course,

there was a legitimate heir unknown to the people, unknown to thaliah, in the priests'

home. b0 that the people might think that the house of David had come to an end. Actually

of course, the only Athaliah had on the throne Usher relation to the house of David, so

that if she had any right to reign it was as a member, though a member by marriage, of the

house of Dat*d Of course, if Joash hadn't been there, Athal iah' s death what would

have happened we don't know. It probably wobid have been (7) but I think

it's a very interesting point that Mr. Shr1labarger brought out, that God had -oromised

David would not lack a man to sit on his throne and he has for all these centuries since

the death of Zedekiah, but we consider the ro"hecy still in effect because we consider this

as a gaD rather than an end. And previous to that there was only this one brief gap,

which in effect was not a gap, because Athaliah was actually, got this far by the marriage

relationship to another. I suppose you might say in God's sight the seed (7 3/4)

But mighty few people knew anything about it. And as far
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as the priest was concerned, he was hoping they could get the power back to Joash but I

doubt if he had any certainty. It was a potential place there, it was like in England

when Cromwell was the leader. You might say the seat of power of England in a sense, you

might say, was over in France where Charles II was engaged in his licentious life at the

court of the king of France and sort of hoping that the nglish people would be foolish

enough to invite him bak to England. Well, that's number 1, Athal iah.

2, Joash, and Joash had a long reign, a reign of 40 years, I think it was. He started

off very well, a young boy who owed his authority to the fact that the priests had brought

him u, had saved his life, had. brought him into his power, having led the revolution, had

destroyed Athaliah. Toward the end of his life he turned against those who had befriended

him, and in many respects a good king, yet he cannot be considered as one who stood true

to he Lord through thhe end and. was really outstanding in his loyalty to God. Now he was

succeeded by his son Amaziah. And Amaziah who reigned for 29 years was a very rot sort

of a boy who got an idea that he was going to reestablish the old glories of David. And

that would be number 3.

3 Amaziah Amaziah thought he would establish the old. glories of David and he

challenged the northern kingdom to fight. Now God could have established the old. glories

of David if He chose, but it would be only God's power that could do it, because Judah

was only one tribe as against ten tribes of the northern kingdom, and Judah, though this

one tribe was wealthier than any tribe of the northern kingdom, was actually only about

a third of the Dower of the northern kingdom. From a human vi.ewoint it was utterly absurd

for them to challenge the tower of the northern kingdom. But Amaziab did. He challenged

the power of the northern kingdom, the king of the north had his hands full defending him

self from the powers north of him, he didn't want to go war with him, he tried to 'out it

off, but when Aziah insisted, then he marched down there and attacked Jerusalem, made

a breach in the wall and gave them a pretty good (10 3/4) And so

Amaziah, if he had been facing a strong agressor from the north, he would have brought

terrible disaster on Judah, but his desire to show his tower this way, but as it was it

didn't do much harm.

And then Amazish, after 29 years of reigning, the people got so disgusted with him
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that they pit an end to him, and he was succeeded by hison, whom we usually call Uzziah.

And Uzziah is also called in the Bible Azariah. We usually call him Uzziah but we find

both names in the Bible. Azariah and Uzziah. Perhaps the man who wrote the name Uzziah

was a southerner, I don't know, but anyway we have the two forms. And Uziah reigned for

2 years, a very, very long rgn. How much of it he actually reigned we are not actually

able to say, because the Bibe does not give us details. That is to say he was nominally

king for 52 years. But we know 1e wasn't actually king for 52 years. We know that be

cause of smething that happened. Uzzjah was in many ways a good king, he gave wonderful

promise of being a fine ruler, a great godly man, but he had something of his father's

conceit, feeling of his own greatness, he was like many a young man who goes into a church

and immediately does good things, stands for what is right, but immediately if people accept

what he suggests, then immediately he is goig to sugzest everything to make th. church

his church, and he tries to move practically ev'rything to his own hends and he loses the

supoort that he has. Well, Uzziah isn't exactly like that because he didn't Vierdly try to

change things, he went against the definite command of God. He was a ruler, he said I'm

going to perform the -priest's function too, and he went into the temple and began to

offer the incense in the Temple like the priest. Now he 's ±n this not th'fying God in

the sense of trying to destroy the worship of God, he was obsertng the worshio of God,

trying to forward it, but in doing it he was breaking the regulation God had given as to

how it was to be die and taking unto himself more power than God had willed he should

have, And we read in Chronicles that when he was in there the priests came in and they

told him he had no right to be doing this, and he began to remonstrate with them and tell

them he was king and one of them said look at your arm there. He looked at his arm and

he was all white for God had smitten him with leprosy. And so the rest of his life he

lived as an outcast, as a leper in his upper room of the Dalace, shut in there, seeing

nobody. Naturally he couldn't rule if he was bhut in and saw nobody. So that his son

musthave been reigning during this tithe but how long it was we have to try to fit in

to make the chnonology as a whole fit, because we're not told. o the storyof Uzziah

is the story of a man who started out very, very hopefully and then proved an utter dis-
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appointment because of his too great conceit as to his own ability to do things the right

way, the best way, instead, of seeing bow God had. ordained that they should be done. It

was not in onDosition to God but it was refusal to work out details as God ba prescribed...
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..5 IJzziah'sson, Jotham And we know very little about Jotha1. Dr. Davis in his Bible

Dictionary, in the chvonology, so arranged that all of Jotbam's reign of 20 years came

inside of the rn of Uzziah. (3/Li') -prefers to arrange it so that 16

years of it comes inside and then he has four years of his own, but that's a pure guess,

we don't know. Yes? (stuclent.l) No, I was going to speak of that when we come to that

time (l*)in connection with Isaiah, but it won't hurt to Mention it now. Isaiah says

in the year that King TJzziah died.,(this is chapter 6, verse 1 of Isaiah) I saw the Lord.

And, it's very interest1ng,tarting the ministry of Isaiah to realize that God's vision

that he gave Isaiah came at the year when Uzziah died, and Isaiah things that's worth

mentioning in starting. I don't think he mentions it merely as chronology toshow the

date, I think he mentions it to show the impression made on his mind by that fact. We

have _hmnowadays once in a while, that someone has been a great character. Perhaps

someone has been a great person and then has made a failure and has disappeared from sight

or perhaps he simply has become old and weak and disappeared and for years nobody thinks

of him, Dx.ctica1ly never mentions him. Then the person dies and all the newspapers have

big spreads about this person's career and we are all reminded of it then. It is most

likely that Isaiah in hearing of Uzziah's death and realizing that this man was in the

upr room for years and nobody saw him, maybe once in a while you'd get a glimse of his

face in the window there, as he went by, but they knew that he was there as a leper, no

longer able to rule, they knew held made a wonderful start, had given every promise of

being a great and good king, and. then had dismally failed in this way. It made an im

pression on Isaiah's mind, and in that situation thinking of how this great one of the

earth simly laid on the shelf by the Lord because of his failure tö follow the Lord

fully, in that situation, Isaiah went into the temple and there had his wonderful
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vision of God. And it was the impression of Isaiah's wonderful start and Uzziah's±

ure and his years of simply waiting there the leprosy to entirely consume him, that

1mressed Isaiah's mind with the importance of eternal things, and put him in the frame

of mind God wanted him to be in when he was ready to give him this great vision. Well,

this is as good a place as any to mention that. It slides over into the next period, but

in the very beginning, so this is just as good for that. Now that is 5, Jothan. We

won't go on to his son Ahab, we'll leave that for the next period. But instead we will

take as capital C The Assyrian Empire Because during all of this previous cehtury, the

Assyrian Empire has been an important power thcuh it has not entered much into the

Biblical account. But from here on it becomes a vital power inthe Biblical account, a

tremendous force which was in everybody's mind every day. They didn't know what was going

to come. You couldn't understand the 2nd World War if you'd never heard of Hitler. You

couldn't possibly understand it. And you cannot understand the next half century, mne

of the most important half centuries in the history of Israel and Judah, you cannot

understand it at all f you. are?miliar with the Assyrian Emperor.

And. so at this poiht we note something about the Assyrian Empire. First I want to

be sure you all know what it is. We have mentioned it before briefly. It is the empire

,thy probably called himwhich worships the god Ashur Assur. You'll find it written both

ways. The god Assur, or Ashur, because the pronunciation probably changed at one period

from an earlier pronunciation. This god Assur was the god of the Assyrian Empire and

the whole region is named after the god, so in Cuneiform reerdB$ you will find refer-

ences to (5k) which means goddess, to (5-h.) which

means land of Ashur, and to(51) which means city of Ashu.r. You

see you have three of the same name. You have a. god after the god the city is named, and

also after the god the whole region is named. Now this region of Assyria% is the northern

section of Mesopotamia. Mesopotamia, andient Mesorotamia, can be divided more or less

into two main sections. The southern part we might call Babylonia, that southern pert

(61) divided into two parts, the northern half of it was

called (61) and the southern half of it was called (61)

but the two of them together of the earlier period now make up what we call Babylonka,
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and then north of it is this section which we call Assyria. The Assyrian land is very

different fronthe Babylonian land. Babylonia to the south is very, very flat. And in

this very, very flat area you have the two great rivers coming down from the mountain

through a long distance reachigg this area and making it possible to irrigate for some

distance on both sides of the riv"r and. in this flat country of Babylonia great cities

were able to exist as a result of the fertility of the land, from these rivers. Now

further north the land is not quite so fertile as it is down south, but pretty fertile

still, but the land isnIt quite so flat. There are mountains near it, and in these

mountains there are wild animals. And the early settlers who probably came up from the

south, some think this is described in Genesis where it says that Timrod went forth from

the south and built Asshur. Some feel that that is the reference to the very beginning

of this land. But this land was undoubtedly settled by people who came frarithe sotLh,

settled at a very early time, perhaos as early as 2600 3C But these settlers in the

north there who brought something of the Acadlan civilization, something of the attitude

of the people in the southern area which we call Babylonia now, they had a tough struggle

up there because they had. wild. animals to fight that constantly you had to protect your

self from these wild animals and in addition to that, the mountains near harbored groups

of people who got a precarious existence lThving up in those little mountain valleys and

looking down from the mountain cliffs into the land, they would see the irrigation that

was being established by these settlers from the south and the towns they were building

and. the fertile farms and they would be tempted to make incursions or attacks and try to

seize and plunder what was being p,rown and the result was that inorder to exist the

Assrrian people had to develop a warlike character, beyond that which the people of the

south usually displayed. And so Assyria became the center of a very warlike people. And

these people had a struggle through a period of 1500 years or more, to maintain them

sevies but managed to send out colonies, up into Asia Minor, managed to develop quite a

civilization there and. became quite a force but not a dominant force in the ancient

world, until about 900 And then beginning about 900 b"0" they had a group of rulers

who seeing the power they had built up determined to use this power to establish a large
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empire from which they could get tribute and they to conquer neighboring

regions and it became quite a thing for a king to show whet an able conqueror he was so

nearly every year, at least as long as the king was young, he would. take an army and go

out in one direction or another and try to conquer sons cities. And about 900 you got

some kings who gage serious thought to the matter of how to build. and hold an empire.

They organized their people very carefully, they had an excellent s:stem of suply, of

preDaration of armor, of having things in stock to keep well supplied., and. they conquered

around and tried to build a strong empire and they saw that as long as their forces were

there people might be subject to them but once they went away the people would revolt.

And they et to work to think of a way to prevent that. And so they, about 900 or a

little later a clever thought was arrived. at. It was this. When attack a city and

ask it to surrender to us we may be very kindly with it, we may say you give tribute to

us and we will treat you very well and we'll not be very herd. on you, youcan make all

kinds of promises but once they're under you then you can treat, ooress them, as you

may wish. But they would-,- Eer in their promises if a nation would. voluntarily

submit, if a nation did not voluntarily submit they would fight with theriation, but

after conquering them they might treat them fairly kindly so that other nations wouldn't

get desperate and fight very, very strongly to resist being conquered. They might treat

them fatily kindly after they conquered. them. But after they conquered. the city they

would make them take the oath of loyalty to their god Assur and to their king, and. they

would say now remember you are subject to us, if you ever desert us, then you may expect

very terrible treatment. And so when the nations would revolt from them, then they would.

use the harshest easures imaginable, and they would publish accounts of these and.

spread these all over so that other people would see how they treated them. One king

tell'or instance, about a town which had been subject to them and revolted, he says

I surrounded this city with my army, I besieged it, I made ahole through the wall, I

went in, I siezed all the people, I book them out and I impaled thousands of the man on

stks around. the city. Others I flayed. alive, others I cut off their heads and. piled

them up in great piles like cabbages at different places where passers by could see them,
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and others he says pulled out their tongues and he describes the tortures that he made

in order to make a most terrible example of this city, !.in order that other cities that

were subject to them would see what fate must be theirs if they revolted from the Assyrian

empire. One writer has headed his chapter about (13) the calcul

ated frightfulness of (l3:) but I daft think you need to re

member his name in that connection particularly, because this policy which we find the

most clearly expressed by this particular king was followed by the subsequent kings.

And the impression which is made on all the region for miles around was tremendous. From

this time on the Israelites lived uncer the knowledge of what the Assyrians had done to

other nations, and what they may do to them. Now just when the Israelites stnrted giving

tribute to the Assyrians we dctt know. We do have a record though that ehu paid tribute

to them. Just what the tribute amounted to, how much he was supposed to be subject bO

them it's hard. to say, but we have no record of )its having been conquered by them, it

may have seemed to him that the safest thing was to rut himself under their protection

rather than to risk an attack b' them. We don't hve any record of interference during

the next century on their part. But it so haprens that diing this next period of a

century there was quite a decline in Assyrian power. There was a decline from which they

came back again with great force later on. But there was this great (iL)

to the west which came in the 9th century, when two or three kings made campaign after

campaign to the west, and it is generally thought that at the battle of Karkar in 854

the coalition of the kings in the west were able to fight them to such a standstill that

they decided that for the time being they better give up...

O.T.History 307. (*)

.after that for nearly a century. Now scnietime during that centur:7 Jonah made his

visit to the capital of the Assyrian Empire. The early capital of the Assyrian Empire

bad been the town of (3/4) but later another of their toms became

superior to (3/4) that was the town of Nineeh. And Nlneveh became the

capital of the Assyrian Empire, and as the Assyrian kings brought back their booty

and brought back their prisoners they enlarged it till it became one of the largest
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and strongest cites in the ancient world. And this city of Nineveh became so much re

cognized as the capital of the Assyrian Enmire that they would often speak of the Assyrian

Empire simply as 1ineveh, though Asshur was always a very important city too. But Nineveh

became more important. It was a very early city but less imoortant in the earlier cays,

than Asshur. Now these later kings of the Assyrian Empire followed another idea to hold

their territory. They thought of the idea, this is really getting to the beginning of the

next period- hey thought of the idea, when they would conquer a nation of taking its

leading people and turning them away from their homes, and that was a very clever idea be

cause they figure this way: if we take say the fourth of the people who are the bfllliant

people, the administrators, the teachers, the best part of them, the DeoDle who work

with their heads, if we take these people away and carry them to another section of our

empire they will no longer be there to serve as agitators and leaders to induce the

r.eople there to revolt against us. Very clever idea,it reminds us of what the Mice

Lieutenant told us when he was here, Police Inspector rather, how they de-activated. gangs

in Philadelphia, that if they get the leading three fellows out of a large gang the gang

is generally deactivated until eventually probably someone else of the same family comes

forward to reestablish the gang. But he figured that if he was to take the leadirg

people from a nation that he conquered and take them away and there would then no longer

be leaders there to organize the people to revolt aga1st him. But these people he would

take to sane other section of his empire, the people in that section, seeigg these people

come in whose language they couldn't understand, whose customs were foreign to them, would

think of them as people the Assyrian king brought in, and therefore they would look to

them as representatives of the Assyrian king rather than as fellow prisoners. And there

would be ant to be a sharp line of division between the local people and the new peo1e

brought in, with them fighting one anobher and the bright people brought in, the leaders,

would have to lock to the Assyrian arms to protect them because they would b.nferior in

number and power/ to the people of the area. So he would become to them their protector

inste.d of their enemy, and he would take the leaders from one area to another, the lead

ers from that area to another, the leaders from that area, take them back to the first one.
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Very clever idea, very ruthless, very inhumane, but very clever. Yes? (tudent.L)

1o, they had a great amount of liberty. You see there would be tremendous numbers of

them, they would hot be, it would not be possible to hold. them as -orisoners, he didn't

them as that, he wanted them to build up the area, tomnake it a properous area that

would. support his income. B ut they would not have any large number of -oeole of their

own lang13.cge, and their own culture, whom they could influence agakzt the king of Assyria.

They'd. have to work there and. be subject to him, and that was his scheme, that was his

idea, a very clever idea. But it was a very cruel idea as far as the peoples were con

cerned, and it resulted. in the tearing away of thousands of people from their homelands

and taking them to live among peoDie who had no understanding of them, who had a hostile

attitude to-Tard them, and it resulted in very great cruelty and very great misery. But

this was towa':'d the end of the pefiocl we're talking of now, that the Assyrians introduced

this idea. In fact, that gets over into the next period. I think we can start the nest.

XIII The Final Days of the 'Northern Kingdom and the Ens,u.inp Half Century. And-

on this Dart, we will make 4 the AsyrianEmoire Because if you notice, in the period

before,Assyria is sort of in the background, becoming an increasinimportant force in

the background, often mentioned on account of the tribute which had to be paid and that

of course gives us many references to Israel in our archeological records, but not actually

a present vital force until this last period. But during this last Deriod the Assyrian

rnpire has a new birth of power. Its kings become very able men, very great conquerors,

men who have a thoroughly organized empire subject to them, but who make one fatal mistake

that while they bring the people from these different areas where they think they will

be reduced in power and have to be subject to Assyria, they do not find means of making

friendsof them, and of gettingtheir force as a real support to the Assyrian Empire.

They put theirtrust only in their own eole and their own -oeoole bear the brunt of their

wors and more andmoe the actual Assyrian people are cut down by the wars and by the

great efforts of these years, uitii in t.e end they have a great tremendous empire but

inside it's very, very weak, because their nation has bece so weak and there are so

few who can be trusted to be loyal to the king that actually when it ends, it ends very
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suddenly and in a way that just could hardly have been expected. But you find these

Assyrian kings then in this later period, carrying on the same tradition of the ear1er

period, that is3 of making attacks in all directions, trying to conquer cities, trying

to establish their power, showing the calculated frightfulness against those who revolt

against them, but you get a seried of conquerors who carry their conquests to a point

that had never been reached by the previous rulers at all. And we should become familiar

with the names of a few of these most important of the Assyrian kings. The first one

who becomes important in this period, I'll call him number 1 here then is Tiglath Pileser.

lath Pileser. I believe he is now usually called the Third. These kings

did not use numbers. They simply had a name. It is a device of our own era to give

kings numbers. And they simply used the name and we as we have gathered the material

we have given them numbers to distinguish them and sometimes we have been in confusion

as to what number to give them, and so some books of history will, call him Tiglath Pileser

III and some will call him Tiglath Pileser IV. I believe that now it is pretty well

established that there were only three up to this time. At least in this what we call

the later Assyrian Empire, there were some kings (9*)

we do not include in the numbers. o Tiglath Pileser the Third was iobably the man who

introduced this system of colonization. He is mentioned specifically in the Bible as

having aade an attadk on the northern kingdom and an attack onthe excuse that he had been

invited to do so by the king of the southern kingdom. He was a very able general and he

succeeded in conquering Babylon to the south and so Babylon which had been a great capital

while Assyria was just a minor area, now was subject to Assyria but the Babylonians did

not like being subject to the Assyrians and it was so difficult to hold. them in subection

A thought
that the Assyrians it slmDler to pretend to be king of Babylon. The Babylonians

knew it was only by force he was king, but he went through the form and the Babylonians

said we won't take any Assyrian for our king, Tiglath Pileser. Well, Tiglath Pileser

said beforel became king my name was Pul. Will you take me under that name? Well,

that was better than being killed so they took him. So they made him king of Babylon

and he had. to go through the great ceremonies of being crowned king of Babylon, and the
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Babylonians -Pretended they had their owa king though actually he was the king of Assyria

who was holding them by force. But ir the Babylonian record Tiglath Pileser is simply

called Pul. And in the Bible sometimes it speaks of him as Tiglath Pileser and sometimes

it speaks of him under the name of Pul. Now he became king in 743 B.C. and he reigned

until 723. And you. see here in the reign of 20 years, a reign of constant conquest,

constant terrorism, a reign of constant difficulty with the people of Babylon who called

him Pul, done thing the Bab1onians insisted was, they said our king has to take the hands

of our god New Year's Day. Every New Year's our god. establishes him a king and he can't

reign unless he has gone through this ceremony. Well the king wanted to be off fighting

in Persia or in Palestine or womewhere else, half the time, and how could he be down

there in Babylon New Year's Day every year? Well, if he wasn't they would pretend he

wasn't king any more until he went through that ceremxnny. And it made an awful lot of

nuisance for hij. But he was Pul as far as the Babylonians were concerned, he was Tiglath

Pileser as far as the Assyrians were ccerned, and he is very important w the re

lationship with King Ahab of Judah and with the kings of the northern kingdom. Then

Tiglath Pileser is succeeded, number 2, in 723 by Shalmaneser, I believe this is Shalmanes

er V.




2 Shalmaneser. And Shalmaneser only was king for about Li years, fvom 723 to 719.

He continued as Iglath Pileser had been doing, and he was succeeded in 719 by Sardon.

Sardon had a much longer reign. He reigned until 687, 719 till 687. Sardon was a very

able general and he also went through the form of taking the hands of the god of 3abylonia,

and was nminally king of Babylon, by the Babylonian choice but actually by his own power,

all through the years of his kingship. Yes? (stuent.l3 3/Lb. Where re you getting

the chronology? The chronology in TANE is different.) Give me what you have there.

(lLi.. Well, for Tiglath Pileser it has 744 to 727, and for Sardon II is has 721-705.)

Yes, the dates which I have been giving you are the dates that Thiele gives us in his

list, and the fact that this other book, both published in the last 5 years, by competent

scholars and they differ by four or five years, shows how you cannot be exactly sure on

these dates. Bt we can be ap-oroximately sure. We notice the difference is only two or
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three years in both cases. We can be apnroximately sure of the dates of the, and. of

course that's the thing that matters. And it is interesting to know approximately how

long they reigned. Tiglath Pileser had a long reign, Shalmaneser a comparatively brief

one, and Sardon a long Now these were the kings who were important during this

period. The next period the kings are even more important...

O.T.History 308. (k)

...we've already, we've just recently mentioned how Isaiah had his inaugural vision in

the year when King Uzziah died. We noticed Uzziab and Jotham. We will start here with

hurnber 1, Jotharn's son Aha. And Ahaz the son of Jotham is a king who was from a human

viewpoint a very clever fellow. He was very wordly wise. But from God's viewpoint he

was very stupid. He considered religion as a very useful thing to keen the peole under

control, under discipline, and to maintain their loyalties but Ith thoi ht that, after

all, what matters isthis life and re wantir have our power strong here. And early in

Ahazt reign the Assyrian power of Tiglath Pileser appeared as a tremendous threat to

Damascus and to Samaria. That is to Syria, of which Damascus is the capital, and to

Israel of which Sainaria is the capital. Now we assume, but it's a pretty safe assumption

that it's on account of this threat that these two powers made an alliance in order to

try to fight back the Assyrians as Ahab had done. But they said we've got Ahaz behind

us down there to the south, we can't risk an attack from the south when we're trying to

defend ourselves from ábta. S0 they said let's attak the kingdom of Judah ftvtˆ)

end put our own iippet in there, And so they made an attack on Ahaz and Ahaz then very

-cleverly sent a large amount of tribute across the desert to Tiglath Pileser, and Ahaz

said to Tiglath Pileser, I will be your subject, I will be tributary to you if you will

deliver me from the attack from these two powers to the north. Now that is the big

event of the early book of Isaiah. You cannot understand aiah, the early chapters,

without having this in mnd. This was a great situation which Isaish faced. Ahaz was

telling the people in the beginning of chapter 7, we are being attacked from the north,

let's build our defence, let's make ourselves strong, we've got Syria and Israel attack-
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trig us. But of course Juñah couldn't hold out against Israel alone, to say nothing of

Syrá, which was Aram, and Israel together. And Tigleth Pileser knows that he has, I

mean A)az knows that he has secretly sent to Tiglath Pileser to come and Drotect him, and

I.ah is told by the Lord about this underhanded scheme, and told that it will Dut)(hem in

a position where they will face the other directly. It's exactly what we were in 20 years

ago.




When we faced the tremendous power of Hitler, and. instead of saying let's reduce

Germany to where it will still be a powerful nation but not a menace to us, we said we've

got to wipe them out on any account, let's make friends with anybody we can to get rid of

them. We join in with Soviet Russia, a far worse dictatorship than Hitler and the end

was that Hitler was wiped out and. we're face to face with Soviet Russia and in a far worse

poition than we were before. That's exactly what Ahaz did.

Tiglath Pileser wiped out Syria and Israel, he faced Assy±ia. It was a far worse

situatthon than they had been in before, and. it was against that situation that Isaiah

deal witdevotes a great part of his prophecy. When I used to in prophets class,

during the boginning days of our relation with Russia and the early days of the world war

II, it was interesting to point out the precise parallel and it has worked out exactly as

I predicted at that time, in view of the clear statements of Isaiah. Well, we'll have to

continue that next week. In this book, TAI'IE, there is a section which contâ±ns the

Assyrian historical records, a selection of the, p. 188 to 204. I would like you to

read those 16 pages very carefully. Read those, make it 14, to 202--188-202--in that

note every reference to anyone mentioned in the Bible, and make a brief statement of

what it says about them, what these Assyrian records soy.. .turn that in by this Friday.

(assignment to 5 3/4)

(6 3/L) At the end of class last time we were speaking about XIII, the final days of the north

em kingdom and. the ensuing half century. Under that we looked at A, the Assyrian Empire.

And we noticed there 1, Tiglath PUeser III, and in looking at Thiele which I was giving

you his dates on the kings of Israel, I misred his statement about the dates of the

Assyrian kings, and so I want to ask you to correct the dates that I gave you there.
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I was quite surprised to find that there was a difference that I misrerd from him and

T

date in Pritchard, because those dates are pretty well agreed on. hae from the

Assyrians the Limu. list, year by year the kings, and for dating of contracts and we have

thousands of contracts, and therefore it would be very strange if there would be much

disagreement about the relative dates of these king. Now it is possible that a darker

period later on mip.ht later be i1luminted. by new discoveries, and the Assyrian dates

might all be moved forward or backward. That is possible but very imorobably. ht there

are (8) I i'ow about Biblical chronology that assume that to be the

case, and I'm certain that it will be so found, to build everything on it, I think that

that is going pretty far in view of the fact that all secular scholars irtbe field. and

most Christian scholars in the field agree upon these dates of the Assyrian kings. Later

on there is a period there in which I haven't (8*) I won't

say that these dates may not later have to be adjusted one way or the other, but it seems

very unlikely. And so, the dates, it would$ be good for you to get them down correct for

these Assyrian kings: Tiglath Pileserlil 7Li4_727. He is also called Pul, we mentioned.

It may have been his personal name, but it's the name that the Babylonians called him as

king of Babylon. While as king of Assyria he was Tiglahh Pileser III, very cruel man,

a very able man, a great conqueror, a successful aggressor, one who conquered many nations

and who probably introduced the idea of the transfer of population to strengthen the co

hesiveness of his empire. And then his successor Shalmaneser V, 727-722, a reign of only

5 years. And his successor Sardon II, 721-705. 5ardon II, it is quite generally agreed,

is the man who conquered Srmaria. The Bible says Shalmaneser V came against Samaria, then

it goes on to tell how the king of Assyria fought against it, and it does not mention

that it was a different king who takes it but Sardon in the beñnning of his reign men

tions his conquest of Samarla. He may have been the general who was directing the con

quest, the fighting of the three-year siege there, at any rate he led from 72l-775, a

very successful rule, re-conquered Babylon which had revolted, held it in subjection and

built a new capital for himself 12 miles northeast of Nineveh, a city which has been

excavated which he called fortress, and in which we havefound some very inter-
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esting and important bas-reliefs end so forth , and he was succeeded by his son

Sennacharib1 who reigned from 7068l. Senacharjbr not as able as Serdon, but an

active king, thus he succeeded in carrying out the conauest,whe fought in many differ

ent regions, one who became so disgusted with the Babylonians that finally the time eme

when he destroyed the city. He said he knocked down the great temples, overwhelmed the

city, he reduced it tojust wasteland so that it could never againbbe inhabited. I think

must have greatly eggerated, because vex soon after we find it a very powerful city.

ut at least he brought terrible damage to it and in 681 he was assassinated by his s.

And it is described in Isaiah but the details of it are unknown today. It is a point of

real mystery, the details of the murder of Sennacherib. ell, these Assyrian kings are

important for us to have in mind because they were just as important to the whole world

in their day as Adolph Hitler was to the world in the period between 193 and l914.

They were a force constantly aggressive.

Capital B Judah at this time The last king we looked at was Jotba, spoken of

as a fairly good king, So of Uzziah and his reign probably overlapped a great deal

with that of Uzziah. But Jotliam may have died as a rather young man because he was

succeeded, when be was succeeded by his son, his son Ahaz was only 20 when he became
1 AhaL Jotham's s

king. riaz was a young man and a man who did. not inht'rit much of the good qualities of

his father and of his grandfather. He inherited all their bad qualities and evidently

little of their good qualities. And Ahaz soon found himself facing a very disagreeable

Droblern. It is described rather fully in 2 Kings 16 which a couDle of weeks ago you

had assigned to study carefully the events n this last part of Kings. And thkc chapter

about King Ahaz is very important. It might be less, it might be intrinsically, from the

historical viewpoint, no more important tha the events in the reigns of some other kings,

to which we ay a good. deal less attention. But from our viewpoint of Biblical study, it

is of tremendous importance because it is the background of a very substantial portion of

the prophetic books. Therefore it is extremely vital that we have well in mind the

principal aspects of this outstanding problem of the reign of 1g Ahaz. We're told in

chapter 16 here of Kings that Ahaz was 20 years old when he began to reign and he reiged
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16 years in Jerusalem and did not that which was right in the sight of the Lord his God

like David his father. ut he walked in the way of the kings of Israel, yea, nd made

his son pass through the fire, according to the abominations of the heathen, whom the Lord

cast out from before the children of Israel. He sacrifieed and burned incense in the high

places and on the hills and under every green tree. Then we read here in 2 Kings 16

that Rezin king of Syria--doubtless in this assignment last week in TANE you hoticed the

name Rezin also mentioned there, not in materials from Syria because we have very little

from Syria, but in material from Assyria, telling about king Resin from Syria. Syria you

remember is probably Aram, but in later times after the Assyrians conquered Syria, the

nations (111. 3/14.) called the whole area Assyria and then it was short

ened to Syria and then the name Syria got tied on to Aram, which actually wasn't Syria

at all, it was the region the Asyrians had couq.uered.

O.T.History 309. (*)

.modern times we pretty well stick to the name of Syria for that area. Our Bible con

stantly says Syria, where the hebrew says Aram, Uhe of the lands of the Arameans, the

region centering in Damascus. And Rezin, king of Aram, king of Syria the English trans

lation says following the Greek, recovered Elath to Syria and drove the Jews from Elath

and the Syrians came to Elath and d.wet there to this day. It said in verse 5 that Rezin

king of Syria and Peh son of Ramaliah king of Israel came. up to Jerusalem to war, and

they besieged Ahaz but could not overcome him. Then we read in verse 7 that Ahaz sent

messengers to iglath Pileser king of AssyMa. Now visualize the situation, you hove

Judah here, Jiah here in southern Palestine, north of this you have a region three times

as large as Juclah, the region of Israel, the Trans.ordan territory is either in the hands

of foreigners like Moab or Edom, or in the hands of Israel, and north of that is Syria

a rcgion twice as large as the region of Israel, though a great patt of it id desert,

a large and prerous kingdom, and then Assyria is way beyond the desert across from that.

And fromthe viewpoint of the people of Judah Assyria probably seems very, very far away.

They have little contact with it, they probably didn't think much about Assyria. And
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from the viewpoint of Syria, Assyria is right next to it and is a constant menace, one

with which they have fought in the last two or three centuries a number of times, and

one which is a constant menace and a very, very dangerous oae which has cnuered mach

territory north of them. Now Israel is in-betwean Judah arid. Syria, and Assyria aoes not

seem as great a danger to Israel, but yet it is far more present to their minds than

it is to Judah. To Judah it seems far away. PeoDle aren't worried about Assyria way

up there, they're worried about Israel right next to them, and about Syria a little bit,

beyond Israel. And so here we have Israel and Syria coming to Jerusalem to war, and be

seiging Ahaz but unable to overcome him. Now in Isaiah 7 this particular point is elabor

ated a little more fully. We find, there in Isaiah 7, it says, that it came to pass in

the days of Ahaz that Rezin king of Sytia and Pekah the son of Remaliah, icing of Israel,

went u- toward Jerusalem to war against it, but ou1d not Dreai1 against it. Isaiah :1.

And it was told the house of David, saying, Syria is confederate with Ephraim. And his }

heart was moved,and the heart of his peoDie, as the trees of the wood are moved with the

wind. And we read a reference to that a little further, in verses 5 and 6, where Isaiah

says, because Syria, Ephraim, and the son of Remaliah, have taken evil counsel against

thee, saying, Let us go up against Judah, and vex it, arid let us make a breach therein for

us, and set a king in themidst of it, even the son of abea1.

Now that shows in Isaiah there that they actually were threatening Ahaz's kingship,

threatening the destruction of the house of David, threatening taking over Judah and

putting a puppet king in power there. Modern historians make a guess that Pekah and Rezin,

fearing the ccming of the Assyrians wanted to be safe-their rear from an attack in

their rear they're defending against the Assyrians, if they come, wanted to be sure

Judah was friendly with them end therefore w attacking to do away with the house of

David and putting in a new king. As far as I know, that's purely conjecture. Maybe

they didn't even have the Assyrians particularly in mix. in this, simply felt (5) for

others, they'd like to extend their domain and take in Jud.ah under a puppet icing.

Whatever the situation is, it was a very great danger for the house of Judah. And in

that situation, Kings tells us that Ahaz thought of a clever scheme to protect himself
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f1om them, a scheme which has often been used. before and since. Verse 7 says, (2 Kings)

so Ahaz sent messengers to Tigiath-pileser king of Assyria, saying I am thy servant and.

thy son, come up and. save me out of the hand. of the king of Syria, nd out of the hand

of the king of Israel which rise up against me. And Ahaz took the silver and gold that

was found in the house of the Lord and in the treasures of the king's house, d sent it

for a present to the king of Assyria. And the king of Assyria hearkened to him, for the

king of Assyria went up against Damascus, and took it, and carried the people of it captive

to Kir, and slew Rezin.

Now that we are told, in Kings here, that that is what Ahaz did, sent messengers

this way. We are not told that he told. the people that that's what he was doing. And.

statements in the book of isaiah make a pretty good. reason for believing that he did not

confide this plan to his people. That he dealt with his people on the basis of urging

them to be preparing to fight valiantly against Israel and Syria in order to protect their

lands from them, when they came. And that this seherne to have Tiglath-pileser come and

exploiting them was something which he knew meant eventual/ (6 3/14.)

but that in the meantime he wanted. to keep the people fighting hard. so they wouldn't be

conauered before the Assyrians got there. There is 'pretty good evidence for that, be

cause without it muh of Isaiah is unintelligible. With it, it's very easy to understand.

what Isaiah means in chapter 7 and chapter 28. Now if you cou1 look in your Bibles at

Isaiah 7 here, and follow as we look at what Ahaz did here.

We notice that when this hapDened that God spoke to Isaiah, chapter 7:. He

said Go forth to meet Ahaz, thou, and Shearjashub thy son, at the end. of the conduit of

the upper pool in the highway of the fuller's field. That is to say, Isaiah did not go

in to Ahaz' s palace, and. talk to him. Probably Ahaz was too busy to talk in his palace

with Iah. He reserved his time for more important matters than what this prercher would.

have to say. Ahaz was, as we've noticed, an evil king, a king who was not a 'believer, a

king who was not interested. in doing the Lord's will. And. therefore, in order to get to

Ahaz, it was necessary to meet him outside. But another thing about it is, that it shows

evidently how Ahaz was rushing the work forward. This was outside the wall, where they
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were working in preparing the arrangement for the water supply, to resist the seige and

srengthen the defenses for Jerusalem. In other words, Ahaz was on an inspection tour

of the defenses. He ras out there seeing how the work was coming/ forward, urgiig it on.

He was interested in raising the morale of the people and having them redy to fight

strongly and to resist Israel and Syria if they should attack.

I remember in lo)140 when a man told me that conditions in this country, that the

war situation was so serious and the danger of war with Geweny was so great that Presi

dent Roosevelt found it necessary to go personally to inspect the munitions plants, in

order to be sure that everything was done exactly right. Well, thought that was

wonderful propaganda, political propaganda. Because actually of course to send experts

to see how the factories were working would be far more than for him to come in with his

retinue end hold up the work while they recognized him in every conceivable way, but it

raised morale, it showed the importance of this thing, it showed how important he thought

it that everything be done just right. It would not cntribute much to the work, it might

conribute greatly to the morale, and for many reasons it was, from his viewpoit, a very

wise thing to do.

Well, now Anaz was doing doubtless the same sort of thing. And so here are two

reasons why the Lord said go to meet Abaz at the end of the ccnduit of the upper pool in

the highway of the fullers field. Now there's a third reason why he said it which we

will not notice until during the next reign. But during the nett reign we have another

reference to the same place which fits right in, but we won't look at that now till we

come to that. o keep the third reason open. But the Lord said, go to this place and say

to him, take heed, and be quiet, fear not, neither be fainthearted for the two tails of

these smoking forebrands, for the fierce anger of Rezin with Syria, end of the son of

Remaliah. Because Syria, Ephraim and the son of Remaliah, have taken evil counsel

against you. Ver 7, thus says the Lord God, it shall not stand, neither shall it come

to mass. For the head of Syria is Damascus, and the head of Damascus is Rezin, and

within 65 years shall Ephraim be broken that it be not a people. And the head of Ephraim

is Samaria, and the head of Samaria is Remaliali's son. If ye will not believe, surely
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ye shall not be established. The Lord 'WAhaz out here, Isaiah steps up in front of the

people where Ahaz is carrying on his inspection tour, out there with all the multitudes

of pious peoule around, Isaiah steps uphe king and the king is saying we must fight
t,he se

and we must hold. oEf Israel and Syria, we must buildf defenses strongly, we rerd here

that the house of David, his heart was moved, and the heart of his people, as the trees

of the wood are moved with the wind. And Isaiah says dt be -oanicky, don't lose heart,

don't lose confidence, take heed and be quiet, don't be fainthearted, for these two

smoking firebrands. They've made their plans but the Lord says it shall not stand,

neither shall it come to pass, why, withn 6 years Ephraim won't even be a nation. Well,

Ahaz could not order the guards to push Isaiah out of the way and go on. He could not

do that because the pious people considered Isaiah to be a prophet of the Lord, and they

were interested, in these words of comfort from God, and any act of disrespect towards

the prophet would hurt the king's standing with the people and interfere with the defense

efforts rather than help them. In fact, Ahaz thought that this was a good thing for the

people, that to strengthen them in their fatth would make them fight better and make them,

it was a good thing for the nation, the religious basis of the nationi But he didn't

want to take time away from important defense work, for the words of this -ororthet. And

so as Isaiah finished he said, thus says the Lord, it shall ndt stand, but, he says, if

you will not believe surely you shall not be established. That must have been a reference

to Ahazts facial expression. Ahaz was showing by his manner he didn't want to interfere

with Iah but he wished he'd get out of the way and let hi go on with the work, he

wasn't interested in what he had to say. So, we read in verse 10, moreover the Lord spoke

again to Ahaz, saying, askteFae a sign of the Lord thy God, ask it either in the depth,

or in the height above. Ahaz, 'you don't look interested, you don't look as if you really

think that God can order that their plans won't succeed (13k)

Ask for a sign. Well, this is just the opposite of what Ahax wants. Ahaz wants Isaiah

to get out of the way and let him go on with the defense inspection. arrying on the

preparation to defend. the land. Isaiah has a1redy wasted a bit of time, deàyed the

people. Well, maybe he has helped the morale enough to be worth a little intervening,
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a little bit of a delay, but e don't want it to go on any longer, and Isaiah, he's show

ing his impatience, his desire for Isaiah to stop and get out of the way. Isaiah says,

well, ask for a sign. Well, this is inviting him to take a longer period, to give him a

longer time to show that this is real, that they can trust the Lord because in 65 years

Ephraim won't be a people. And of course, Ahaz is thinking also, I don't care what

hapoens to Ephraim 65 years from now, I'll probably be dead by that time, but I'm inter

ested in what's going to happen in tie next 6 days. Are they going to succeed in de

stroying Israel before Tiglath-pileser gets here? With his help. I want them to hold

them back now. As far as the future is concerned, I don't need to worry about the Lord,
He'll

I put my trust in Tiglath_pileser. come...

0.T.310. ()

.1 would take it this way, that in verse 3 the Lord says to Isaiah go and meet Ahaz

and say so-and-so, so that from verse, verse 3 is the command to Isaiah where to go and

what he is to say and the command goes up to verse 9. But that between 9 and- 10, Is&ia.h

goes and does it and then, that at the end of 9 we have the words given which relate

specifically to Ahaz's attitude and then the Lord spoke again to Abaz, and that means
4

that God gave Isaiah now a further message which he hadn't given him before he came.

But I would think it very unlikely that it came in any other way than throh the mouth

of Isaiah. bo that (1-) his attitude, Isaiah says to him, well, you

look incredulous, you look as if you don't think that this settles the matter, that

Ephraim is going to be destroyed within 65 years. God says their plan won't stand, why

not ask for a sign of the Lord? Ask for a sign. Well, we could wait three weeks to see

if this sign (1 3/L1) We could

lose a lot of time over that, that's not what Ahaz wanted. Ahas wanted to get away from

this and get on with the inspection, and so he thinks of a very clever idea. It says in

verse 12, Ahaz said, I will not ask, neither will I tempt the Lord. A beautiful state

ment. A very, very beautiful statement, a clever statement, just exactly the thought

we ought to have, we'll1ust the Lord,, we'll take hks word, we won't ask him for a sign,
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It's just exactly what a believing man ought to say, in the situation. I don't need it,

I believe the Lord. But A Ahaz says it, it is not an answer but an evasion. It is, as

we were told in chapel this morning, it is (2 3/L4) . It is an attempt

to make himself out to be one thing, when actually he has an entirely different puroose

and attitude in mind. Now we can infer that from wh't we know of the character of Ahaz

and more rticularly from the way that Isaiah answers. If a godly man said that and

Isaiah answered him as in verse 13, we would say he was utterly lacking in tact, and

certainly not a man to represent the Lord. But if Aba was a hypoc±ite and. said this,

then the answer was the right thing to answer. Many a Christian worker says something

that is a. good thing to say but says it to the wrong person, where it is a bad thing

to say. He assumes people are (3k) hypocrites who aren't hypocrites, -- and he assumes

people are true believers who are hypocrites. Well, in this case, God is speaking

through Isaiah so we know that Isaiah makes no mistake in it. And I would think, in

addition to that, that it must have been that Ahaz's facial expression and his manner of

speaking made it rather evident, both to Isaiah and to the oeoole, what his true attitude

was. Because Iah answered in such a strong, such a ernná.ry way, which the words

in planprint do not warrant. But the words with the facial expression, or a tone of

voice, would show him were utterly instcere. Certainly hrrant the response that Isaiah

give.




Isaiah says hear ye now, 0 house of D,vid, he doesn't address Ahaz personally, he

looks to Ahaz as one who is representing the house of David. He is the son of David,

he's the man who is carrying onthe oromises to David, he is sitting on David's throne,

he should be a man who s pious, who is followng the Lord, who is tr3isting Rim, who is

looking to the Lord to give protection in this, but instead of that Ahaz is giving noth

ing but evading, and so he says, hear ye now, 0 house of David, is it a small thing for

you to weary men, but will ye weary my God also?

When they asked Jesus for a sign, Jesus said no sign will be given you, an adulter

ous and wicked generation ask for a sign and it be given a sign except the sign of

Jonah, but here we find that an adulterous and wicked generation refuses to ask for a
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sign, and is rebuked for it. It is because/ fio the attitude involved. Will you weary

my God nlsO, therefore the Lord, himself will give you a sign. The house of David won't

always have a man the type of Ahaz was representing, sitting or. the throne of David and

not being interested in God's promises, not being re'dy to take God, at his word or to

look for a sign to show that he should take God at his word. The Lord will not always

leae the house of David in such ? situation. He's giving a sign to the whole house of

David that the house o David is to have a supernaturally-conceived bead to replaëe Abaz

in God's own time, who will actually be God-.With-Us who will actually be the representa

tive of God on the earth and of course, as we find later, more than that, he actually

be G0 on earth. He will, A virgin shall conceive and bear a son, and shall call his name

Immanuel. And then he goes on to assume, this son, we are not told whenhe is cinixig, the

true son of David. We' re not told when going to come, suppose he were to come right

now. Well, if he were to come right now he would eat curds and honey. Curds andhoney

he would eat. In his, this that he may know is a very poor translation. The (64)*

may be for the Durse of but it doesn't have to be, except (6 3/LL)

in relation to (6 3/14-) as for the -purpose of

this (6 3/Li-) Certainly it's not a way to get wise to eat butter and honey.

I guess fish is supposed. to be brain food but not butter and. honey. llowhere in the

scripture does it say if you want to get wise eat butter and honey. Butter and honey

shall he eat than he may know, no. Butter and honey shall he eat--thigs that you get

frcm the animals--the things that come from a paatô1 community, the things that can

come from an area where there are not many to till the gcund and there are many plants

growing that have to be laboriously planted and tilled and cultivated. But what you get

fromthe animals for a comparatively few people, with lots of empty land, can take care of

these animals and can get the products of the 'pastoral life. These thins will be

available when he know to refuse the evil and choose the good. When this little baby,

upoosing he were born now, before he would be old enough to know enough to reach for the

warm milk instead of for the hot stove, before he would be old enough to know enough to

make simrle choices of refusing the thing that is harmful and choosing the thing that is
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good, before that, erse 15 says, the land that thou abhorrest shall be forsaken of

both her kings. We've been talking about what's going to happen in 65 years but now

we1re getting a lot closer, now we say, before a little child, if it were born now,

would reach the age when he could make simple choices, before that Rezin of Damascus

and Pekah of Israel will both have disaeared from the scene of Israel. Now,

that's bringing your promise right close where it means a lot. And so he makes this

promise to us, and then he ccntinues, the Lord will bring upon thee, and upon thy people,

and upon thy father's house, days that have not c from the day that Ephraiin departed

from Judah, even the king of Assyria. AaEl

And Molten, in his Modern Reader's Bible says, in verse 17, he must turn his

attention away from the king e Ahaz and turn it to the king of Israel to the north,

because it was the northern kingdom that was attacked by Syria, not the sothhern kingdom

but I dt think it's necessary to interpret it that way. I think he is saying that the

king of Assyria is going to ccme and going to become a factor in your life, not merely

in the lives of the people who know him. And Ahaz, as he hears ths,thins, well, what

on earth is Isaiah referring to the people of Assyria for. Isaiah is not in the privy

council, he hasn't heard the private discussions of the plans to re1ve the pressure from

Israel and Syria by getting Assyria to cc attack them. He is not aware of this, hat

somebody given this out, are people beginning to realize it? But he hadn't said he'll

come against Syria and Ephraim, he said he'll come against thee.

And Isaiah bow had gotten bold enough where it's pretty hard to interrupt him,

and he is able to give a somewhat longer discourse, and he continues here, and if some

body things that the interpretation that I gave to verse 15 is very poor, making butter

and honey a sort of pastoral situation of semi-exile, look down to verse 22 and see as

Isaiah continues, how he says in verse 20, In the same day shall the Lord shave with

a razoe that is hired, What is a razor that is hired? That is a very indirect reference,

it wouldn't be clear to the people, but it would be clear toAhaz, and tb his nobles.

A razor that is hired, namely, by them beyond the river, by the king of Assyria, a razor

that is hired. Ahaz has sent a lot of tribute across to Tiglath_pileser, to get him to
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come, a razor that is hired. And the Lord will shave with a razor that is hired, the

head and the hair of the feet, and it shall also consume the beard. And it shall come

to -pass in that day that a man will nourish a young cow and two sheep, and from the

abundance of milk they give he shall eat butter, for butter and honey shall every one eat

that is left in the land. And it will come to pass in that day, that every place shall be,

where there were a thousand vines, now it will just be for briars and thorns, with arrows

and bows shall men come thither, because all the land shall become briers and thorns.

And on all hills that are ordinarily digged with the mattock, theyl won't he able to come

there because of the fear of briers and thorns, but they'll send out oxen and. bkeep and

goats. 1t is a picture of the situation where a few people are left with lots of land,

a proportionately small number of eoole and not enough people to till it, and to grow

things that require active cultivation. Now of course this is what will take pThce very

soon in the land to the north of them as the Assyrians took a greatmany people off with

them into captivity. And we read that when, after the northern kingdom was taken into

captivity that the lions began to ccme into the town and injure people because the land

was so depopulated, there was not the population to keep down the wild beasts. Mr.

Deshiande? (student.l2) Yes, it would seem that the name here is a description rather

than a name as a designation. He shall be called Immanuel, could be that that's thenarne

he's going to be given, Immanuel. But it could be that that Ia a designation of his

character, he represents God with Us. And we find it often, that people--remember Naomi

said don't call me Naomi call me Marah, because life has turned bitter, and Naomi means

sweet. In those days there was a great stress on the meaning of names, whidh we don't

give today. Of course another thing about it would be that everyone in royal families

nearly everywhere has several names. We call him Immanuel, but Jesus was the direct

deputation that was given, to it the stress on Saviour, but he also does fill the

Immanuel proiDhey, he was the Immanuel. Now thats in the realm of prophecy and we want

to keep to the realm of history. So I think it's good to touch on ths a little, but

we don't want to soend much time on it. We want to spend our time prircIal1y on the

historical aspect of this thing, relation to the background. hat's what we're dealing



O.TlHistory 310. i4) 1536.

with in this particular course. But this is important to have in mind as background.

for the prophets when you get to them. Yes? (student.1LI'-) Yes, this is the whole house

o David, not just Ahaz. (student .1Li) A sign, you might say (lL 3/t4)

There is a sign as a means of evidence that God eal1y is speaking. And IlienaLME there is

a sign as a bringing to them of the understanding of God (15)

Now the latter is particularly involved, in this (15) A sign for the house

of David, we d't have to pit up with a man like Aha permanently. God is going to

provide one who will be a proper son of David, that's a sign to the whole house of David...

0.T.Uistory 311. (..)

...sign to az and. to the people living then. If this child should be born right now,

we're not told when he is going to be born, why within this brief length of time that a

child would be able to make simle choices, your immediate pressing difficulty will be

gone because both kings will be out of the way.

Well, this situation here facing Ahaz is a very important situation. It is a

situation in which this wonderful Immanuel prophecy is given, but in it we ho.ve Ahaz

representing human plans and human ideas of how to meet a great crisis and Isaiah saying

the wy to meet is to trust in God and look to God. Your human expede which seem to

be meeting the crisis, Isaiah says, are actt.ally not going to meet it but to make it

worse. They ma:! seem to meet it temporarily but going to make it worse in the

end. S0 he stresses the therne of exile which they can take as meaning the exile of the

northern kingdom but he speaks of it in such a. way as to suggest the sohern kingdom

also is in danger of such a thing.

And then in chapter 8, sometime later, the Lord gave another sign to Isaiah deal

ing with this same situation. A litle later, he said to Isaiah take a great roll and

write in it with a man's pen, concering Mahershalalhashbaz. That means hastethe booty,

hurry the spoil. Sounds like war, sounds like difficulty. And so he sass, I took to me

faithful witnesses and I vent to the pro-ohetess and she conceived and bare a son. And

the Lord said to me call his name Mahershalalhashbaz. Be glad you're not a prophet that

you have to give your eons names like that. But the name was given, of course, bbL that
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the son would. be a living witness to the message God was giving Ahaz. For before the child

will have knowledge to cry (2) * before he can say the two

simplest sounds a child can make, the riches of Damascus and the spoil of Samaria shall be

taken away before the king of Assyria. You notice he doesn't say the land of Israel is

going to be comoletely despoiled by that t&mê. Israel was not yet destroyed. The king

was removed from it, the land was overrun but it was not yet despoiled. But Syr was.

And so he says before is time, a shorter time than the preioas time designated, the

richc's of Damascus and the spoils of Samaria will be taken away before the king of Assyria.

And. the Lord said, forasmuch as this people refuses twaters of Shiloah tht go softly

and rejoice in Rezin and Rexnaliah's son, therefore, the Lord brings on them the waters of

the river, strong and. many, therivers, the River Buphrates which gives life to the

greater part of Mesopotamia, this is often a figure for the land as a whole, so he says

the Lord brings on them the waters of this great river, which is a figure of speech which

he explains immediately, even the king of Assyria, and all his glory, and he shall come

up over his channels and go over hks banks, and he shall pass through Judah, he will over

flow and go over, he shall reah even to the neck and to the stretching out of his wings

he shall fill the breadth of thy land, 0 Immanuel. Here Immanuel in the previous chapter

predicted, Immanuel is here thought of as one who is the real ruler of the land. Ahaz

is an unworthy son of the house of David. This land belongs to Ahaz only temporarily.

But in actuality it is Iminanuel's land, and so he says Irnnianuel's land., thy land, 0 Imman

uel, is goigg to be overrun by the king of Assyria.
41
nd he continues, Associate yourselves

0 you people, he addresses the great foreign aggressor, Associate yourselves and you'll be

broken in pieces. Give ear, all you of far countries, gird yourselves and you'll be brok

en in pieces. Take counsel together and it shall come to nought, speak the word and it

shall not stand, for xnmanuel. Now this Immanuel is exactly the same as the Immanuel at

the end of verse 8. But the King James at the end of 8 pits Immanuel here in translation,

-fAZT God- is with us.

Now of course you could make it God is with us in both cases, or you could take

it as Immanuel in both cases. I incline to think it's better to take it as Immanuel
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in both cases. Of course it means God is with u. But he says Immanu.el, your land is

goigg to be overrun by the king of Assyria. But he says, after all, it is Immanuel's

land, and though all these great wicked forces come and attack us, God is going to cause

that they be annihilated, that they cannot completely conquer, because it is Immanuel's

land. God is with us. And, so he goes on, in ease chapters 8 and 9 and 10, stressing

the fact that this clever scheme of haz, this clever sdheme of getting the king of

Assyria and destroy Syria and Israel so that udah will be sage from them, actually brings

Judah face to f" ce with a fr greater and more dangerous aggressor than Israel or Syria

ever were.

And the removal of the buffer state, though tem-oerarily helpful is in the end

terribly harmful to Judah. It's exactly what we did 15 years when the whole attitude

was unconditioal surrender, utter uncondition-l surrender of Germany, (6--)

annihilate them, reduce them to an agricultural folk that have no power what

ever. A great many of the factories as soon as Germany was taken were torn down and

shipoed off to Russia, and Germany was just to be annihilated, no longer a force in the

world. Now of course within a few years that changed completely, because

they began then to realize that in removing Germany from being a force in the world,

they were bringing us right face to face with Russia, which was very nice to have on

the other side of Germany as a help to us against Hitler's aggression, but whic1ace

to face, was a far greater danger than Hitler ever was. And that is exactly the situ

ation that Ahaz is facing here and Isaiah is bringing it out. He should trust the Lord

and know that the Lord. can de1ir them if they put their fattli in him but if they put

themselves, if they look to their clever human schemes to get Assyria to come and help

them, in the end they'll be face to face with Assyria with no buffer state in between,

in a far greater danger than they ever were before.

AnO Isaiah goes on and dvelos that thought in the next chapters, but at the

end of chapter 10, he tells how the Assyrian is after all only God's instrument. He

says in verse 5 of chapter 10, Assyrian, the rod of mine anger, I'll sendhim against an

hypocritical nation, but he doean't think so. He think that he is powerful, that he is
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doing this on his own, and so the verse says in verse 12, wherefore it shall come to

ass, that whenthe Lord bath i,erformed his whole work on mount Zion and On Jerusalem,

I will punish the fruit of the stout heart of the king of Assyria and the g1orrof his

high looks. He, the Lord, is goigg to overcome the power of the Assyrian, even though

he uses him temporarily.

So you see the message given in these chapters, as dealing with that immediate

century, leaving out of attention for the moment, the very wonderful prophecy of Christ

that are in several of these chapters, the message for the immediate situation is a rather

complex message. Ahaz is doing wrong in using these human expedients and making alli

ance with a wicked power, in order to protect himself against the neighboring nations.

God is going to punish him for it, he will see that his scheme backfires, he will see

that Assyria will be fight nekt to them and theylil be in far greater danger than they

ever were before.

But the Lord says, I'm not going to let the Assyrian conquer you. 11e says, though

Ahaz brings this great danger on the land he says I'm going to protect them from it.

You don't think I can protect you from Israel and Syria, you,have to look to Assyria

for help. He says when you're faced with Assyria, I will protect you from Assyria.

An I will destroy the power of Assyria, and make it impossible for Assyria to destroy

udah, the Lord says. 5o you see it's a rather complex message.

Well, the same message is given again, in two more places. It is given in thhapter

17 where it calls the chapter, the burden of Damascus, but most of it is talking about

phraim rather than Damqscus. He is talking about this land and Ahaz's attempt to

protect and how the Lord is going to -Protect them in the end in his own way. But you

get it more clearly and more fully in chapter 28. In Isaiah 28 you have a situation

where undoubtedly, chapter 28 begins with a great banquet at which the Nobles of Judah

are holding a banquet to celebrate the fact that they, that Tiglath-pileser will come

and deliver them from Israel and Syria, and they're going o be protected this plan.

The people at large don't know of it, just a few Nobles who are close to Ahaz. Ahaz,

of course, is not at the banquet. It's a banquet of these Nobles are making this plan,
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but these Nobles are making this plan, with Ahaz, and they are now celebrating because
saiah

they know that it's going to work out. They feel confident of it. utiromes into

the banquet. S0 we have in äper 28:1, Isaiah enters into this banquet, and these

oeople say wèM what's this fellow coming in here for, he wasn't invited.. But theyre

giving bt things rather lavishly, they're having a very fine banauet, they're giving a

certain amount of things free to the people arognd, and Isaiah enters in, it's pretty

hard to clear him out immediately, so he starts in, and when they've heard a few words

they think this man adds to the Dleasure of the banquet and. are glad to listen to hi for

a little, because he attacks the people of Ephrnim, that they are anxious to be delivered.

from. Isaiah says,

Woe to the crown of pride, to the drunkar(s of Ephraim, whose glorious beauty

is a fading flower, which are on the head of the fat valleys of them that are overcome

with wine. Well, these Judean Nobles, reeling in their wine and. their luxury of their

banquet are glad that here it is pointed. out what terrible drunkards the Ephraimites

are, the people of the northern kingdom. And he goes on, I-e the Lord,hat 4

mighty and. strong one, which as a tempest of hail and a destroying storm, as a flood of

mighty waters overflowing, shall cast down to the earth with the hand. The crown of pride,

the drunkards of Ephraim, shall be trodden under foot.

They think well this is good. stuff, we're glad. this fellow came,in. This helps

our celebration and. it improves the morale of the peoDle. 1hey're glad. to hear Isaiah

talk through verse Lj, where he's talking about the downfall of Ephraim. But then in

verse 5 he begins bringing in a little religion into it, well, it's all right to listen

to that, but we hope you get back to the patriotic theme soon. Verse , In that day shall

the Lord of hosts be for a crown of glory and for a diadem of beauty, to the residue of

his teoDle. And for a spirit of judgment to him that sits in judgment,

But then in verse 7 Isaiah turns to them and they don't like that so much. If

he had. given verse 7 first, they'd have called. the bouncer and thrown him out immediately.

But starting with verse 1 about the drunkards of Epbraim, they congratulate him, he

keeps going and. now they couldn't stop him quite that auickly. So now he keeps on.
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So in verse 7 he says, But they also

1541 -

_ter translation would be, but these also-

lie has been talking about Ebhrajm, now he says, but these, the people right in front of

him, the banqueters--thee also have erred through wine, and through strong rink/ are

out of the way the priest and the rophet have erred through strong drink, verse 8, all

tables are full of vomit and. filthiness so there is no lace clean. Now the Nobles are

beginning to get restless. How much, he's attacking them directly, and they don't like

that. It's all right to talk about the drunkards of Ephraim but we don't a temperance

message here, at our banquet.

So in verse 9, they say, who is he going to teach knowledge to, who is he goi

to make to understand doctrine? them that are weaned from the milk and drawn from the

breasts? Does he think that we are little children, does he think we're infants. He's

giving us a temperance lecbtre here? Precept upon precept, line on line, here a little,

there a little, that is the sort of thing he's giving, for children, that's all right for

the kids but that's not what we want at our banquet. They're beginning to wonder whether

they hadn't better call the bouncer. Then in verse 11, Isaiah turns directly to them

and he says, but with stammering lips and another tongue will he speak to this people.

With another tongue, with stammering lips, what's that mean7 That means foreign"

that means those who can't understand. To whom he said, this is the rest wherewith ye

may cause the weary to rest, and this is the refreshing, yet they wouldn't hear. But

the word of God was to them precept on precept, simple language was given, they wouldn't

take it. Verse 114, Wherefore hear the word of the Lord, ye scornful men, that rule

this people which is in Jerusalem. Because ye hate said, we have made a covenant with

death, and with hell are we at agreement, after setting Tila.th-pileser to come and

help. When...
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...this clever scheme, this alliance withkrne you trust anyway. You've got to

him, he'llcome in and give you promises and you know you can't trust anything he

says in the first place. Therefore, thus says the Lord, verse 18, your covenant with death

shall be disannulied and your agreement with hell shall not stand, when the overflowing



O.T.History 312. (3/4) 1542.

scourge shall pass through, you'll be trodden down by it. Your plan is no good., verse

20, for the bed is shorter than a man can stretch himself on it, and the covering narrower

than that he can wrap himself in it. Well, we continue there in an hour.

(1 3/4) We were looking at Isaiah 28 and 29 the last time we met, and. we noticed there

how Isaiah ooited out to the Nobles that the plan that they'd had was not capable of

solving the problems they were facing. That their covenant with death was going to be

disannulled and their agreement with hell would not stand. That this plan they made,

this clever plan to call in a wicked force to overcome the neighboring dangers, was

actually remuing the buffer state and pitting themselves in a worse situation, than

they were before. And so in the beginning of chapter 29 he goes right on to see what

the result of it if going to be. He says Woe to Ariel, means the hearth of God, woe to

the hearth of God, the city where David was, makes it perfectly clear it's J6rusalem,

city where David was. Verse 2, I will distress Ariel and there will be heaviness and sorr

ow, it will be to me like a wrath, a hearth of God, a place where there's a burning,

where there is a destruction. I will camp against thee ronci about, and will lay siege

against thee with a mount, will raise fortw against thee. Thou shalt be brought down,

shalt speak out of the ground, thy speech shall be low out of the dust, and thy voice shall

be as of one that hath a familiar spirit, ot of the ground and thy speech shall whisper

out of the dust. Here is the situation that is to be prcduced. through Ahaz's scheme.

They are to be brought into danger, worse than what they have now, far wors,be-

cause the Assyrian force will be round about them, and. they will be in imminent danger

of being besieged and destroyed. Now it's very unfortunate that the King James, Version,

they translate the (3 3/1i)* at the beginning of verse 5, moreover, A

much better translation here would be but, because the contest of verse 5 shows a sharp

antithesis to verse 4. Verses 1-4 show what the result of the scheme of Abaz and the

Nobles is. Great danger, great difficulty, worse trouble by far than they're in now.

But what's going to happen. But the multitude of thy strangers, that is the people from

a distance who come to attck them, will be like small dust. Well that could just be

how many there were, as mahy as the dust. And yet you think of small dust as, you think
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of something that has not much power. They'll be like small dust and the multitude of

the terrible ones el-e like chaff that passes away, it shall be at an instant sudden

ly. Thou shalt be visited of the Lord of hosts with thunder, and with earthouake, and

great noice, with storm and temeest, flame of devouring fire. And the multitude of all the

nations that fiht against Ariel, even all that fight against her and her munition, and

that distress her, shall be the dream of a night vision. It shall even be as when a

hungry man dreams, and, behold, he eats. Here is the Assyrian king in a dream, he's

eating, he's just going to take Jerusalem, but he wakes, his soul is empty. He wakes

and he's got nothing. And then he goes ahead in the rest of the chapter and dencunces

the wickedness of the people in general and their indifference to God, but chapters

'30 and 31 deal, the two of them with this situation, Here are the people who have

brought in the Assyrians to êliver them from Syria and Israel, now they say well, we're

in danger from the Assyrians, then we'll turn to the Egyptians. So he says in chapter

30, Woe to the rebellious children, that take counsel, but not of me, and that cover with

a covering but not of my spirit, that walk to go down to Egypt but have not asked at my

mouth, to strengthen themselves in the strength of Pharaoh. Therefore shall the strength

of Pharaoh be your shame, and the trust in the shadow of Egypt your confusion. Verse 7,

For the Egyans shall help in vain to no purpose. They think,we' re going to get the

Assyrian Empire to free us from the danger of Israel and syria, end -./,if we have trouble

with them we'll call on Egypt, we'll ride the tightrope between the different forces,

we'll Dlay our cards very skillfully, we'll be safe through it all. He says you won't

be at all. He says the Egyptians will help to no purpose, in vain. It will not deliver

you. But he says, verse 15, thus says the Lord God, the Holy One of Israel, in return

ing and rest shall ye be saved, in cuietness and in confidence shall he your strength, ye

would not, ye said, no, we'll flee on horses, therefore shall ye flee, and so on, But

he tells how the Lord is going to deliver them by his strength, not by anything they do,

verse 31, for thro,igh the voice of the Lord. shall the Assyrian be beaten down, which smote

with a rod. And chapter 31 is the tame two ideas, we won't take time to go into detail

how they fit together and how they deal with spiritual needs of the people, and so on,
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But just this historical matter that he predicts. He says, woe to them that go down to

Egypt for help. You think Egypt will helD you from Assria, like Assyria helped you

from the other, it won't work. The Egyptians are men, not God, their horses flesh, not

spirit. When the Lord shtretches out his hand, both he that helps shall fall, and he

that is helped shall fall. The Lord says you won't be able to deliver yourselves from

Egypt, but the Lord says, I'm going to deliver you from Assyria. Verse 5, As birds fly,

so will the Lord. of hosts defend Jerusalem, That doesn't mean he's going to send air

planes to deliver them, it means like the bird just seeming to hover overhead, thatY/1

you can't reaãh, you can't get at, but that simply is beyond your power. God, is going,

by his might and power, to deliver Jerusalem. He'll defend it, he'll deliver it, like

birds fly, he will protect you in a way that you could never imagine. Verse 8, Then

shall the Assyrian fall, how's he going to fall? Are the Israelites going to overcome

him? He's going to fall with the sword, not of a mighty man, and the sword, not of a mean

man is going to destroy him. We11 who's going to kill him? It won't be tha sword of a

strong man, it won't be the sword of a weak man. It's going to be the oower of God.

PeoDle in the days of Ahab must have thought well now, isn't this--the ungodly must have

thoht what ridiculous nonsense this man Isiah is telling us. He says that we're fool

ish to look to Assyria for help against Israel and Syria, he says he could protect us

from them, he says tha.t the result of this is going to put us in a worse plight and. we

begin to see he's right in that. We'll get next to the buffer state but then when we

have no buffer state we'll be right next to Assyria but then when we say well we'll turn

to Egypt the other side will defend us then, he says that won't be any helr, but he says

just like birds flying the Assyrian is going to be overcome, and he says it won't be

the sword of a strong man or a weak man, but it's the Lord's power that is going to de

feat the Assyrians. Who ever heard of such a thing? A mighty army, a tremendous aggress-

like the Assyrians and simoly the Lord's power in a way that doesn't use anybody's
stalin

sword defeating them. W they probably saidT-look what said, when the,

Roosevelt said to him that in their conference for settling up !?XforAird in Europe, why

not have the Pope be in the (9) end Stalin said, how many divisions does
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he have? How many divisions, in other the force, it's the -power that's going to

settle things. Well, I don't think the Pope is a 'proper representative f the sniritual

forces that enter in, but the fact is that there are sniritual. forces that enter in,

even though the materialistic ohilosonhy of Stalin may not admit even the nossibility.

And Iah saythere when earthly things seem absolutely beyond your reach, nothing

you can do about in and he's going to deliver Judah by his own power, Jerusalem by his

own power, from Assyria. This is the prediction he makes in connection with the rebuke

against Ahaz and the Nobles for their wicked scheme of using wicked human forces as

allies instead o± trusting in the Lord and going forward in His strength.

Arid, so these are the statements given in connection with Ahaz reign, there's

one more we'll briefly call your attention to, not in Isaiah but the Prophet Micah.

I imagine that after what we've said now, that everyone here is aware of the fact that

Isaiah prophesied during the reign of haz. I hope none of you will forget that fact,

it's very important, but you may not be so familiar with the fact that Micah also did.

But Micah, a much shorter proriecy than that of Isaiah, but the one that is more similar

to Isaiah than any other book in the Old Testament. You take anybody that has never

read anything in the Bible and you read to him six or seven chapters from Isaiah, and

then you read to him from other -carts of the Bible, then you pick a chanter at random

nd read it, and he'll be able to tell you right away whether it's from Isaiah or not,

because Isaiah has a different style from other boo1of the Bible. It is very different

from any other book, uch larger vocabulary, much more ooetic language, there's a diff

erent anDroach in Isaiah's style b the whole book than any other book of the Old Testa

ment. But the 'person would, in both cases, immediately say that is Isaiah, but the only

book that you find some might have a little difficulty in being quite so sure about being

distinct from Isaiah is Micah. Micah is more like Isaiah than any any other book of the

old Testament, though it is quite different, but more like it than any other.

And. Mcah begins, The word of the Lord that came to Micah the Morasthite in the

days of Jotham, Alias and Hezekiah. Isaiah begins in the days f Uzziah, Jotham, Ahaz

and Hezekiah, kings of Judah. Which he saw concerning Samarin and Jerusalem. And Micah
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begins with a prediction of the destruction of Samaria. I will make Samaria as an heap

of the field, as plantings of a vineyard. nd then after tellThg of od's unishment

against Semaria, then all the rest of Mieah deals with the southern kingdom. It is

similar o the approach in Isaiah where in 28 he deals with the northern kingdom and

then from there on it's all about the southern kingdom. It was during the ministry of

both of these prophets that the northern kingdom was destroyed.

ow I'm going to sfleak separately about Judah and Israel and now there's a little

onestion in my mid which to sea of first. So at this oont we've been sneaking about

Judah rior to the destruction of the northern kingdom, and that finished the reign of

Ahaz but he is succeeded by number 2 Hezekiah And Hezekiah gets a fair amount of soace

in the Old Testament because he was a man of very great imtrtance in relation of the

people with god. He is as fine a. king as Jud.ah ever had. Fe is at least as fine as

Asa and Jehoshaohat and DerliaDs he was finer. And he is very prominent in the early

portion, n the first two-thirds of the book of Isaiah. He is described also in 2 Kings

182O, and in 2 0hronides 291fl to 32. Thus you see Chronicles has more about him

than Kings does. Hezekiah reigned. 29 years in Jerusalem. He began to reign when he

was 25 ears of age, nd he did what was right in the sight of the Lord, according to

all tha.t Dvid his father had done. He removed the high laces, broke the imaces, cut

down the groves, broke in pieces the brazen serpent that Moses had, made, for in those

days the children of Israel burnt incense to it, and called it lTehushten. He trusted in

the Lord God- of Israel, so that after him was none like him among all the kings of Judah

nor any that were before him. The Lord was with him and he prospered whithersoever he went

forth, and he rebelled against the king of Assyria and served him not. That is told in

the beginning of "k Kings 18
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...trusted the Lord, a. very marked contrast from his father Ahnz. But in the fourth

year, we refld. in verse of 2 Kmgs 1, in the fourth year of Hezekiah, which was the

7th year of Hoshea kIng of Israel, Shalinanes':r king of Assyria came up against 3amEIa
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and besieged it. And at the end of '3 years they took it, even in the 6th year of

Hezekich, that is the 0th year of Hoshea king of Israel, Samaria was taken.

Now in the 14th year of king Hezekiah did. Sennacherib king of Assyria come up

against all the fenced cities of Jud.ah and took them. And Hezekiah king of Judah sent

to the king of Assyria to La.chish saying I have offended., return from me, that which thou

puttest on me will I beer. And the king of Assyria appointed unto Hezekiah king of Judah

300 talents of silver and 30 talents of gold. And Hezekiah gave him these things and he

wasn't satisfied. We read in verse 17, the king of Assyria sent Tartan and Rahsaris and

Rabshkeh from Lachish to king Hezekiah with a great host,, aganst Jerusalem. And they

went up and c--me to Jerusalem, and when they were come u, they came and stood 'Wthe

conduit of the upr pool, which is in the highway of the fuller's field. Have you

ever of that before? The very place to which the Lord sent Isaiah to stand and face

king Ahaz and tell him that instead of his wicked schemed he should trust the Lord and

follow him, and that his wicked scheme would result in bringing the, a far greater danger

than the danger that he was trying to deliver hnse1f from, bythet scheme, in that very

spot we find here, the representatives of the king of Assyria stood to call on Ahazts

son to surrender everything to him, and here we find them giving the most blasphemous

words as they call on Hezekiah' s ueoole to turn to the king of Assyria, and surrender to

him and turn over Hezekiah to him and. he will have mercy on the Deople if they will

immdiately surrender to him. BJt otherwise how terribly he is going to treat them,

if they resist him. d this story now here is toad in Isaiah 36-39, in 2 Kings, and.

in 2 Chronicles. It's one of the outstanding events of the whole Old Testament. This

account of how these, the Assyrians were going to destroy Jerusalem, he sent his message

and you read here in 2 Kings that (and it's also in Isaiah almost word for word) how

that Isaiah came to Hezekiab with the answer to Sennacherib' s threat, terrible threats,

threats which had been overcome, which had been fulfilled in his terrible treatment of

other cities all around, which he and his father had taken, and he had. taken, we rend,

all the fenced cities of Juf.ah, and he had overcome them, he had taken thousands of

people into captivity, now he is threatening Jerusalem. And od gives a message to
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(chapt.9) t
Isaiah to give to him. Verse 28/ because rage against me and thy tumult has come

into mine ears, therefore I will put my hook in thy nose and. my bridle in thy lips and.

I will turn thee back by the way by which thou camest. And this shall be a sign unto thee.

Ye shall eat this year such things as grow of themselves, and in the 2nd year that which

wpringeth of the name, and in the 3rd year sow ye and reap and lant vineyards and eat

the fruits there. See what the sign is? he sign is this, the Assyrian king is down

in the Philistine plain with his army. Up here in Jerusalem, the peo1e are able to get

out into the surrounding country, to pick, to harvest a certain amount of material, but

not able to get out enough to do systematic agricultural activity. Therefore, he says,

you will eat this years uch things as grow of themselves. The,- had been unable to get

out to olant and to properly cultivate but a certainamoiint grew of itself. The Assyrian

is not going to close in on us to the extent that they cannot get food from the country

near Jerusalem, but will be a. danger, a menace to such an extent that the,- cannot, they

haven't been able to get cut this year to plant and to prepare the ground and to cultivate,

all they will be able to do is, when the Assyrians, no Assyrian band is in clear evidence,

to go out quickly and to gather up everything they can of what's growing and bring it

in as fast as possible, lest one of the Assyrian bands going through the land shall

see them and carry them away. Tey are able to get what grows itself this year but not

to really cultivate and plant. he says next year will he just the same way. But he

says in the 3rd year you'll be able to sow and reap and plant vineyards and eat the

fruit therefi. In other words by the 2nd year (6*) they've already

been in this situation for some months but by the 3rd year, the 2nd year away from

this, the Assyrian danger will no longer be there. Not only will they not be in danger

of its concuering Jerusalem, but they will he in a position where they can o out into

the country and they can run their farms and they can sow and cultivate and reap

normal orderly fashion. The sign in other words here is not a miracle in itself, but

s the time element so that as it haoaens over this oeriod of three years, they will

know that God. was in it, predicted just when it would come. He has not yet told them

how it will come. He says am go-In., to put my hook in your nose and m; bridle in your



O.T.Fistory 13. 7) 1$L9.

lips and turn you badk the way you come. Verse 32, he says, thus says the Lord concern

ing the king of Assyria, He shall not come into this city, not shoot an arrow there,

nor come before it with shield, not cast a bank against it. By the way that he came,

by the same shall he return, and shall not come into the city, says the Lord. For I

will defend this city to saveit for my own sake and for my servant David's sake. nd

it came to pass that night that the angel of the Lord went out and smote inthe camp

of the Assyrians one hundred and. eihty-five thousand, and when they arose early in the

morning, behold, they weiall dead corpses. Much better translation would be, and when

men arose early in the morning, behold, these were all dead. corpses. It doesn't mean

the dead corpses arose but it means that when Sennacherib got up in the morning, his

people came to the door and said something terrible has happened in the night, they said

our army has just melted away. People have just been dropping right and left, like

flies, theye are just thousands and thousands of them that have died. And the power left

was too little to hink of going up and conquering Jerusalem, in fact too little to stay

there safely, they had to get out, and get back totheir own land before the little force

left should even rove too small to protect the king of Assyria. Well, now that is the

tremendous thing that is described here in Kings, the angel of the Lord went out and

smote in the camp of the Assyrians 185,000 people, and we find the same thing told in

Isaiah and the same thing told in 2 0hronicles.

Well that i of course one of the great tremendous events in the whole of the Old

Testament history. You notice how it was predicted by Isaiah in , so clearly predicted,

in the time of haz, that this the Lord was going to do. Ahaz bropght the tremendous

menace on them, but God of his own grace and his undeserved mercy was going to enter in

and deliver them by his own power, a.-,)art from anything whatever that they did. Well,

it's a tremendous thing the Bible claims lthre and hbural1y one/t;4.Rts to approach the

Bible with an extremely skeptical attitude, can say well it is fairy stories made up.

But now we have discovered inthese last two decades the inscriptions of the Assyrian

kings and it has thrilled the archeologists to read the prism of Sennacherib, the account

which he gave of the great events of his reign which he put around through the land of
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Assyria telling what a great king he was and how many cities he had utterly destroyed,

broke in pieces, and how many of the people he had flayed alive and taken into captivity

end so on, and here we have a quotation from it in The Ancient Near East, p. 199. Ifl the

continuation of my ccmpeign I besieged Beth_Dagoii, Jopa, anai-Bara, Azuru, cities be

longing to Sidqia who did not bow to my feet quickly enough I cononered them and

carried their spoils awny. The officials, the patricians and the common people of Eiron"

you remember one of the Philistine cities, "who had. thrown Padi their king into fetters

because he was loyal to his solemn oath sworn by the god Ashur, and. had handed him

over to Hezekiah the Jew" and Pritchard has put in here the exact writing in the Assyrian

writing (Hazaqiiau, the men of (10 3/4)* you see how

it is written in syllabic writing but it's a representation of what you get from the

Hebrew (11) "And he Heekiah held him in prison, unlawfully, as If

he Padi be an enemy--had become afraid and had called for help upon the kings of Egypt."

You remember how we find in Isaiah 28-32 how this is what they said. we'll do, and they

had done it, call for help on the kings of Egypt. "and the bowmen, the chariot-corps and

the cavalry of the king of Ethiopia, an army beyond counting--and they actually had come

to their assistance. In the plain of Eltekeh their battle lines were drawn up against

me and they sharpened their weapons. Upon a trust-inspiring oracle given by Ashur, my

lord, I fought with them and inflicted a defeat upon them. In the melee of the battle,

I personally captured alive the Eyptian charioteers .with Isaiah had predicted some

years before. He said Egyot will helD you in vain, it will accom-olish nothing, b(l2)

"I captured alive the Egyptian charioteers with their prlxces ad

also the charioteers of the king of Ethiopia. I assaulted Ekron and killed the officials

and. patricians who had committed the crime and hung their bodies on poles surrounding

the city. The common citizens who were guilty of minor crimes, I considered. prisoners of

war. The rest of t;em, those who were not accused of crimes andmisbehavior, I released.

I made Padi, their king, come from Jerusalem and set him as their lord on the throne,

imposing upon him the tribute due to me as Now after telling these terrible

things he does tb the other city, now you expect Sennacherib to go on and tell what he
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did to Jerusalem. Hezekiah is the ringleader of the opposition here, surely he'll utter

ly destroy it. He hs destroyed the Egyptian force that came to its assistance and sure

ly he'll destroy it. You read here then, "As to Hezekiah, the Jew, he did not submit to

my yoke, I laid siege to !46 of his strong cities , walled forts and to the countless

small villages in their vicinity, and conquered them by means of well-stamped earth-ramps

end battering-rams brought hear to the walls, combined with the attack by foot soldiers,

using mines, breeches as well as sapper work." undermining. I drove out of them

200,150 people, young and old, male end female, horses, mules, donkeys, camels, big and

smell cattle beyond counting, and. considered them booty." This i what he did tb the

fenced cities of Judah. After doing that you can imagine what he's going to do to Jeru

salem and Hezekiah. (Himself I made a prisoner in Jerusalem, his royal residence, like

a bird in a cage. I surrounded him with earthwork in order to molest those who were lea

ing his city's gate. His towns which had plundered, I took sway from his couhtry and

gave them to Mitinti, king of Ashdod, Padi, king of Ekron, and Sillibel, king of Gaza.

Thus I reduced his country, but I still increased the tribute" and so on. And then he

goes on, t'Hezekiah hiself, whom the terror-inspiring splendor of my lordship had over

whelmed and whose irregular and elite troops which he had brought into Jerusalem, his roy

al residence, in order to strengthen it, had deserted him, did. send me, later, to Nineveh,

my lordly city, together with 30 talents of gold, 800 talents of silver, precious stones,

and so on. You notice how hestroyed Jerusalem, how he conouered it, he shut it off

like a bird in a nest. That's all he said about (l!) And he can't

say he conquered Jerusalem like he conquered all these others. He naturally going

to tell people that he was defeated, he's not going to tell be had difficulty and lost

a lot of his army, he's going to boast about anything he can, but don't remember any

other case where en Assyrian king boests of shutting a. man up in a city like a. bird in

a cage. They always tore down the wall of the city and. took the man out and killed him

and wrecked the city. Bt here he shut him in like bird in a cage. It's a. very clear

evidence of the fact that the Bible is true, that Sennacherib was stopted, not by human

force, not by an army, the Egyptians, the E gyotians helped to no ourpose...
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...but God interfered and delivered the city and made it necessary th.t Hennacherl'b

give up and go back home. And, now there's another very interesting thing in connection

with thnt. t the bottom, on page 201 here, you will find the words, Epigraph from a

relief showlg the couest of Lachish. ttSennacherib, king of the world, king of Assyria,

sat upon a nimedu-throne and sed.n review the booty taken from Now it

says in the margin Figure 121, but that must be a typographical error, because it's

figure 101-2. If you turn in the back I hone you will all look at this figures 101-2

in. the back of The Ancient Near East, you will find there three pages, two of them to-

gether, one great big page, 101 and then 102, Sennaeeri'b seated on his throne, re-

inhabitants
ceivisg the 'booty taken from Laclush, and th of the town kneeling 'before him, and the

attack on Lachish by siege (1 3/LiP) engines, pushd up an incline and accomran

led by archers who shoot from 'behind shields: archers, spearmen, and sling-throwers support

the siege-engines: three nude figures impaled: relief of Sennacheri'b found at

There in Nineveh in his great palace Sennacherib lived for the next 20 years. And

there in the palace he had this great beautiful has-relief put up showlg his great

forces attacking Lachich and conquering Lachish and. destroying it and showing the

'booty from Lachish 'brought 'before him as he sits on his throne (2*) And

it's interesting that he doesn't take one of the big capital cities of one of the

(2*) to show his concuest and his great power. But

he takes the 2nd. most important city of Judah, the city of Lachish. And I call this

picture, Sennacherib's Consolation Prize. He tried to forget tht the Lord, had pre

vented from conquering Jerusalem by taking$the second most iportant city in Judah

and putting up this great beautiful bas-relief to show the great cooaest that he had

of the 2nd. most important in Judah. He never would have 'bothered to mention the 2nd.

if he had the first. Arid, ordinarily you woUldn't bother tthnent,ion the second anyway,

but I guess it hurt him pretty badly to think he hadn't been able to take Jerusalem.

He tried to comfort himself with this great 'beautiful large picture there in his palace

of Lachish, one of our finest pictures of the Assyrian methods of attack and. the con

quest which they made, one of their great monuments of that day. S0 it is an extremely
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interesting instance where archeological evidence has marvelously proven the accuracy

of one of the most wonderful stories in the Bible. Some ofyou perhaps are familiar with

Byron' s poem about it, a very beautiful poem in which Byron describes the downfall of

Sennacherib, the Lord destroying the hosts there in the night, it's a very beautiful poem.

'n this course, in the past sometimes, I've brought it and read it to the c1ss, but I

don't think we have time for tht this year. But I do call attention to it. But this

is one of the great events in Old Testament History and you see how it was predicted so

clearly, you see what a -lace it played in revelation. His power, his power, and

of the folly of trusting in human methods and. human schemes and especially in 1linnces

with ungodly forces. Well, after this we find described, we find, in all three of them

described Hezekiah' s sickness, and how the Lord added 15 years to his life ,and we have

described also how the king of Babylon sent letters and a present to Hezekiah. This is

the last thing described in the account of Hezekiah, in all three accounts. But it seems

to most interoreters highly possible that actually it took place earlier than any of

the other events described in the life of Hezekiah. It says at that time Berodach-baladan,

the son of Baladan, king of Babylon, sent letters and a present to Hezekiah for he had

heard that Hezekiah had been sick. Most interpreters think that what it really means is

that this king of Babylon which had revolted against Msyria and, had gained its independ

ence for a brief time under this king, Marduke (5-) which con

tracts, as the Hebrews say it, into erodach-baiadan, but in 2 Kings it gives as Bero

dach, you see a mistake, a B for the 14, clear technical error, it is Merodach-baladan in

the others, but Berodach-baladan here. But and we well know that the name of the god

was Marduke, the god of Babylon. But this man had led the Babylonians in insurrection

against the Assyrians, for a number of years they maintined their independence. And

when this king came, his reDresentatie came to Hezekiah, they came nominally to con

gratulate him on recovery from his illness, but they didn't in those days go over ,OOO

miles across the desert and down there, simply to congratulate a man on his illness.

That was the excuse but the real reason was to get Hezekiah to stand with them against

the Ascyrian conqueror. And. so it probably precedes Hezekia,h's rebellion against Assyria,
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and the situation that he went throh there. But in it, we read that Hezekie,h welcomed

them and ntered into the finest of relationships with these men, and after they left

'saiah came to king Hezekiah and said where are these men from? He said. they're from a

far countryr from Babylon, and Isaih said hear the word of --said what have they seen in

your house? Hezekiah said everything in my house they've seen, there is nothing among

my treasures I've not showed them. In other words Hezekiah had perfect onfidénce in

these men. They were enemies of the king of Assyria as he was. He had utter confidence

in them. And it's as if, you might say, as if when the Dutch were feafing Hiter that

they would enter into an alliance with another force of about equal power from some

other rt of the world, say that men came from Paraguay to Holland and they entered

into a fthendly rela.ionship with them, and in order to work together againt Hitler,

and then say that a prophet came to the peo'ole of Holland and say an army is go.ng to

come from Paraguay and is going to conquer and destroy you. They say, how ridiclous.

What utter nonsense. Well, that's exactly the way this sounded to Hezekjah. Here was

Assyria, great world power, Babylon had been world power but now for years it had been

subject to Assyria, it had gained its independence and was independent a brief time. And

they were glad to do what they could to help bylon gain its independence from the

great rower of Assyria. ut to tell him, as Isaiah said, but behold the days come that

all that is in thy house, and that which thy fathers have laid up in store unto this

day, shall e carried unto Bay1on. Nothing shall be left, saith the Lord. And of thy

sons that shall issue from thee, which thou she-It beget shall they take away and they

shall be eunuchs in the palace of the king of Babylon. Then said Hezekiah unto Isaiah,

Good. is the word of the Lord which thou hast spoken. And he said, Is it not good, if

peace and truth be in my days? I like the translation here of it in Kings much better

than the one in Iah which seems to give rather poor icture of Hezekiah's attitude,

has Dractically the same words but the way it's translated he says, good is the word of

the Lord, for there shall be peace and truth in my days. I think that the word (9k) *

could just as well be translated but instead, but there shall be peace and

truth in my days. Hezekiah doesn't mean this is good that Babylon is going to do this,
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but he means that whatever the Lord says, I am glad to accept it as God's word and con

sequently it's good, but praise the Lord there's going to be peace in my day. The

Assyrian is the great world power. He says the Assyrian is not going to conouer Jeru

salem, .nd nearly another century (9*) the greet world

They had taken Scaria, carried it off captive, carried

awsy the ten tribes into exile, but for nearly a century after this Jerusalem remains

there unattacked by the Assyrian king, and then it is not Assyria at all that couers

Jerusalem but anothes. power, which in the day of Hezekiah apars to be such a minor

Dower. And this, though it probably occurs in the very beginning of Hezekiah's reign,

is laced. at the end hd all these accounts, not that theyre changing the chronological

order but that they are putting the prediction of the Babylonian conquest at the end.

They're giving the great deliverance at the beginning and they're putting the rediction

of the conquest at the end. In Isaiah that's a very.ogical lace for it because then

it introduces this wonderful prediction of deliverance (10 3/Li.)

in chapters 40 and. following.

Well, Chronicles also tells about the great ssover that Hezekiah proclaims.

The greatest passover that the land has had for many, many years, and the wonderful

loyalty of Hezekiah to the Lord, the way in which he established and observed it exactly

as the Lord wanted it and did away with all the high places where the pope worshipped

aside frothe central place where they were stposed. to, the critids of course say nil

this was a later invention, because the idea of the destruction of the high -olaces, they

say, was never heard of till Josiah's time. But the Bible says that Hezekiah did, it.

And (11*) statement here in wings and. in Chronicles that

that is what Hezelcich did. Well, e had better stop our survey of the hi'tory of Judah

at this point with Hezekiah, to go back and look at what has happened to the northern

kingdom. We've gone vast the downfall of the northern kingdom under Judah, but we go

bak end we don't need to look at much detnil in the downfall of the northern kingdom

bedause the great prophets of this period were in the southern kingdom. We have looked

at the northern kingdom in more detail than the southern, at the time of Eli iah and
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Elisha, because God sent his great prophets up to the northern kingdom at that time.

Then later on under Jeroboam II he sent Hosea and Amos to the northern kingdom and so

the northern kingdom is very ira-oortant there, from our view-ooint of the account of Sod's

relations with the people, and of his keening alive his testimony, until the time of

0hrist when he would send Christ into the world.

But at this time Iáaiah and Nicah were in the southern kingdom and it's there

they were giving great messages, and so we can look more rapidly at the events which

from the historical viewpoint are just as important as these that happened in the north

ern kingdom.

5 C The Downfall of the Northern Kingdom

Number .ç End (If heHoseof Jehu Now the northern kingdom as you know is not

spoken of in Chronicles as the southern kingdom is. It is simply in Kings. But we find

that Lnthe northern kindorn God, has told Jehu that his descendants to the Lth generation

will sit on his throne, and we read in 2 Kings 15, in the 38th year of Azriah king of

Judah, that's the same man otherwise called Uzziah, Zachariah the son of Jeroboam reigned
Sballumover Israel in Samaria six months, and the son of Jabesh conspired a.ainst

him and smote him be-fore the people and slew him and reigned in his stead. And here

again it haoened as it had when Zimri killed Eli that the consirator the man who slew

the king, himself was (13 3IL) He reigned for 6 months but Menahem the son

of adi came u from irzah and. came to Samaria and smote 5hallum the son of Jabesh and

slew him and reigned in his stead.

So. number 2. The Dynasty of Menahem. The Dynasty of Jehu was followed by this

usurper, this assassin who only reigned for one month, and then, that is Zacharih

reigned six months but bha1lul was killed in only month, and. Menahem conquered him and

set up a dynasty of his own. Bt this dynasty did not last as long as had those of

eroboam or of David. There are two kings in it, as in David's but the two kings lived

a much less time than those did. Menahem reigned for ten years and he was an evil king

we are told but we don't have much detail about him. But we read in 2 Kings 15:19

And Pul the king of Assyria came agains the land, and Menahem gave Pul a thousand talents
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of silver that his hand might be with him to confirm the kingdom in his hand. And

we find in Pritchard's volu, we find that there is in the inscriptions of King

Tiglath-pileser, he is also Pul as you remember, we find that among those from he took

tribute, we find on page 193...

O.T.Hist'ory 315. (-)

...he said I receive tribute from Rezin of Damascus and from Menahem o± Samarja. Here

we have this Biblical name here thus found on an inscription of King Tiglath_pileser.

He reigned for ten years and was succeeded by his son Pekahiah who reigned for two years.

umberPekah. It's interesting that the name Pekah is so much like the name

Pekahiah. But the two are unrelated. It very often hapens that way in history. It

is strange how often when you get one name you'll get another one right sway that is

very, very similar to it. Haens more than once (1*) You'll have two

fellows together with unusaal names, from different narts of the country, no relation,

come in the same year. You run on them. Life is full of them

But here we have Pekahiah reigned two years and then we read that Pekah the son

of Remaliah, a captain of his conspired against him and smote him in Sainaria, in the 1-

ace of the king's house, with Argob and Arieh and with him fifty men of the Gileadites,

he killed him and reigned in his place. You remember that Gilead is over across the

Jordan. Now why did he have 50 men of the Gileadites with him? It says that Pekh

it
reigned for 20 years and for many, many years, students have agrees that 1-9 fit4e in

with the Assyrian chronology there is only room for a. ten-year reign of Pe1.h here.

as DaId stated in his 4th revised edition of his dictionary of the bible, an edition

which was published in 1924 and reprinted in 1954, in this Dr. Davis pointed out that

the present Hebrew tett assigns 20 years to the reign of. Pekah. It is impossible that

he occupied the throne of Samaria during all these years. But Menahem a predecessor of

his was on the throne about 738 B.C. in the rè of Tiglath -ileser. Critics of all

schools accordingly admit that 20 years are much too long, and then Davis goes on and

gives his theory about it. He says there's a. fair -possibility however, that the Hebrew

writer when he summarizes the reign of Peka.h (3) that in the 52nd
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year of Uzziah k4 Pekah reigned over Israel and Samaria 20 years does not mean that

Pekah reigned. all of the 20 year-period in Samaria. Pekah was associated with the

Gileadites, we've just noticed. It is just possible that he set up his authority thn

northern Gilea in aalilee in 749 BC., during the confusion which accompanied the

death of Jeroboam II. And maintained his power during the greater pert of Menahem'

unt i1
reign, being the cause of Menahem's feeling of insecurity, e Tiglath-pileser invaded

the north and established Menahem's sway over the whole country. Then Pekah, like

Abner before him, abandoned opnosition, professed loyalty and was given a high military

poition in the service of the king whom he had hitherto refused. obedience. After

Menahem's death, in the absence of Tigleth_pileser and perhaDs backed by Rezin, he

seized the throne in the 2nd year of Uzziah (LL) reigned. Now that's

purely a theory but it is a theory which weuld account for the fact that we have little

indicntion which seem to fit in with it. And. the tendency on the rart of most students

is to think that pro'Qably the situation is something like that. In other words, that

Pekah reigned 20 years, but actually he reigned about ten years in Samaria, 'but that

he may have reigned in Trans jordan for the other ten years. (La)

we just don't hve enough to urove it (Li2)

But it's pretty hard to fit it in with be Assyrian chronology if he actually reigned

for a whole 20 years. Well, so much for Pekak. Oh, no, we need to say a word more

about him, we? Pekah was a bad man but an able ruler, an able man, an effective

man, a man who tries to deliver the country from the Assyrians by making an alliance

with Syria, and it was Pekah and the king of Assyria whom Ahaz so feared that he made

his alliance with Tiglath._pileser. Pekah also is mentioned in the Assyrian records.

And then, number Hoshea Tiglath-oileser says in his account that the people, he

says, he speaks of Israel which he calls the land of Omri, this Ls 200 years of Omri,

but he calls this the Land of Omri, very intereeting, he says the Land of Omri, he

says the oeopè bhere overthrew their king Pekah and I placed Hoshea as king over them.

So Hoshha m.s a man who was made king with the help of Tiglath_pileser. 2 Kings 15

says bshea the son of Elah made a conspiracy against Pekah the son of Remaliah, smote him
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and slew him and reigned in his stead. And Hoshea, we read. later on, that he was a

wicked king but not as wicke as the kings before him. He reigns 9 years and he rebels

against the king of Assyria, and the king of Assyria came and attacked him and destroyed

him. And, that was the end of Samaria as it was then. When they Came that time, after

that rebellion, Hoshea, having been pit in by Tiglath_pileser, reigned for 9 years, and

rebelled
apne against him and turned o the Egyptians to help and refused to ay the tribute,

then there was no mercy. These people of Samaria knew now that if the Assyrians con-

uered them they would treat them with absolute cruelty and without mercy, and the re

sult was that it was many imes as hard to conquer these people before Tiglath-pileser

came, and his force was overwhelming, they resist it, he took Samaria, and he

made Hoshea king subject to himself. But now Roshea has revolted and they knew that

if the Assyrians take them, Samaria will be destroyed and they will be treated without

mercy and so they make a strong stand against them, and it takes em-three year o

destroy them. That's pretty long. But Samaria was well situatd, u on a hill there,

good hills on three sides, easy to defend, plenty of water for the city, and it took

the Assyrian force three years before it was destroyed, and before the three years was

over, Shalmaneser V died, and Sardon became king. (7-s) Who may have been the general

of the army that besieged it there. One of the first thins Sardon tells us in his

annals is how he concuered 5amaria and destroyed it and led the peop away into captiv

ity. And so number U, Hoshea. Oh, the date--722 is the 9th year of Hoshea. Now the con

quest was in 722 or 721, that is, it's right there at that period, 722-721.

We know it's not 720, it's not 723, but tich f these two years it falls into, it may

be difficult to say. But that is a fixed date. That is one of the--we notice the

Battle of Karkar is a fixed date, E5Li. Of course we don't know exactly were that came

in Al-lab rgn, but we know it's in Ahab's reign. Now this is a fixed date. 722-721,

the date of the conquest of Samaria, because it is explicty stated in Sardon's annals

that it hannened this first year, and we know that that was when he became king.

that that is estab1ished,.s established as any date in this whole period. (9)

And it is one of our solid thins in chronology.
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Well, then, 5 The Coming of the Samaritans 2 Kings 17. After Sardon took the

city, he took thc.usrndo of people into captivity and we rend in 2 Kings 17:24 following,

that he brought them from Babylon and Sennacherib had overwhelmed, Sardon had overwhelmed

a art of Babylon, he rought them from there, from Cuthah, from Ava and from Hamath and

from Sept cities of 5amaria, but they were very small numbers

corn-oared to those before and the lions began to come into the city, and they wrote to the

king of Assyria and they said the nations you have removed and placed in the cities of

Samaria, don't know the manner d the God of the land, therefore he has sent lions

among them and they're slaying them because they don't know the manner of te God of the

land. o the king of Assyria. comnianded, take one of the priests that you've brought

here and let him go and dwell there and let him teach them the manner of the God of the

land. See, the king of Assyria favors religion. So he sent a priest to teach them the

manner of the God. of the land. One of the priests they had taken to Samaria came and

dwelt in Bethel and taught others to feat the Lord. Howbeit every nation made gods of

their own end put them in the houses of the high places which the Samaritans had made,

end they worshipped their own gods and they also put the Lord up with their gods as

another one along up with them. This is the beginning of the Samaritan religion in the

northern kingdom, one which the Jews always felt was entirely art from them, they felt

tha.t it was a mixture, it was very false to the teachIgg of the work.

And Roni!?n Nume-a1 XIV The Lest Century of Judah we'll reach at 8 tomorrow

morning.
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...yes, chapter 1., we read. in verse 3, end it came to ss that night, that the angel

of the Lord went out end smote in the camp of the Assyrians 185,0000 and when they arose

early in the mornthg, behold, they were all dead corpses. 5o Sennn,cherib king of

Assyria departed and went and returned and dwelt at ineveh. And it came to pass that

he was sorshipping in the house of Nisroch his god, that Adamrnelech and Sharezer his

sons smote him with the sword, end they escaped to the lend of Armenia and Esarhaddon

his son reigned in his stead.
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Now after rending that in Kinrs, end it's Practically identical with the wording

of what is said, in Chronicles, I believe, definitely in Isaiah, how many of you would be

able to give us an idea how long it was after he got back to Nineveh before he was assass

inated? How many would gather from this that it hapened in the month that he went back?

Raise your hand. How many would think it happened not within the month but within the

year? How many would think it happened not within the year but within two years? Within

three years? Within five yers? Would anybody think it was more than five? In other

words three-fourths of you don't think at all. Which is probably the reasonable attitude

to take, because the scriptures state that he et and returned and dwelt at Nineveh and

it came to pass as he was worshipping in the house of his god, his sons smote him with the

sword. Well, when did this come to pass? It does not say after he went back but we

know it wasn't before because if it had been he couldn't have gone back, so it was after,

but ho/iong after it just does not say. Well, 1'Iineveh and he died there in Nineveh.

And the evidence would seem to show that it was before 700, that he had this disaster

(2 3/t4) in Palestine and Lt was 0 when he died. So that it's pretty good evidence

that it's at least 20 years after he got back before this happened. Well, that you

would never gather from the scripture. But I think it is an excellent warning agnit

rending into the scripture what is not there. The scriDture does not say that it was

20 years later but it doesn't say it wasn't. It just says he went back and he dwelt in

ineveh and i came to pass that he was worshiping in the terni1e of his god, he was

assassinated. Doesn't say when. And when the scripture doesn't say we have no right to

say that the scripture does say. I think that's a tremendous part of the unbelief in the

world today has been fostered by people rending into the scripture riat is not there.

The scriture does ndb say that man was created in 4004 B'" It doesn't say but it has

been spread all over the world that 4004 B.C. was when he was created and then wheti you

find geological evidence which it's very, very difficult to explain on any other basis

than that this world has been for millions of years and. man for at least tens of thousands,

then people immediately say well that evidence .s entirely wrong, you're unChristian

if you take what that evicence seems to preen. Now if the scripture Dlainly said that
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man was created in 4001+ B.C. I would say there will be some way found to interpret this

evidence other than to take it as showing a much longer period. But there's so much

evidence of a long period that it is silly to take an inference based on a. very super

ficial interpretation of scripture and fight it on that basis. he scripture clearly

stated something we can stand it, the scripture says that it came to pass a month

after he got back that his sons W assasinatedmwculd say there was something more to

be found by ~ii archeological evidence in the light of which we will understand it and

see (5) But the scripture just says

he went back and he was killed. It doesn't say how long the interval was. In my opinion,

one of the most heirful things can learn for being a worth-while student of the Lord,

serving the Lord, carrying on his work, is not to read into scripture, take what's there

and stand on it, but when the scripture doesn't sak, let's (5)say we don't know.

Here, we just wouldn't 1iew at all if we didn't find the archeological, and when we fidd.

it/ different from what a superficial eLa.mination of scripture would tell us, on

careful examination, it's (5 3/4)

Just says he went back and then it says he dwelt there, well that sugge s ts ,dI welt there,

that he didn't just get home and be killed. You don't ord&narily say he dwelt a day or

two, ordinarily it implies something of a period, in this case of 20 years, and when you

look closely at scriture the statement he dwelt there fits a lot better with his being

there 20 years before he was killed, than it fits with the idea that he just got there

and was killed immediately. Mr. Welch? (student.6*) No, this death, it is a. good

cuestion, because it is one of the unsolved mysteries of history, the details of

Sennacheri"b's death. Now it is entirely possible that there is some special significance

to the worshiD of Iisroch here in this connectio, but we donot know what it is. whey

did not have news'pers in those days, they did not have reporters who were ready to

prnt all sorts of scandals and imaginary stuff, -&hepe-w if there were and we had a

dozen conies we could study themthrcugh and compare them and make a guess what the

truth was. But the fact is that most of our material from those days comes from what

the kings put u to remember themselves by. To have eople remember them by, nd from

the annals which the Assyrian kings made and distributed widely. Now here you have a
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and nobody with authority to issue annals or to put up inscriptions had.

the time at this point to sit down and try to give full statement. Sennacherib was killed

What ts going to happen. Well, there was a turmoil for a time until his successor became

established on the throne. Theiw turmoil, a certain amount of upheaval and when it

was over things had to be settled in rgular fashion to go on, and actually we erhaps

learn more fromthe Bible about it than we do from any other source. But the Biblical

commentaries (8) does not explain. But we know from other sources

would seem to show that there was a strong Pul Babylonian rty in Assyria. A party which

looked to the great literary, religious, and commercial trad.tions of Bnbylon, wanted

Babylon to continue to be a great city and. thenthere was the party which was represented

by king Sennacherib who thought Babylon should be just absolutely under the thumb of

the kg of Assyria and this business of going down to Babylon eery year to take the

bands of the god Bel interfered with a lot of other things that he didn't feel like both

ering with it, and he didn't, and he said Babylon is under us, we've conquered it, it

should be subject toiW us, and Sennacherib sent a son of his to rule in Babylon for him

and the kings of Elah doubtless arranged with the Babylonians to counterattack and take

his son off to prison, and he never did get back. And then, under Merodach_baladin the

Babylonians revolted and for many :,renrs they had their independence nnd then Sennacherib

siezed the place and 1erodach-baladin fled and he just put in another viceroy, s

repre-sentinghim, and then they killed him, and then he went down and he says he utterly de

stroyed Babylon, but we know he didn't utterly destroy it because it came back fairly

rapidly. But he at least did an awful lot of damage there. And historians generally

think that there were two parties now in this eme, the pro-Babylonian party and the

anti-Babylonian rnrty. And that Sennacherib's wife, favorite wife had. prevailed on him

to designate a son, a younger son, her son, as heir to the throne rather than one of the

older sons, and her sehad the name Essarhaddon, which is Ashur-ach-denoch, which means

Ashur has given a brother. Now that's pretty good proof it's not the older son (10)

his arne means thehur had given a brother, and so it seemed that he was designated,

he wasn't the first son in line and Essarhaddon was one who liked Babylon and who admired
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the Babvlonian culture end. had very high regard for anything Babylonian, and If Essar

hnddon came thto power Babylon would have a resurgence of influence in the enipire,and.

the present view of most Asnyriologists is that two older sons killed, him and tried

to seize the tower but that Essar_haon was too strong for them and (lo)

to the one who had been designated. And thus that Essar_haddon became king

and. these two eons Addrme1ech and Shadrezer (10 '/L) escaped into the land of the

Arineni ens

Now in the tithe of Sennacheribte grandson, we have a time when he conquered Baby-

lon, a good many years later, and he tells us in his accounts, he says, I tortured end

killed. the men who were' responsible for the death of my grandfahher Sennaherih. But

that's all he says, and we don't know what his proof is (11*) or what

the connection was (11*)

Now the fact that the Bible entIons he was worshipoing in the ouse of Nisroch,

his god, may be that Marduke the god of Babylon, he was trying to have recognized as

aneerior being, that he was worshipDing Nisroch, his deity, when this was done, we

just don' t know enough (ll-)

My feeling would be that the feet that the ib1e would steak of this verse in all three

places, or a.t least in two of them, would he pretty good. evidence that there is a real

importance to this which may become clear to us sometime as we get further evidence on

the tart, -perhaps somebody's memoirs that he wrote for his children, that were put in

his tomb and rediscovered, or something like that, that throws further light. But up

to the present we're pretty much inthe dark. All we know is there is no evidence that

it wasn't exactly as described here in the bible, but what the full details (l2--)

But under the Assyrian EmDire for this riod. now, the last century of Jud.ah,

we are mentioning as number 1 Essar-haddon And Essar-haddon reigned from 680 to

66g. You see it was not a long reign. But during this reign he 'roved to be quite a

successful king. 680 to 669 is the dae which Prithchard gives here, and which I

imagine is quite definite, barring a typograthical error (ij)
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His reign, I know it's not in 460, that's when Sennacherib was killed. But as to the

precise date it began, I think robnbly 469 is correct. Anyway, Essar-hddon is a king

who was well-known fv his inscritions and monuments. H wos on oble ruler p.nc3 on

able concueror and he 1id in his on'ols kings from many cities in the cost, in the

west, tliot is in the Palestine aren, who were subject to him, and. he even followed up

the conquest with a march into Egypt. And he was able to seize, though not to hold,

Egypt. Essar-hacdon was very c1-voted. to the city of Babylon, he rbui1t the great
Ax...

temples of Babylon, he strengthened Babylon, he gnvea new importance and helped the

Babylonian rty very much during his reign. Essar-.hadion who reigned from 680 probably
'a.

to 669, was succeeded b.7 AbEurbanipal, and. Ashurhonipal then would have begin is reign

in 669. I don't seem to have a statement here as to exactly when he ended it. My

rccollection. is that it was 626. I know that he reigned for a long period. Ashurbanipal,

you notice the difference between Essar-hacdon and. Ashurbanipal. One king, both of them

started as Ashur but it's a queer thing that we usually say Essar-ha&on and Ashurbani-oal.

Actually they should both be the same, either Essar-haddon and Esarbanibal, or Ashur

h.thT.on and Ashur-bonipal...
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...b(-come customary to give one with the and the other without. The fact is

that the Babylonian pronunciation if h and the Assyrian pronunciation is just s, just

like in certain pirts of Germany today. The s before certain letters is always pronounced

like sh in most f Germany but around Hanover i is pronounced with7e s. Well, here,

Assyrian is a dialect of babylonian and the s is omitted, it's a small letter, and conse

quently you take the ordinary Babylonian pronunciation,&& it's As hurbant(I(l)

but the Assyrians are domnant at this time and therefore there is a great deal of im'ort

ance attached to the way the ing himself pronounced it. And we sort of make a compromise

by calling one of the kings the one and the other the other, but it's the same name (1*)

and But the more striking contrast between

he two is that the name Esrhddon (7) is achidonoch (?),hur has given a brothe
1~~ 4i r2

but his name (l) Asshur has built up an heir, In other words,

(ii-) is the oldest son, he is the one who is designated as the heir

to the throne while EsOrhaddon was a younger (1 3/4)

So '\ was brought up as the heir to the throne, trained for it and

was given a training that most kings didn't have, he was trained as a scribe also. And

(2) OLkA k ~6A
in his inscriptions usually shows himself with what (2*)

a little short sword at his left side. But afterward it

became established that this on his pictures was not a sword at all, it was a stylus, it was

the instrument that the scribe uses to press into the clay tablet, to write the cuneiform

writing. And. (2) in many of his inscriptions tells us how

h as trained in all the wisdom of Babrlon, and of Assyria., and how he 1mew,1 was an

able scribe and he was very proud f his literary ability. I have stressed (2 3/LL)

's interesting culture and writng and literature, naturally, because it

was true, he sent his representatives to get copies of all the literature of Mesopotamia,

what they couldn't secure they copied them, so he had thousands of conies made for the

great library at Nineveh. I stressed this in a class in the monuments in relation to the

Old. Testament that I gave twenty years ago, and I remember a woman who was in the class,

in her final exam said (3*) was not cruel in this position,

and ruthless and agressive like the other Assyrian kings but that he was mild and peace-
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ful disposition. Well, unfortunately, mildness and peacableness don't always go with

interest in literature and ability to write. And so ever since that happened I call

attention in the class always, in addition to that'in speaking of 3 /L1)

to picture 122 in the back of Pritchard's THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST. There you have a

beautiful idyllic scene where King () is banqueting in a garden

with his aueen, attended by his servants and musicians. This is a bas-relief taken from

one of the palaces, 122 in the back of the book, it shows (14) cj

reclining on a couch, drinking wine and In front of him on a chair sits his favorite

wife, behind her are people with fans and with instruments of music, there are trees around

with all sorts of fruit on them, it's a very idyllic scene and you would. say a peaceful

scene, till you notice that Ashurbanipal is not pictured as looking at his wife but looking

over her head at one of the trees, and you follow his eye to the place in the tree at which

he is looking, and you find, there that there is something there, hanging on the tree, and

it's explained in the writing in connection with the has-relief, that this is the head of

the king of one of the lands he had just conquered which he hung in the tree there for

his amusement while he was having his banquet. And it shows that Ashurbanipal, though he

was a literary man, was just as b1oodthirty and cruel as any of his redecessors on the

in great detailthrone of Assyria. Ashurbanipal carried on his camaigns, and he describes e-e

the campaigns he carried on, I was surprised to notice that Pritchard does not include any

inscriptions from Ashurbanipal, and therefore there is no mention of him or date given, in

the text although in the back there are7 es from his reign. But Ashurbanipal, the

reason he did not include him in the front doubtless was that there was7ited space and

he stuck to those historical reoords that make specific mention of Palestine, and Ashurbani

pal doesn't make specific mention of Palestine but he tells att a re-conquest of Egypt

which he made, and he describes that in great length, so he must have come down through
t nuisance BPalestine. Ashurbani-,al found a eee to go down to abylon every year to take the

han of the god in the New Year Festival. Re had too many other things he wanted to do end

down to Babylon would be a trip of maybe a week or two, with the poor transportation arrange

ments in those days, and so he fixed on an arrangement, or rather his father fixed on an
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arrangement, for him. Esarhaddon in his will left Ashurbanipal as emperor but he left a

younger son, Shamashehamukin as the king of Babylon, and the king of Babylon w--.s suprosed

to be subject to the emperor of the Assyrian emDire, but in Babylon he was supreme, subject

only to Hhis-e-. e was the ruler of this area, subject to his brother the emperor, Shamash

shamukin, the name means the Sun-God has established a name, he was the king of Babylon,

he could take the hands of the god Baal, go through the New Year ceremony, the Babylonians

would receive him as their king, unfortunately they received him all too well. They re

ceived him so well that before long they convinced him that he should not pay any hon.ge

to his brother Ashurbanipal, that he should be entirely independent of his brother, and so

as Ashurhanipl tells us, the Babylonians made arrangements with the neighboring kingdom

for a concerted attack on Ahurbanipal. He says they closed the gates of the city to pre

vent his going, they broke the bonds of brotherhood, they declared themselves independent,

and all these neighboring countriesre joined with them in a revolt againt Ishurbanipal,

Ashurbanipal said the thing, became do great, the tower against him, it looked hopeless and

then he had a vision one night and Ishtar the goddess appeared to him in flaming fire in

the heavexB and assured him that he was her darlig and he would be established ()

Well, it worked out tn-his annalsry beaut1ful, they

have all sorts of picturesque symbols and are very carefully worked out, and very DicturesquE

but evidently it was a real fight he went throh in this, but in the end his army con

quered the area around Babylon and they got into the city itself and they broke into the

city, overcame the Babylonian forces and as his forces came into the city, his brother

Shmamhshainukin shut himself up in the palace and set fire to it and perished in the flames.

And after that Ashurbanipal said Grandfather ws right, he said, these Babylonians, there's

no use trying to keep them as an equal power in the empire or even a{ subordinate power,

we've just got to wipe them out. So there is in Pritchard here, though he doesn't give a

heading here Ashirbanipal, earlier in the account, where he is sDeaking of Sennacharib he

cuotes this little bit from Ashurbanipalts annals, in connection with--maybe it was in

the larger book, at an rate Ashurbanipal tells how when he conquered Babylon he killed

the conspirators who were connected with the death of his grandfather but gives us no de

tails. And then Ashurbanipal says that he destroys Babylon, he knocks down its walls, he
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destroys the city, with the power of his army he reduces it to just agricultural fields,

there was no cityl but again he must have exaggerated t flfle4. (9c)

because we find that before long again a great city. The people of Babylon had very great

tenacity and a great deal of visor and although they had not been the mistress of the

world now for some centuries, they still retained tremendous stability and eventually they
Elam

made a wonderful comeback, but Ashurbanipal was not established, he conquered the

region in southern Persia, which had been an enemy, a thorn in the flesh, to the kings of

Assyria for centuries, he conquered $ Elarn, he srys he went to the treasure house of

the Elmite king where no conqueror had ever gone before and took out of their treasuries,

carried them off to Y en' and. you would think from rending the annals of Ashurbanial

that the Dower of Assyria was just about at its pinnacle where it would ensure, as Hitler

said his power would, for a thousand years. But haö4ing number 3 is:

3The Fii of Nineveh and its aftermath And Ashurbaninal when he died at 626 he had

reigned as you see for a long time, and probably his great warli1 exploits had mostly been

done durthg the early years of his reign, and as he grew older he probably did not hold as

tight a hold on the reins e government as he had, gave more of his time to literary

actttttes or banqueting and finally (li-) the Assyrian

blood had been tremendously cut down and as long as you had a strong Assyrian force and a

strong administrative power you had plenty of men to draw on, from all t'e different nations

that had been conquered, but when your Assyrian central nucleum got pretty well cut to

pieces and when your central organizing power weakened, all of these various neoples were

ready to throw off the rower of Assyria as soon as they could. An so after after Ashur

baninal'ã death, almost immediately Babylon revolted again and established its independence

and Babylon, having established its indeDendence, there was no successor of Ashurbanipal

but two or three weak successors in the ne±t three years, but no one of them was strong

encugh to re-conquer Babylon. And then there was a force over in the northern rt of

what is now Persia, the Medes, a people who began attacking the em-)ire and the Medes and

the Babylonians were together and in 612 B.C. there was an tttack made by the forces of

the Medes and the Babylonians together on the city of 1Tineveh which was successful in
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conquering the city and destroying it, and they turned the waters of the Tigris River over

the city and they left it a ruin and it was never rebuilt. It's one of the few cities in

the world's history which have been destroyed and never rebuilt. Nineveh which had been

the mistress of the world, Nineveh which a very few years before its destruction it seemed.

to be so powerful that nobody could ever dislodge it, was comoletely destroyed, utterly

ruined, the peoole driven away from it, and t was about 300 years later when the Greeks

in their(13) came near the place where Nineveh

had been and there's no trace of anyone having even suggested what the name of the great

city was, which was left an utter ruin there. There just was a complete end to it, and

here we should mention one of the prophets, one of he lesser-known proiets.

A very interesting book, the book of Nahum. The Burden of ]ineveh. The book of the

vision of Nahum the Elkoshite. 3 chapters in the book of Nahuin, a book which is the burden

of Nineveh, woe to the bloody cityt it is all full of lies and robbery, the prey derrt

eth not. It is a book which predicts the destruction of Nineveh, unfortunately, we don't

know when Nahum was written. t sounds like a prediction and therefore it would seem

0.T.History 318. ()

.verse 11, chapter 2, says, where is the dwelling of the lions, and the feedinglace
of the young lions, where the lion, even the old lion, walked, and te lion's whelp, and

none made them afraid? The lion did tear in pieces enough for his whelps, and. strangled

for his lionesses, and. filled his holes with prey, and his denE with ravin. Behold, I

am against thee, saith the Lord of hosts, and I will hum her chariots in tile smoke, and

the sword shall devour thy young lions. The Assyrians took the lion as the symbol of

their rower and n a.dcition to that, there always are referencs to lionsl Ashur_banimi

loved to put up oictu:es around his ealaces showing himself fighting lions. One shows

him taking a. lion by its mane with his left hand ahd holding it be the mane and smiting
his dagger into it with his right hand. Another one shows him in the back of his

c'arot shooti.w. his arrows into the lion and it gives a. very vivid picture of the

lions falling over dead, as Ashurbanjl killed them. He liked to picture himself as a

great lion-hunter, a great lion-man, he's not the first one to do :Lt. And you get much
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of the flavor of the Ninevite Emptre here in this book of Nahum, which declared God's

determination to destroy Nineveh. And the last verse of it says, There is no healing of

thy bruise; thy wound is grievous: all tivt hear the bruit of thee shall clap the hands

over thee: for upon whom hath not thy widkedness passed continually?

Now liahum has a vivid -picture of how the attack is going to come, and we read in

chapter 2, verse Lt, the chariots shall rage in the streets, they shall justle one

against another in the broad ways: they shall seem like torches, they shall run like

the lightnings. That verse has been auoted in each of the last two wars, I believe, as

being a prediction of tank warfare. But of course it has nothing to do with modern

times, it is the prediction of the uphenval and turmoil in connection with the destruction

of Nineveh. Te book is a vivid one to read in this connection, with this downfall of

Nineveh and here was Jerusalem still standing. Sennacherib was going to destroy Jeru

salem, over 100 ears have passed, or about 00 years, Nineveh is utterly destroyed and

Jerusalem is still standing there.




Nineyeh
Now it's interesting in this book of Nahum to look in the, at the 12th verse in

blie King James' Version. It says thus says the Lord, though they be quiet, and likewise

many, yet thus shall they be cut down. Now what does that mean? Though they be quiet

and likewise many, yet thus shall they be cut down. (3)

And we perceive the exact Hebrew

words of it in the Hebrew. e will excuse those of you have just starte 7t is semester

or haven't yet started from doing this, but tbè rest of you look at Nahum 1:12, thus

has said the Lord, though (3 3/tv) *

Now this word * suggests the word shalom, pence. The archives

version, it can mean peace or it can mean wholeness or completeness. And the King games

Version translates it, though they be quiet and likewise many, --now what does the

liirewise have to do with it? How do you say likewise, quiet and 1ikewjF he Arnerfcan

Standard Version in l01 made it, though they be of full strength and likewise many. Now

that's a pretty good guess, it makes a lot better sense th . gg would be

a more accurate rendering, peaceful and erfect, perhaps. But they fit the con-
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text any of them. The Rv1sd Standard Version solves the difficulty very nicely. We

find that inthe Revised Standard Version, at Nahum 1:12, it renders it, thus seys the

Lord, though they be strong end many, it leaves out the likewise altogether you notice.

They leave out the likewise end they take the word tht means peaceful Hebrew and

they make it Tlebre
strong. But they have p. footnote, the footnote sys uncertain.

They 1-ave huhdreds of footnotes like that, Hebrew uncertain, wherever they under-

stand it, they jizt put in what they think will sound good and put a little footnote,

Hebrew uncertain. Well, it is pretty herd to make sense out of it. Thcugh they be

acefu1 pncI likewise many, though they he com-olete and. likewise many--why the likewise?

Well, in the Assyrian records which we now have, we find that thousands, we have thousands

of contracts. The Assyrians were a great commercial people and we have these thousends

of contracts, we hve many from Babylon too, we have them from different countries in

the Hear East. They are written on clay tablets, t was very, very important to have

them, according to the law if you could be proved to heve something in your possession

that didn't belong to you, somebodyved it belonged to him, you were a thief and were

killed, end at the very most 11' they were merciful to you end didn't kill you, they'd

at least cut off your hands. And so it was mighty important to have your witnesses to

any purchase you made. And, your witnesses might die, they might go off on a trip, so

it was a wise thing to get a (6*) of their seal. So these,

everybody when they bought anything of any value at all, got a clay tablet, with a

certification on it, end (6) contract

with every store, and being on clay instead of on papyrus they last, and so we have

hundreds of thou.snnds of these contracts. And the Assyrian contract have various forms

in them tferent from the Babylonian contracts. Bt one thing you notice that occurs

over and over end. over in the Assyrien contracts, I've read maybe a couple of hundred of

them in the original, and in these couple of hundred, I'd. say that perhaps sixty out of

the two or three hundred, have got in them this phrase--they will be a contract in which

say three or four people unite in (7k)

and. they will say, that we guarantac reyment (7*) *
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and this is an Asyrian technical legal phrase (7*) *

and what it means is, in English to translate it, the best legal phrase today to renre

sent the idea would be collectively and. severally. We guarantee this as a grouD and

each of us individuajly. Therefore you can be absolutely sure of getting your money

back, in this money you have lent, you can he absolutely sure it will be carried out

because we are altogether guaranteeing it, but if all of the others fall short, every

one of us indiviudally guarantees it and puts everything he has back of the contract.

N0 that evidently became established as a usae in Assyria, in some way, we do not

find it in the other conittries, but it is a very comrion phrase. If youwant to be sure

thnt your contract is safe you ask peoie to give a guarantee (8*) *

and tlrt's exactly the word tht we have here in the book of Nahum. (8k) Though you

mapj be (8k) * Thnugh you Assyrins who use this phrase so

much in your contracts, of a group of you holding responsibility severally and jointly,

thoup,h you as a nation stand against the Lord altogether and each one of you with all

his force, yet, he says, thus thall they be cut down when he shall pass through. All you

can possibly do will not enble Nineveh to survive. God has determined its destruction

and it willbe destroyed. Now e find, you take a, any pot in Britain in the last war,

you find German phrases quoted, and they get, in wartime, these Dhraces get quoted from

another nation, sometimes they piss into our language and keep on being used, other

times they disaprar until after the war is over. Well, here is a case where in the

book of Nahurn we have this common Assyrian phrase used against the Assyrians, and of

course Nineveh was destroyed, Assyria became a ruin, the contract tblets were buried,

and remained there for 2500 years, and nobody knew the place anymore and when the

scribes copied i.n Nahurn they didn't know what it meant and when they tried to make sense

cut of it they -'--n-ow what it meant, and so we have the Archives Version saying

though they be auiet, and likewise many, which is a much more literal translation of

the Hebrew than either the American Standard or the Revised Standard. Tie Revised

Standard is correct in its footnote, the Hebrew is uncertain if you look at it only

from the viewpoint of Febrew. But if you look at it as a. quotation of an Assyrian
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phrase, and this is about Assyria, the whole book of Nahum is about Assyria, it makes

perfect sense, and it is, in my opinion a very interesting instance of the accuracy of

the Bible here in giving the background and the accuracy of the scribes in copying and

rocopying through many centuries, keeping the context absolutely a.ccurae, a phrase

which just didn't make sense to them. S0 this book of Hineveh then shows 1ineveh's re

action to the destruction f the Assyrian Emsire or this prediction of it rather, but

it combines the lord's reaction to what the Lord said was going to happen, and Olmstead,

Professor 0lmste.d, of the University of Chicago 20 years ago, wrote a book HIST0R OF

ASSYRIA, a book with beatifu1 pictures and very good presentation, he knew the (ii)

very well, but he waxes poetic in his last chapter. He quotes from Nahm and

then he quotes from a French writer who noes beyond Nahum in his description of the

destructiveness of the Assyrian Empire, and its bloodiness and then he himself said,

all of this is comletely wrong. He says the Assyrian Empire was the guardian of

civilization, was spreading civilization and culture. He says Assyria was a shepherd

dog which died at its post. He goes from one extreme to the other. But the fact of

the matter is, that among the heathen nations Assyria showed her good points that others

had. not developed, they showed an organization, an organizing power, they had a

ledge of the Babylonian culture which they took over from the Babylonians md passed on,

they had many points which were superior to the other hethen nations around, but they

shared in their bloodthirstiness, their cruelty, and. God, used the Assyrians, as he tells

us in Isaiah 10, he used. them as his instrument to punish his people for their sins,

but having used them, he then in turn punished them, because as it says in Isaiah 10,

you did not think you were serving me, you were doing it for your own advantage, for

your own glory, and shall the axe boast itself against him that uses it? He says, when
Emre

I've done my work, then I'm gona to punish you. Anc' the downfmll of the Assyriar$ is

one of the reat destructions of history. Yes? (student.12*) A hundred years before,

Jonah, we mentioned Jonah in the proper place, but we didn't go into it there, perhaps

I should have gone into it a little more than I did. Jonah, God called to go to Nineveh

and. preach to it. And we read. Jonah immediately took a boat to go in the oposite
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direction. And of course the reason wasn't that Jonah was afraid, the reason was that

Jonah knew that Assyria was this great bloodthirsty oppressor and he was taking the law

into his oin bands. He was going to protect his DeoDle from Assyria by not being an

instrument to save the Assyrians. I would have a--the spirit of Jonah we may think of

as a. terrible spirit, "out I tell you, it is a terrible spirit but it's not an uncommon

one. I was at a. Bible Conference in the fall of 1918,
' fine Christian people where

they were giving some of the finest Christian presentations you ever heard, and., but

there was a man there Who gave a paper on If Germany--it was just after the first world

war--he said If Germany Should Come and Say we have sinned, we've done wring, we want

to be forven, we should forgive them. And those people around me were so angry, some

of them were almost ready to lynch that man, their /i bitterness and hatred toward

germany there was so intense, a result of the propaganda during that war that whipDed

up that feeling, and I tell you, as I saw that feeling ontheir part I could understand

Jonah's feeling. Jonah was a man of like passions with ouseles, Eli.ah wrote. He

was a man who In d a sense of (1141.) but he was a man who was a real

servant of the Lord. And when the Lord, Jonah was ready to risk his life to preach

repentance among the people of Israel, but when the Lord said to him, you go to Nineveh,

Jonah said oh those wicked people of Tineveh, if I preach among them and they turn away

from their sin, then their nation will become strong and it will mean terrible danger

to mine. o he fled, took a boat to Spain, and of course in his mercy intervened and

f9r him
caused him to be thrown out of the boat, and God provided transportation, from there back

through the Mediterranean, back through
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.to Nineveh and then we read in the book of Jonah that Jcnah oreached and that the

people of Nineveh turned, confessed their sin and turned tothe Lord and then thei

sad thinghat. Jonah after (3/Li.)

for the people reDented and. the Lord postponed it, so (3/L) it was

a century later instead of three 6--'s later. Jonah went outside the city and watched

to see the city destroyed, and said isn't this just what I said when I was in my home-
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land, that God will have mercy on the city and won't destroy it. And then if Jonah,

instead of that, after doing the great work of Elijah and going through the city and

eaching ruin to the point where the peoile turned to God, if then instead of running

off he had then roceded to teach those ople and to educate them end to ive them the

word of God so that it wouldn't be merely a few that sincerely turned to the Lord end

a lot that turned in fear hut not in reality, to their God, and taken advantage of it

and taught them and taught their children, history might ccnivably have been differ

ent. But (l)

I used to hear, people used to say somebody like Moody or Torrey comes to a

city and preaches and have people all excited and stirred to come forward end hbake

the evangelist's hand and then they all settle back into their same ways and there's

no change made in their lives, and then it's t*ce as hard to ever reach theiLagain.

Well, often true, if there's no follow-up. It isn't always true, even a cam

paig like that may reach individuals who turn to the Lord and do a wonderful work in

days to come, but they're comDaratively few out of many. ut the follow-up is just as

important as the campaign itself, and in Jonah's case the follow-up was definitely lack

ing. Well now, the ITinevites didn't out up any monument to tell about their revival

under Jonah, but doubtless it meant that some people were saved, and it meant that many

others had improved moral character, and it meant that there was a strength and stamina

n the notion which when the n.tion turned to wickedness again made it (2 3/L)

than it would have been otherwise. So in the end ITineveh,

the wicked Nineveh, at the end of its history, was a stronger nation than it wo1d have

been if there hadn't been this turning to God. That I should have mentioned at that

previous point. I did mention Jonah's pla.de. I want you to know when he comes (3)

but the

details of it we didn't go into that. Yes? (student-3) It's not mentioned in the

Bible, consequently, after the great Ninevite campais that were stopped at the Battle

of Karkar, after that serious campaign (3k)

and Shalmaneser II, after that there is a decline in their lifetime. A11g (v.)
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come to Tigiath-pileser III, nd we hve the list of all these, but we don't know a

great deal about any of them, and we could make a. guess which of the two or three it

was but we just don't know. EYes? (student. 3 3/L) Well, I don't know, it couldn't

be Tjplpth_leser 11± because he's much later. Tjp1th-oj1eser III is one. of the cruel

est oppressors of all, and he was at the height of his power then, and I'm quite sure it

wasn't Tiglath_pileser III, but also I would say that (L)

that there is such a thing as the late manuscript, sombbodys imagination.
There's no

reason that you would have such an inscriDtion but when they uined away from it, they

didn't put up monuments (U:) They weren't like we

are today when we have per and so much can be written on paper, and we have libraries

to heeD the Da'Der and we have tremendous things in the libraries that nobody ever locks

at now, and. our histories today are ciuite distorted because they are ungodly who are

writing our histor books today and they are distorting the history and leaving out

the place Christianity has played in it, but the original books are in our libraries

end a person can go there and find the facts. But in those times they did not have

they didn't have the original writing. What we have is contracts and the statements of

the kings' (5*) and so it is probably what he had read about, or

something written at a much later date. (514L)Many such things have occurred

but we have to check very carefully which one before we (5k)

Now the fall of ineveh then is a very imortant thing in world history. And

whole book of the bible is devoted to it.I called number 3, the fall, of Nineveh

and its aftermath, becauee the Assyrian Empire was not ended when Nineveh was destroyed.

It had received its death blow, but there ill was force enough to gather a new capital

at (5 /L') Haran the city on the Uprer Euphrates where Abraham had lived

for a. time, and at that city the Assyrian Empire made a new stand which lasted for

about P years. And there was still considerable force in it but the Babylonians and

the Medes had. destroyed the city and they were attackirg. The Babylonian force was

under the command, of the son of the king of Babylon. It was the Assyrian Viceroy,

a Babylonian who had made himself king, right after the death of Ashurbanial, and his
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son ITebuchadnezzar was the enera1 of their army, and they were attecking what remained.

of the Assyrian Empire, it took about E years to make a complete end to the Assyrian

Empire, and Pharaoh-necbo was the ruler of Egypt who had been nut in power by Ashurbaninal.

0r he was the son of the one Ashurhanipal had. -out in power. There were two. His power

had. come from Ashurbanipal. And he, knowing of the tremendous -~)-.rtisan feel in,,-,, thought

the side on which we can find safety is the side of the Ascyrinns. They?ve won out

against these great Babylonian revolts in the st, they still were (7k)

end so he came with an army from Egypt in order to stnrd with the Assyrians, and he

came up to stand with the Assyrian, up through Palestine and he came up to Ha-ran, and

there they had a great decisive battle between him nd the forces of Nebuchadnezzar

'nd. the result of this 'battle was that Pharaoh-necho was utterly defeated and his
down

forces turned and went -pell-mell back/the p1in () the Mediterranean

Sea, throuah ?aJ.estne. And as the forccs of Pharaole-necho defeated by Nebuchadnezzar,

fled down there, Jeremiah the prophet stood up on the hill country in udah there and.

loo1d. down on the plain and saw the Egyptians fleeing pell-mell leaving their instrw

ments of war and rushing as fast as they could,tbe Bbyioriians following them, and. in

chapter L5 of Jereiiah he describes it, the word of the Lord which came to Jeremiah the

prophet against the nations. Against E- pt, against the army of Pharaoh-necho king of Egypt,

which was by the river Euphrates in Carchemish which Nebuchadrezzar king of Babylon

smote in the fourth year of Jehoiakixn son of Josiah king of Judah. And he goes on and

there's a thole chapter here, Egypt ising like a flood. Come ye horses, nd r'ge, ye

chariots, and let the mighty men come forth, for this is the day of the Lord God of

hosts, a day of vengeance, that he may avenge hi.mof his adversaries. And there is a

whole chapterhere describing the defeat of Pharaoh-Necho by the forces of Nebuehadrezzar

in connection with the death stroke of the Jtss:-rian Empire. Now elsewhere we have other

references to this and I want to mention in connection with the kinggso Jurah . But this,

in the account of the death of Josiah in connection with Pharooh-Necho's coming up there,

Pharoah_iTecbo says in our King James Version I have not come ags.1t you Josiah but

against the king of Assyria, and the cuneiform inscriptions show that he. came up there to
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help the king of Assyria. So it was alleged that there was a mistake in the scritura

account. But the f'ct of the matter is that the -preposition used is the Dreposition

(9 3/L) * which can mean against but can also mean concerning. And what the

Habrew says is actually, Ioe up on account of you, I have ce up on account of

the king of Assyria. You're not my affair here, you get out of the way and let me by,

and Josiah wouldn't get out of the way so Josiah was killed. But it's not for you I've

come up it's for the king of Assyria, and he actually had come up to help the kiir.

But in the English translation of the preposition which could have either of the two

meanh they picked the wrong one in that place. So in the nglisb translation it seems

to contradict the fact. That preposition (io-) * is in a way like our English

prepositioh with. In the last war we fought with the Germans, didn't we? But America

fought with England against the Germans, didn't we? So we fought with England in

the last war and we fought with Germany in the last war and they're both with. But

the word with has opposite mean. In one case it means against, in the other case

it means (10 3/Li) Now the Hebrew word (ii) *

means against or it means on account of (ii)
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Romnns lit., the last century of Judah, this morning we looked at A, The Assyrian Empire.

1, Essarhaddon; 2, Ashurbanipmul; 3, the fall of 1'Tineveh and its aftermath, and under that,

we had looked at the erd of hour Pharaoh-Necho's Expedition to help the king of Assyria

nd how it was driven back and utterly wrecked b, the Babylonian power. And. that very

naturally leads us to B The -Neo-Babylonian Empire And. under that number 1:

1 Nebuchadnezzar. That's all we're going to discuss about that at the moment,

is Nebuchadnezzar. We have noticed that about 2,000 B" C., or somewhat later, Babylon

established an Empire; it was pracicall:i unknown before. But it became an important

city, established an LmDire which lasted for a couple of hundred years, more imoortant,

established itself in the irnagñation of people by its literary standing, but its

commercial standing, by the exploits of its leaders in that time, so that it remained
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a nation of trmcndous reputation during the succeeding 1500 years, But during most of

tIit time it was not a great powerful emrire. It was a city of great importance, commer

cilly, politically, literarály but the imperial power largely passed to Assyria. Par

ticularly after 1,000 B.C. Now the downfall of Assyria has been brought about by a

coalition of the Babylonians and the Medes. And just at the time of the battle of Karkar

where the remainder of the Assyrian imperial power was broken and it lost its headquarters

at Haran, it disappeared completely after that, just at that time the general of the

army received news that hi father had died. And the death of his father put him in

line to be the king of Babylon. He rushed back to Babylon, got himself established as

king, with little difficulty about the succession in this case, and immediately came

bakk and carried on the fi;ht to establish dontrol over the remnant of the Assyrian power.

And this man Nebuchadnezzar is probably the best-known Mesopotamian ruler today. For

the reason that he




prominentis eeAmeh. in incidents in the bible that ave been stressed in Sunday

School. He deservad the prominene though in addition to that because he was one of the

gret rulers of Mesopotamia. He ruled for many ye&s and during these years he was very

powerful, had a very strong control over Babylon and over the region round about. He

was king from 605 to 562, you see a long reign with a very strong power. Now at the

very beginning of his power you can see that in a way it was not quite the same as the

old Assyrian power because the orêrthrow of Assyria had been brought about with the help

of the Medes. And so the Medãs remain an independent power to the northeast, particular

ly east, of Babylonia. But a great part of the old Asyrian Empire was in the hands of

Nebuchadnezzar and he succeeds in conquering Egypt'w3rEL the Assyrians$ had conquered

only towards the very end of their days of empire. And so he holds Egypt and most of

Palestine, Assyria, and all the region over through Mesopotamia. Now t}-is man's name

Nebuchadnezzar, in the Babylonian, is Nabu-kuduru-utsu, 0 Nabu, protect the boundary,

it means, a very appropriate nrne for one who is a great general and loader of a great

mpire as he came to be. But that Nabu-kururu-u.tsur became contracted to Nebu.chaclrezzar

the form in which we find it in the book of Jeremiah. In Daniel we find it in the form

Nebuchadnezzar, and naturally there are.those who would think that this Nebuchadnezzar
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was an incorrect name. But in this ')articularl' case I had never heard that charge imde

because we have so much evidence from other sources of this form having become aI well

established form. It would seem to be a shortened way o± scying Nebucharezzar. It's

easier to say nezzar than drezzar, and it's a phonetic process that establishes this

as a simpler way of saying the name aad it was written ITebuchadrezzar but in Hebrew

weire writing in a different language anyway. And so eremiah who knows iTebv.chadnezzar

mostly through records and documents, at a distance, uses the formal name the way it

is written, but Daniel who was at the court uses it the way that it -probably was pro

nounced right there by the people at the court. So either name is correct, the one the

more formal spelling, the other the actual representation f the pronunciation. Nebu

chadnezzar is very different from the Assyrian king who has held the empire before him.

These Assyrian kings had been very proud of their warlike exploits, and they made out

careful accounts of what they did year by year which they dstribated through their

realm in order to show what great generals, what successful soldiers they were, describ

ing place by place and point b point, their excursions, their conquests, their over

throws of enemies, of cities they conquered-, and so on. That was vih,?~t ---,-,pealed to these

Assyrian kinzs. Nebuchadrezzar seems to have been a. different sort of roan, he was a

very able general, a very successful one, but to him the generalship, the fighting, the

conquest, rather than the things delighted in. And he has left us no inscrittions giv

ing full details of his conquests or telling where he went year by year. We thus are in

a much poorer position to check his relationship withJudab than we are his relationship

with the Assyrian king, because he does not give us the information that they gave. He

begins his inscriptions with a statement something 1ii this, I 'Tebuchadnezzar the greet

king of Babylon the Lord of the world, I Nebuchadneezar have conquered great cities,

have crossed mighty mountains, have led my armies through difficult countries, have

overcome powerful enemies, just a. general summary which sounds like boasting but we have

ample reason to believe that it is actually what he did.. But it's a general sucmary of

his military exploits, and then after that he goes on to tell how I took the great temple

of such and such temple/which was somewhat run down, end I ou down sections of it and
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rebuilt them nd added two large sections and then his inscriptions give great detail

of his building, and so he was a great builder, rather than a great soldier. He was a

great soldier and an effective and successful soldier but this was secondary in hid

mind, the building was far more priary to him than the conquest. And it is what he

stresses in his inscriptions. Now we have a tremendous amount of detail in his inscript

ions of the building that he did, and we know that he did because we have the evidence

of it. We have excavated in many of these cities and we canee there how he took the

great temples and palaces and he rebuilt them or he remodeled them, he changed them

around. according to e. new and better plan. His wife came from a mountainous country,

Babylon was a very flat area, and they say that she longed for the hills and native

mountains. o he built a very high brick building, on top of that he put earth and

planted trees, and all sorts of flowering plants, and it became known throughout the

world. as the Hanging flardens' Babylon, which he built for to please his wife. But it

shows in general something of his building, in Babylon tie Germen excavation went in

there and excavated a great part of Babylon, &,aFe. Al-fig, very carefully what they found

and they found bricks which had a stamp put on them. We think of printigg s something

modern. Well, actually it isn't. What is modern is printing with movable type. If by

printing you mean taking something end. stamping, writing on it, stamping a meaning on

the thing, Nebuchadnezzar was perhaps one of the greatest printers in history. Because

he had e stamp made, probably many of them, which said, Nebuchadnezzar the great king,

the king of Babylon, the kind, of the four great sections if the world, the restorer of

the crown (10 3/L) nnd so on, they had ebout ten lines describing

the greatness of King Nebuchadnezzar, end this was on e. stamp the size that would fit on

a brick and so every brick was stamped with it, and over a million bricks have been ex

amined in Babylon that have the name end titles end ex-oloits of Nebuchadnezzar stamped

upon them. You see, it was very similar to whet we do when we print a book. We put a

lot of writing on a stamp and. stamp it on successive pages end thus reproduce, but of
that

course the thing is, these letters were just put on the one stamp, end it wasn't re-arrange

able, anything like our newspapers are. But it's the same principle, a finished principle.
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ut when you see all these things that Nebuchadnezzar marked. h his name to

show what a great builder he was and when you see the tremendoas building that he actually

did in Babylon, it makes the book of Daniel live for us, when we read bow Nebuchadnezzar

looked out and said, is not this great Babylon which I have built. We don't read of any

Assyrian making statements like that. They built .laes and temples but that was to

glorify their great military conquests whereas he did the military exploits in order to

get the wherewithal to build, the great buildings.

Well, Nebuchadnezzar then, as you see, ruled for?E"years ád1$yt was doubtless a

very effective general before that. He was an able ruler and one who held a very large

territory under his sway. And when you. see the beginning c' this, you note alredy that

there is a very strange situation. You have in the wet along the Mediterranean Sea

all of those kindorns practically have been conquered except one of the few that remain

is up on the hill country there, above the plains of Palestine, there is Jerusalem and.

the section near it which the kings of Judah ruled. And ha ruled for a century before.

And Essar-haddon conquered Egypt so his armies had to go back and forth within sight of

Jerusalem, that is if you were on 4e high place in Jerusalem, or out on the edge of

the hill country, you could look down to the plains and see his army going back and

forth. And they had taken Egypt, Nebuchadnezzar held. Egypt, this is a little island,

you might say, surrounded on three sides and practically on the fourth side by the power

of the Assyrian Empire and of Nebuchadnezzar. Well, a condition like that we wouldn't

expect to last indefinitely. Well, so much then for (lv;) Empire

during the last century of Judah. We'll have more to say about it naturally, after the

destruction of Judah.

But we will go on to C T!--e Last Xins of Judah And the last king of Judah at

whom we have looked is Hezekiah. So we will call jjManasseh And Manazseh, the son of

Hezekiah reigned, if I recall correctly, 52 years. It was a very long time that Ma.nasseh

reigned. He had this extremely long reign, 55 years, he must have been R.j youhg

man when he became king, to reign as long as this, but the Bible tells us that Nanasseh

was a very different sort of king from his father, Hezekish. He :orobably more took
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after his grandfather, Ahaz. Ahac the veiy ungodly king, succeeded by Hezekiah one of

the godliest kings in all Israelite history, now he is succeeded by his son, one of the

most ungodly. He was a wicked king, he turned away from following the Lord comletely

and completely neglected everything that his father had stood for.
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...and so this was a long time of moral declension, p. time of going down hill s fp;r as

his religious life was concerned. But we notice how long a period there is, there is

150 years, almost as loflg as the United States has existed, that Judah existed after

Israel came to an end. We're apt not to realize the length of this period. But of this

long period, 55 of the years are years when Manasseh is ruling and the picture that we

re given of M.nasseh in 2 Kings is entirely a dark picture. Now in 2 Chronles, as

you note, we have more detail on the king of Jwah than we hae in Kings. And in

Chronicles we have an important incident given which was not given in Kings. After tell

ing in 2 Chronicles 33 what a wicked king Manesseh was, how much evil he did, how he

built again the high places Hezekiah had broken down, made groves, worshipped the host

of heaver, and then all the wickedness that he did, then we read, the, verse 10, the

Lord ske to Manasseh and to his people, but they would not hearken. Wherefore the Lord

brought upon them the captains of the host of the king of Assyria, which took Manasseh

among the thorns and bound him with fetters mid carried him to Bbylon. And. when he was

in affliction, he besought the Lord his God and humbled himself greatly before the God of

his fathers, and pryed unto him, and he was intreated. of him, and heard his supplication,

and brought him agaim to Jerusalem into his kingdom. Then Manasseh knew that the Lord

he was God. And thyou read how Manasseh then turned to the Lord, took away the strange

gods; nevertheless the people did. sacrifice still in the high places, yet unto the Lord

their God only. Now the reet of the acts of Manasseh, his -orayer unto his God, and the

words of the seers that spake to him in the name of the Lord God of Israel, behold,

they are written in the book of the kings of Israel. His prayer also, how God was in

treated of him, nc9 all his sins, and his trespass, and the olaces wherein he built

high places, and so on. So Manasseh slept with his fathers, and they buried him in his
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own house: and Amon his son reigned in his stead.

Now when in the course of Manasseh' s 5 years did this inãient occur? Kings

doesn't mention the incident, Chronicles doesn't say when it hapened. And so we

hove no clear evidence of when it hapDened, but it would be suggested b;r the way it's

given at the very end of Manasseh' s reign, that erbaps it was very ncar the end of

h±s reign. Now that is urely an inference and not at all a deendable inferenee. It

could be early in the reign, Chronicles does not say when it was. But it was at the

end of the reign it ws understandable how it might have been omitted. If he hd a

reign of 52 years of wickedness and then in the end he repented and turned to the Lord

tried to ake amends it would be such a small thing in its effects proportionate to

the reign as a whole, and leave so little effect, particularly á he was succeeded by a

wicked and ungodly son, that it would be understandable how it would cane about that

it would not have gotten intc the accounts fi Kings at all. S0 that I think that is a

pretty good ground for suggesting that it Drol)ably was n1ar the end of the reign.

ITow the c±ttts have raised another serious question about this. Of course, the general

critical attitude is Kins is on the whole good history but Chronicles is late and un

trustworthy, written by somebody who took what was in Kings and copied a lot of it and.

added a. lot of stuff from his imagination. That's the general critical attitude of a

few years back towards Chronicles. Nowadays they are not nearly as sketical of

Chronicles as they were because some of the statements in Chronicles have been re

ceiving a certain amount of confirmation from historical examination ix way to lead

them to be not quite so skeptical of it as they were. Another thing, the general atti

tude of the critids has been, well, the Chronicle is simply magnifying the greatness

of Judah and when you find that the bi Kings it tells of a battle in which there were

a hundred peole killed, Chronicles will say there were a hundred. thousand 1lled, so

as to magnify the importance of it all. Thati s what they say. The fact of the matter

is that in the cases where we have differences of numbers between Kings and Chronicles,

they are just as apt to be the other way. They are just as apt to he a. Smaller number

in Chron±les as a larger number if there's a difference. You cannot say it's a. defin-
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ite tendency to magnify. And tht of course has led some very intelligent critical

students to take the conclusion that some of the asDersions astinst Chronicles are not

werranted. Now this pirticular incident is one which they attack. The statement was

made:right on the face of it you can see that this is an imaginary addition of the

Chronicler because you notice what he says. He says that the Lord brought uDon them

the captain of the hosts of the king of Assyria which tool: Manasseh and bound him with

fetters and carried him to Babylon. Well, the critics said, why would they take him to

Babylon? Would. it not be much more sensible to take him to Nineveh than to Babylon?

Now in Kings when they speak of the kings of Assyria, they tell about his ccrning to the

capital of I'Tineveh or they refer to Ninos. But Nineveb was destroyed about 600 B.C.

and if 0hronicles was written 200 :rears later, when they remember Babylon as the great

powerful -alace end Nineveh had become hardly more than a memory, why it seems to be a

mistake to mention the king of Assyria and. say he to-1.,k him to Babylon. So, they say,

here is o the face of it, thhe evidence of an error in the book of Chronicles.

But now it is an apparent error but one which is not difficult to answer when we

know the actual situation. We donot know when this occurred, and therefore we dnot

Lko
Oil

know who was the king of Assyria that did this. Was it &s.se or was it Ashurbenipal?

It would have to be one of the two. Well, Essar-haddon, as you know, was one

who loved Babylon, one who sent much time there, one who rebuilt many of the great

temples of Babylon. Under the circumstances it would be quite a natural thing if

Essar-hadc1on would choose to bring some of his caDtives to Babylon, instead of to Nineveh.

And to show off his greatness there to the people he wants to impress, the DeoDle of

Babylon. Now if it was later, if it was in the tirlie of Ashur-banipal, Ashurbahñpal, you

remember, has his great difficulty in Babylon, he was ti'ng to coerce the people, and

so in his case there is a possible reason also why he might have chosen to take a. captive

king nd carry him to Babylon. Tie fact of the matter of course, is that when e have

accounts like this, there can easily be other factors entering in that we donot

know anything about. I it was to sa: that one of the Neo_Babrlonian kings took a

prisoner to hineveh that would he clearly an error because Nineveh was not rebuilt
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it wasn't even in existence. But Bab:lon was an imorto.nt city, and particularly in

the reign of these two kings there are reasons that are easy to see why hnight have

done exactly what is described in 0hronicles. And so this, which has been suggested as

an error, actually keh it is not what we Derhaps would expect, but it is something

which might easily have haened. Now in the Apocryphal writings there is a prayer of

Mnnasseh. You notice it refers here to the prayers he wrote, his prayer unto his God,

It must be that when Chronicles was written there was a book the Chronicler had which

contained a prayer of Manasseh. Do we have that prayer? I think it very unlikely.

't is my guess that some later writer, reading this here, that book having disappeared

which contained that urayer, he made up a prayer, and said probably Manasseh' s prayer

was something like this. Now that wouldn't be anything dishonest for him to do. When

Josephu.s writes his stor: of the Israelite kings he tells about Saul and how Saul saw

the Philistines coming and. he gives us the thoughts in Saul's mind. He said to be or

not to be, that is the question. He din't use those words probably, but he shows the

same sort of reasoning, shall I kill myself, shall I try to flee from the Philistines,

what shall I do in this situation? And he gives as about a page of the thoughts of Saul.

Well it is quite frenuently done in writing accounts of history, to imagine something

that is in line with the facts as we know, not contrary to them, and to try, to enlarge

that way, particularly if it's labelled as what he may have said, or what he probably

said, but when that's done it's very easy for people later to get the impression that

nue
it's an actua1ry and to repeat it as such. There are all soDts of stories that

come into history which are imaginary, never fact, and very often thdidn't come in

because somebody tried to palm something off, but because somebody made a definite

expression of his judgEnt, a (10 3/LiP) picturing what probably happened.

At any rate, this rayerof Manasseh inthe Apocrypha has nothing in it which would ap,l:;

to ILa.nosseh. It's just a. very nice prayer (ii but it's

called the prayer of Manasseh, and it's contained in the Apocrynhal writings. Very Un

likely it actually had any connection with !&annsseh. But it doubtless is the result

of this statement having been made there in Chronicles.
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Well, I believe that this in Manesseh's life was very lte, because it would

not seem that there is much effect of it in what follows. And yet, when we find his

grandson veiy anxious to serve the Lord, it might just he that Manasseh did influence

the grandson after his own conversion. We will give number 2 to An, but he hardly

deserves it. 2, Aqn. Because on who succeeded Ianaseeh was, it ways here that

Ain was 22 years old when he 'began to reign and he reigned 2 years in Jerusalem and

he did what was evil in the sight of the Lord, adid Manasseh his father. For Amon

secrificed to all the carved im es which Manasseh his father had made and. served them.

And humbled not himself before the Lord as Mannsseh his father had humbled himself; but

Amen trespassed more and more. And his servants cons-ii-red against him, and. slew him in

his own house. But the people of the land slew all them that had conspired against

king Amon. You notice the difference from what happened in Israel. Repeadtedly in

Israel the people conspired against a king and killed him and killed ill of his family

and a new dthasty started. But here in Judah the king has been killed but the people

of the land slew all them that had coured against king Amon, and the people of t

lend made Josich his son king in his stead.

Now I just wonder if this figure has been correctly preserved, where it says

Amon was 22 years old when he began to reign. Manasseh had reigned 55 years when he

died so thet his son, his older son, you would normally expect woul only 23 at

his death, you would normally expect he might be older. Now of course it's possible

that one not the oldest had been designated as king. But the greater problem with

that is, that Amon's son Josiah is made king and Josiah is 8 years old, we read here

in 2 Chronicles 314', when he began to reign. And if he was 8 years old, if his father

- reigned 2 years and was killed when he was 24, and at that time the son was B years

old, it's not imossible but it's e±tremely unusual. And it's entirely possible that

the figures have been correctly preserved, but it would seem to me at least possible

that there's been an error in transmission here and Amen was actually older than 23

when he became king. I cant t help wondering could it be that b±s young boy Josiah

had been influenced by his grandfather after his conversion. That the leaders that he
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had put into power in Ju&th were men who were wicked men, that you would expect of a

wicked king that he 'crs, he had wicked men all aronM men, he's old and decrenit, he

comes back from his exile and the captivity, and he comes back and he tells how he

turned to the Lord and begins to improve things. And these men didn't pe.y much attention

to him, they thoht he was an old doddering idiot and. they hve the power pretty muck

in their own hands and he didn't hve much energy left to really accomplish a gret deal

with them, but he might havebeen able to have a very considerable influence on his

young grandson. Now whether true, we dat !mow, it's entirely possible, but

the fact is that Manasseh who was generally wicked, but Chronicles says there was this

conversion in his life, he was succeeded by his son Amonho was a very wicked king...

0.T.Hitory 322. (-k)

.his own servants killed him after two years, but then the people did away with the

whole crowd of those around Manasseh and put the little boy in as king. And so Josiah

becomes king as Chronicles says that he was only 8 years old when he began to reign.

And Kings says the same thing. He was8 years old. and he reigned 31 years. Now that

will take us then to number 3 Josiah And Josiah reigned 31 years and those years

were very important in the history of Judah. Because this young man Josiah was very

godly man, he did what was right in the sight of the Lord and walked in the ways of

David his father, and declined neither to the right hand, nor to the left. For in the

8th y'ar of his reign, while h was yet young, he began to seek after the God of David

Ms father and in the 12th year he began to p1'ge Judah and ensa1em from the high

places and the groves and. the carved images and the molten images. And so we read

about all the good. things that Josiah did, and after Josiah had made a great reform

land we reed. that he want up into the country to the north which the Assyrians had.

conciuered, u there to Bethel and there at Bethel he destroyed the altar which the man

of od had prophesi.d against in 1 Kings 13. And he fulfilled that DroDhecy made 300

years before,- gave his name and told what he would do, and here was a dynasty still

going at tht time, when there had. been L dynasties in Israel, and the lend. had been

taken captive and, the people taken into exile. But Josiah is still king of the line of
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Dsvid and. fulfills that prophecy, and he follows the Lord end he does away with the

high places, and he sets up in Jerusalem, sets ur the establishment as the word of

God said it should be. And one important event in Josich's doing this was the discovery

in the temple of the book of the Law. And this ione of the central features in the

whole critical story, their whole attitude toward the Old Testament. We read in Kings

and in Chronicles about the discovery of the book of the Law in the temple, and we find

in 2 Chronicles 3L:l5 here that Hilkiah the priest found the book of the law of the

Lord given by Moses and Hilkiab said to Shaphn the scribe, I have found the book of

he law in the house of the Lord. And Hilkiah delivered the book to Shaphan. And they

red it to the king and the king determined to carry out the commands of this law. And

hen you reed of the reforms that Josiah brought about and many of them fit exactly with

the commends n the book of Deuteronomy. And particularly his doing away with the high

placs where they worshipped God, in many parts of the land, and -Putting in place of them

all of the worship, of the sacrifice, to be centralized in Jerusalem t the Temple, the

critics sy this was never known in the land befor& it was introduced by Josiah because

of this book of the law of God. S they say that book of the law of God must have been

Deuteronomy which commands thm t they worship at the one place. Well, they certaicly are

rLght, the book of the law of God must have included Deuteronomy. But to say lb's only

Deuteronon:y is entirely unwarranted. It could be Deuteronomy, it could be the whole

Pentateuch. Personally I think it s the whole Pentateuch. Well, how could the book

of the law be lost? How could he find it in this way? Didn't the people know about the

t)-,Zee- 411
he Lord wasn't it to be

book of the law of found everywhere? Well you've had a 55-book

reign of Manasseh, a reign of wickedness. According to Jewish tradition the foll

owers of Kanasseh decided to kill Isaiah the proohet, and Isaiah fled and hid. in the

wbds. And he hid there,r,ccording tb this tradition, in a hollow tree end the

wicked men who were pursuing him having seen where he went but not letting on that

they had seen him, they said let's chop down this tree, let's cut it, and they took a

saw and they cut it in two and cut him in two. And. where reed they were sawn asunder

in Hebrews 11, some thing that that is a reference to tIe t Jewish tradition about the
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death of Isaiah. Well-, certainly Hebre.Ts says they ware sawn asunder so we know some

of the followers of God were sawn asunder. But that it means Isaiah we don't know.

This Jewish tradition is late, it may be entirely false. And, yet it may be true, we

don't know. But it was after the godly Hezekiah, there was the ungodly king Mp,nasseh,

the tradition at least shows the nature of his kingship, the wickedness of his rule,

it would be very easy for the law of God to be lost under those circumstances, and a

cow of it was found up there in the teniale. Now that doesn't mean that nobody had

copies of it. There may not have been and yet there may have been many godly people

who had copies in their homes, copies which they were reading. But copies which they

kept rather carefully hidden. And when Josiah became king somebody would coir up and

say, king, I've got a copy of the book of the law I want you to read, Well, probably

most of them, after hiding it for 50 years and re-ding it secretly would hesitate for

fear of having it taken away from them. They would hesitate to believe the stories

about how good this man was and how would he he sure tht what they had was genuine but

here they foulid this actually in the temple and it was certified that this was found

there in the temple and. when he heard it he recognized it as the Wore of the Lord and

gave deference to it. Now this is generally dated as 621 B.C., the date of the discov

ery of the law and of Josiah's revival. We have noticed. that Hezekiah had a similar

revival 80 years atlier. But 621 B.C. is generally given as the date of Josiah's great

revival. And it was a great event in Judah's history, unquestionably. But (7k) that
hold

it is what the critical, the beginning of the book of Deuteronomy is something there is

no need in the world to believe. It was a time when it came into prominence again, but

that's not to say that it hadn't been ili prominence before. Now of course that's a long

study, the study of the arguments or and against the genuineness of Deuteronomy. We're

interested now in the historical situation in the revival towhich De.teronomy undoubtedly

contributed greatly. Yes? (student.7) Well, the high priest and the scribe who saw

it declared their conviction that it was the book of the law of God. And I believe over

in Kings we have another one, witness, that I dcn't see reference to in Chronicles, as

having certified to it to the king, that it was in their o'ainion definitely the book of
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the law of the Lord. We read, yes, in Kings we read , that Hilkiah the Driest, and

Ahikani the son of Shaphhn, and Achbor Asahish went to Huldah the $

prophetess, and communed with her. And she said tothem, thus saith the Lord God of Israel,

Tell the man that sent you. to me, thus saith the Lord, behold, I will bring evil u---on

this place, and on the inhabitants there, even all the words of the book which the king

fI Judah heth read. Because they have forsaken me and have burned incense unto other

god, but to the king of Judah which sent you to enquire of the Lord, thus shall ye soy to

him, thus saith the Lord God, as touching the words which thou hast heard: behold I will

gather thee to thy fathers and. thou shhlt be gathered to thy grave in peace and. thine eyes

shall nthb see all the evil which I will bring upon this place.

Now there is the certification of this woman who is recognized as a roDhetess,

that i is the book of the law of God. Now we can know of course that they felt they

had sufficient warrant, and they felt that one whom they recognized as a spokesmrn for

God certified it, that that was the situation. Yes? (ctudent.9) ITo, but that would

show that there were official records in it, and the compiler of Kins and 0hronicles

had access to those official records. And when theywrote the official records were

available so peole could go to them and get further iformation. But those official

records are (9 3/1+) But they are evidence there were other

books available when they were written, but they're not nowadays. Yes? (stu.dent.lO)

There's no doubt, as say, that Deuteronomy was either the book found or a part of it.

I don't think there's any question of that. But to say it was only Deuteronomy is un

necessary, now it may have been only Deuteronomy, but I don't tkk likely. I don't

think likely they had. the other four books and just added Deuteronomy to it. i think

likely 'that they found was the whole five. My personal opinion oh it. But thet4t in

cluded the book of Deuteronomy, there's no question of that. I think all conservatives

and liberals are agreed on that because the reforms so definitely carried out the com

mands of Deuteronomr. Yes.? (student.lO 3/1+) No. Well, the Samaritan Pentateuch,

the Samaritans claim the original copy made by Moses, and the cF±ttcs claim that it s

something that as written at the time of Nehemiah, but we have no proof. At this time

they weren't having any (iii). It is altogether possible, but I wouldn't
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think it

Well, the book of Deuteronomy then, they accepted, but the question was asked,

how did he know this was the book of th law? I say the whole Pentateuch, at least (11*)

including the 1euteronom:T, how do we know? Well, he thought he was sure. Wel'. I'd

say this. It wasn't tht had. just been written that year. Te'd he a pretty stupid

fellow if they could bring something just written that year and palm it off on him.

The critical theory as it was advanced a hundred yearn ago about this was that the

Driests in Jerusalem at this time sew this chance to g,,-,t a bigger revenue and. there

fore they wrote the book of Deteronom and put it in the Temple where they could

find it/'hey called it a pus fraud. It was a fraud because actually they wrote

it and not Moses, it was written in order to get more income for the priestsj/// there,

to make all the sacrifices there. But also as it urges good ethics and all that, it

was a pious fraud. 0 course to do something to get money for yourself and then actually

urge good ethics doesn't sound very pious. But that was the claim of the cttics,

that was the original position on Deuteronomy. But today very few hold it. Because

most recognize that it would be mighty difficult to take something just written end

bring it end. hve the king end other neople accept it as a genuine thing that came fro-,

the day of Moses. And. most today believe that it had been in the Temple there at

least 50 years. Most be' ieve that toda:r, very few think today thet it was written at

that time. Most think it was written earlier. And if so, their position is much weaker

from a purely human position, it is not impossible to think of a grasping priesthood

mekirg up a book in order to try to increase their (l3) But to

think that somebody did that 0 years before when Hozekich was against all (13')

worshi end pt it in thee :.n the hone that SO years later there'd come a reetion

in fevor of the worzli of od nd. it then would be found., is rather fantastic.

And so if it wacn't (13 3/14) how did it get there?

The general v5.er of the crUics today .s that it is a hook written in the

norlern kingdom. A book which represents the views of the northern kingdom rather

than the southern kingdom, and that this part about worship in Jerusalem is a later

addition stuck in. Well, it's retty hard to figure how it ever got into the Temple
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under those circumstances. Yes? (student .1L) well, just how much w in this book

of the law

My guess would be that having found this book, which I would think ws the whole Penta

teuch, but thct they reed. in particuler in euteronomy, and, that (iLi)

and then probably they

would. fird in the Temple librry(1L)

that wold he my guess, but we 1now very little about it. All e know is what is

here ouotec'. But of course the critics in mekin.g it out thnt this is the first time

this came into existence, have to do away with Hezekiahi s revival which a...
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oc1 who was actualy working in it and we den' t find that in such a visible

form in our ordinary history. And therefore it takes a man with faith in God to accept

the Biblical&ccowit. But f you have faith in God you find. that the historidl diff

erences are much less, the historical differences, in most of the critics views.

Well we continue there

(1 3/l4) We were speaking about 3, Josiah, and we noticed that he reigned 31 years. The great

feform which took Diece in the 1th year of his reign is described and then the next

thing is his death, so that the last years of his reign are passed over with hardly

any ñention. There are those who claim that where in the book of ereniah we read the

',rords How hath the pen of the scribe dealt falsely? that this is proof that eremiah

considered that Deuteronomy was a forgery. Of course I think it's extremely fat-fetched.

But there are those who claim that. On the other hand, the honk of eremiah is filled

wtbh the spirit of the book of phraseology of Duteronorn., and

doubtless it was in Jeremiah's mind, the ho k of Deuteronomv which Join-.h had. uid so

mch heed to.

ow the death of tosiah is described in 2 Kings 23?9. And there we find it

very briefly given. In 2 _'Kings 23:29 we read aoit Josiah that in his dys Phar,,oh-necho

king of gypt went up against the kin.a, of Assyria to the river Euphrates. And king

Josiah went againsthim red he slew him at 11egiddo when he had -sen him. And this day



.T.11iatory 323. (3-) l95.

when he went un against the king of Assyria, has always led neole to think that Pharaoh

nechoh went up to fight against Assyria, but we now have the records of the tinies show

ing how Nebuchadnezzar as general of the ao:lon1an forces was fighting against he

hang of Assyria, and Pharaohnechoh came up to help the king of Assyria. ñd. he was

driven 'each by Phnraoh-nechoh, and some have thought that there ias here a coitra

diction between the clear full statement of the,'eek of the archeological discoveries

and this pre-position here, this statement in 2 Kings 2329. I do not 'eelive that that

is the correct interure,tation. I think we should note th t the preposition there

"against is like our prespothition "with" in connection with something. Tt the DreDo

sition (2)*
' translated against in many cases. but is rensinted concern

ing almost as often. And ordinarily if we fight with somebody it means we fight

against, but it have to be, a man might very well in speaking of another man,

say, why say, it's nice to see that fellow, I fought with him at Guadalcanal. And any

body who knew that they were both in the U.S.Marines would understand that they fought

side by side. And while our ordinary use of fighting with someone is to fight a,ainst,

we do use it in the other sense. A the resition (5)* here,) 2 Kip.

has a very, very brief statement here, and it seems to me that knowledge of the He

brew pretosition saves us from any misconception or any idea of a contradiction. B,-it

when you come to translate, when you don't know snthing about the situation you hae

to do the best you can to translate it into Eflglj5 end ordinarily you get an idea

of the whole situation and then you try to ga translation that gives the situation

as you understand, but in interpretat ion if you can, in translation, get a word which

reservcs the ambiuity of the original, you are making a better translation than if

you give what your intnrretation is. Because esDecially i it's a situation where

you don't know a great deal about it. The ]er evidence may show ne or other

of two possible inter rotations is the right one. If, for instance, if somebody says

over in Lurope, he say a person who cae from .mera. Well if you're translating

that into English and you say he came from the United. States chances are 3 out of 1.4.

that when they say America they mean the United States, ju t as we do.
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But America is also used. in the sense for the whole

continent. And it's good to preserve the, as nr.r as you can, the extent of the

original. Of course there are times when to preserve it would give nonsense be

cause you don't have that -particular form in the language. In that case, you have

to take a stand on it. But if only you could indicate in some wy that you have

done so, then your readers aren't going to 1e confused, and say look ahere this

translet ion says this, that' s what it means. Well that means what the translator

thinks it means but the translator may 1now perfectly well that another interpre

tatior is ecually valid of the original. It isn't fair to blame the translator for

it if it's the 'best he Can do but we cannot stnd on a, translation, we cannot do it.

I got a. letter a couple of days ago from a man who says he's going to wkite

to tha Directors of the Seminary and suggest that I be replaced, that some other one

be secured for President of the Sminai.' He says we should have a man who will

stand by the King ames Version which is the final version and. the version which

should stand permanently and in my little pamphlet criticizing the RSV in the last

Daragrabh I expressed my hoe that some time odl: men will make a tranla, tion which

would 'be as good for the English of our day as the King dames was for its day. And

this man feels that that's a most terrible thing to suggest, that the King James

Version could in any way be improved uDon. Well, he's sending a. coy of his letter,
soie of

not only to/the directors but to other friends of the Se mnary so that they will see

the terrible unbelief there is here in the Seminar;. Of course, you'll find godly

people who think the KJV is the last word, it isthe true translation, and I will

agree that the KT is e-fine translation that has ever been made. But we've

learned p lot since it was made and, like in this rticUler realm, we've learned

a. lot, and the KJV is in the lariguae of 300 years ago, and when iej say, 6, Lord,

keep me from leasing, nobody today wless they've gone to look the word up rticular

ly in Old English d idtionary, has any idea what you're talking about. unless they

think we're in the real estate business. But there are many, many expressions in

the PT which just eon' t orke sense toda. Well, I don't thiiic that's bad, when a
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word doesn't mike sensa It's esy enough for us to say, well, we mow wht

this mens. It prob'bly in CIO. English ment something clear but we don't io

what it is. But, st difficult is when word. hs ch.nged men, ig and yownay not even

realize it, 'nd tht's wht throws is off. where we cen 'be very, very (9k)

And I don't think there's eny traneltionvaila'ble yet tht' s anywhere

ner as good as the King James, but I hooe there will 'be sometime, because I think

we' re in a terribly cri'iled s itution having to use a tt'enslation in lnuae

that nobody todny understands. Yes? (tudent.9 3/L4) Yes, very, very good. And

he slew him at Megiddo, when he had seen him. Thet's about as ambiguous a statement

as you can possibly make, isn't it? King Josiah went rginst him; and he slew him

.t Megiddo when he bd seen him. Well, we would say, whoever wrote tht certainly

didn't ot.er to make himself clear. But, you cen say, it wasn't necessary to sake

himself clear, because he that the reader would go on and rend the

next verse. The next verse makes it clear and. it is ,erfectly all right to use

a'nhreviated nguAicedgge in expressing things if we've already in w1i't we ve-eger.~ or

will in what follows make clear wh!'t we're saying. But unfortunately most of us

don't do tht. I get letters %ha it's impossible to tell what they're talking about.

Because they assume that you know who the he is/e him they' re talking about. Now

in this cp,se we red on and it sys that his servr.nts carried him .n a chariot

dead. from egiddo and brought him to Jerusalem nd 'buried him in his own sepulchre.

We know that they didn't do that to P'bpranh-necho becuase he wouidnt ive a seDulchre

of his own in Jerusalem. o then we ralize that it's Josiah that is meant. But you

hve to go on to get it, it was not clear (ii) Yes?

(student .!7) Yes. Well, fortunately we have a fuller ccount. Yes? ('t.ient.ll)

Pharaoh-nechoh came to fight against the king of Assyria, to the river Euphrates

and King Josiah went against him. It doesn't say whether Josiah went against the king
of Assyria or against Pharaoh-nechoh but if we have the, we a.ther the situation
from the contents and then we can understand it. rX1 it may ver well he that when
the book of Chronicles was written the writer of Chronicles who in so many, many many
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copies word. for word from Kings, when he came to this place said, Kings is not clear

here, (12) it's too condensed, our leaders need. a fuller account. And

consequently be departed from the nctice which he followed so freauently of follow

trig Kings word for word and gave us a much fuller account, and so the writer of

C.onttles said in 2 Chron. 35:20: After all this.. Verse 19 is: In the 18th

year of the reign of Josiah was this passover kept. He rêêgned 31 years so when

he says after a].lthie, he means 13 years later. When Josiah had prepared the tep1e,

,Necho king of Egypt came up to fight against Charchernish by Euphrates: You see,

the writer of Chronttles does not say he came tofight against the king of Assyria.

And its silly to say he came to fight against Charcheinish, which is a place not a

people. (12 3/Z.) * very often means by and near arid that wobid be a

much better translation in that case. He eame out to fight by Crchemish at the

Euphrates and Josiah went out against him. ut he sent ainharradors to him. Now

hjtvewho sent, Josiah or he? Well, the next, what he said makes it clear. Whet

If to do with thee, thou king of Judah? So it's -)lain that it's Necho's ambassador.

He says what have I to do with you, kirg of Judab? I've come not against thee this

day, but against the house wherewith I have war. You notice how the Chronicles

state this in such a way as to show that Josiah was not revealing his intentions to

(13*) He simply said against the house wherewith I make war: For

God commanded me to ake haste: forbear thee from meddling with God, who is with me,

that he destroy thee not. The King James Version has God, in

I would rather like it bo be small,, because Pharaoh-necho was not a worshipper of the

true God. I think what he's really saying is the god, this is my divine commnd to

do this. Well if Pharaoh-necho thought he had a divine commend to do it, he soaniJ

found. out he was mist"ken because Nebuchadnezzar (lii)

it was three years before he reached. that

poirt. He had 3 or Li years of fighting before finding he lost out altogether.

Nevertheless Josiah would hot turn his face from him, but disguised himselflç that

he might fight with him, and hearkened not unto the words of Nec}io from the mouth of
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God, and came to fight in the valley of Megiddo. Now tháve it's probably all right

to have the g capital, It was-raoh necho says he represents god be certainly

doesn't mean the true God but when the writer SC.yB the words of lecho were from the

mouth of God, he was saying that God in his mercy was causing Necho to give Josiah

a chance to escape. That is, Josiah probably had a mis.aced sense of ralty to

God.

O.TlHistory 32L1.. (4)

...and actually Josiah was just a little portion, a tiny oortion

in relation to the great empires and all he did was to hurt himself, by meddling in

things that were to great for him to have any effect unon them. f be was going to

do it he should first have long communcietion with other powers and have the full

situation and know where he ought to stand and do it not along but with others.

SO it says he hearkened to the words of Necho and came to fight in the valley of

Megiddo. Megiddo you know is way north of Jerusalem but it's the place where , coming

up from Egypt, up that coastal plain, the mountain gets narrower and narrower

and it's a pass--the valley is 15 miles wide at the bottom--gets harrower and narrower

as you go un until up at the top it aee right out till the mountain comes rigt

up to the Mediterianean Sea, And there in order to get across, to get up to Asia

Minor or to Mesopotamia you have to cross over the (i)

to the Centtal Plain. An so there in the Valley of Megido, a valley next to the

fortress of Megiddo, where the7e would be the nicest place, the easy place, to

cross over. Arid it*s a very good olace to stop them, because a small groun of well

armed people there could. stop a group many times as large, by holding the narrow pas

'and so Josiah tried. to hoLl him there and he didn't succeed. Arid the archers shot

at Kingjosiah, the king said to hti servants, have me away, for I em sore wounded.

His servants therefore took him out of that chariot and put him in the second. chariot

he had and they brought it to 3erusalm and he died, and was buried in one of the

eeoulchres of his fathers. And eremiah lamented for Josiah. It's interesting to

have this mention of the prophet Jeremiah in the book of Chronicles.
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Chronicles has a much fuller account of it and doubtless they had records

which gave' the fuller account, but for Kings they had not thought it necessary

and. had. ondensed &t and had cdensed it too much. Chronicles gives it more

fully. This battle here by the way is the battle of Megiddow1d.ch attracts the

most attention of any battle in the Old Testament. There were far greater battles

of I4egiddo earlier between the gyptians and other people, but this is the one which

killed the great godly kirg Josiah and w-ich gets naturally a big attention in the

O.T And which causes Megiddo as a battle place to become a prominent pCe in

bible history thought in world history there are other far more important (3)

Yes? (student-3. I don't suite understand what you mean, they had ciensed it and

condensed it too much.) Yes, that "too much" was a bad they had censed

it to the point where it just gave the bare essentials and the Lord desires that

should have somewhat more information than that, and so the Chronicles gives

it in more detail. Now ordinar3, you expect the earlier writers to let you have

the detail and the later writers give it in briefer forrn,and that (3 3/Lip)

a brief statement seems sufficient. And that's why I said too

much, I meant that in order to get the full impression the Lord. wants us, more detail

is desired than Kingsgave. For Kings purpose it is perfedtly all right, but the

Lord wanted that we should lure moreinformation. So what I mernt s, that I don't

thi k the writer of Chronicles had firsthand information, he got it from writings.

Now the writer of Kings may have firsthand information, because Kings doesn't go

much longer than this, another 25 yeats. He y have seen all this, on the other

hand, he may not if he was 25 years later,he could easily have not been around when

this hatir,ened, and in such ease we have the Chront1es. Yes? (student.4.)

No, I didn't mean to say that, I said a minute ago that God wanted us to have more

information. But there are two factors in the writing of every bible book. there

is a human factor, that human beings write what they think is iin1Dor-ant for us to

have. There is also the factor that God has Instirr' the book, which doesn't mean

thathe is dictating to these hun beings. Now he has dictated certain portions.
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Thus eaiththe Lord, that's the Lord dictating. But the great bulk of the Bible

books has not been dictated br the Lord. ut the Lord has insnired them, which

means that he has seen to it that what is there as it came fromthe hands of the

original writer is exactlywhat Go wants there, end he has d that in the first

place by selecting the writer, selecting them before their birth, b seeing to

their education and their training and their ure!aration, seeing to what they'll see

and whet they'll know arid what special revelations he may give them. And then by

overseeing them, as they use words from their ow vocabulary, and their own style of

writing, to keep out of what they write any erroneous ideas that are in theirmind.

And so insoration is a conmlez process, it is not simply dictation, but the result

of it is just as defintely the mind Of God as if it were dictation. The Lord sees

to it that what they write is exactly what he wants. Now it may very well be that

forthe people létween the time whenKine was written and whenChronicles was written

this brief statement was amoly sufficient. It may be that the longer that the neople

were passing on by word of mouth all this about him and a greet dealmore. He was a

very well-known figure to them, and. the accounts, mahy accounts about Josiah were

doubtless well-knwon and passed on to the oeoole, there was no need of having any

more than was in Kings. But by the tie of the writing of Chronicles much of that

tradition had dlsaooeared and. s re had become twisted and the Lord desired to have

.1bap
what

us have a fuller acoe. Kingsgate. Although probably not as full an

account as the peoolekuew at the time Kincs was written. And so he led thronicler

to give us tore details here. Mr. Welch? (student. 6 3/1k,. Mentioning this as

being an important battle in the 0. T., does it mean then that this has cam to be

symbolical in the N.T., rather than being (7) )

WellI would say we would have to examine the evidence. It would. be entirely possible

for it to be used symbolically. Like we say a man has crossed the Rtbicon when he

hasn't gone anjhere near there-the Rubicon River is. It's entirely possible to

refer to the king of Assyria when you &u! t mean Assyria at all, or to refer to

Babylon when you don't mean Babylon at all. Because after they have becae established
end well-known




they can then easily be used as figures for soniethbig similar. On
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the other hand, they, though they may be used as figures they may be used as specific

mention, specific places. You have to study the narticular contet to make your

decision on it. We cannot say that a oerson, for a oerson to take a rd, to say

that Assyria is used sy$bolically of e great aggressor in a part of the Bible written

long before the kindom of Assyria became that, 'would be ridiculous. It cannot be

used. as such until it has become well-known in this category. ut after it has become
the Bible

then ho one can be accused of misinterpreting/if you interpret something like that as

a figure of expression. He can be accused of misinterpreting if he doeaYˆ it through

carelessness without careful enough attention to cext (8k)

Well, the death of Joeiah4as not an important battle, but it was important be

cause it meant the death of this great and good man whom the people loved, but it was

actually a very small skirmish wtth Pharaoh-necho. Yes? (student.8 3/Li) We are not

told. My guess is that it was amisplaced sense oIoyalty, to the king of Assyria.

My guess is that he had beard of the downfall of Assyria, of Nineveh, he knew how

the captain was being held at Haran. The kings of Judah had been paying tribute to

the kings of Assyria, he felt he had an obligation to him, he felt tell now if I can

hold. the ss and stoD the Egyptians from comgt up, it M make all the difference

in the battle. And heInay not have realizec'that Pharaoh necho was

(9k) Or it might have been the other way around. It might have

been that he thought Pharoah-necho was going tO to hurt the king of Assyria and that

he thought if he could interfere with it, whichever7% was in his mind, he actually

did not hae the power to carry out a thing like that and it was a matter of worRly

thirepolitics rather than a matter where right or wrong engaged. There were

two wicked nations fighting against each other. god. had not given a revelation that

he wanted his people to be on the side of one or the other of these wieked nations,

neither of which was holding principles which were as more wicked than those of
and so

the other, 4e,g1 I would say that Josiah made amistake in what he did. But I think

that it came from a misplaced loyalty. I think that he thought he was performing a

worldly obligation. Now that's sly a guess, we don't know. It may be something
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entirely different, in his mind, the ib1e just hasn't told us. Yes? (student.l0*)

Yes. No, he was going to fight with the king of Assyria against Necho. hat we know

because we find that when he got up there Nebuchadnezzar defeated him and drove him

back. And Nebuchadnezzar defeated the king of Assyria. Yes? (student.1O) Well,

I would say that it could have been perhaps that if Josiah had gathered as great an

army as possible and gone and. made a determined fight against him, even if he were

defeated, it might perhaps ha'e been sufficient for us to have the (11)

But the account doesn't soundlike that, it sounds to me as if

he just heard the king o gyDt was comigg with a force and rapidly g'thered the vexy

small group and it sounds as if just a little group went iii, there, thinking that a

little group could do shing, they suddenly come to this situation, the king of Egypt

is more than sufficient for that, and told them to get out of the way, nothing you can

do, (ii) you just get out of the way, 'tnd when

they didn't he thrust them through. 6o the account doesn't sound as if he had--if he'd

had a big army he'd have been standing on one of the hills near, directing the forces

instead of out in front on his horse so that they could kill him and do away with ll 3/Li.)

Yes? (student-11 3/Li.) Well, I would say it was either a misplace

sense of loyalty to the king of Assyria or a misolaced feeling that he could benefit

the world by injuring the king of Assyria, and which of the two it is we don't know.

He tried to stop #huoh-necho. Necho says to him I'm not come up against you. but

agèñnst wherewith I make war. Necho didn't come against him. Now whetherhe really

knew we don't know. Josiah4'then1ç we go on to number Jehoahaz Kings and

hroniclesl us that the people of the land took Jehoahaz the son of Josiah

and made him king in his father's stead. This man Jehoahaz is elsewher in the Bible

called (l2) the same name as one of the kings in the northern

kingdom. ut usually he is called Jehoahaz. Not the oldest son of Josiah, evidently

the neople thought he'd made a better king thai the older brother. So they picked

Jehoahaz, made him king In his father's -olace, he was 23 years old when he began

to reign. He was an til king, People recided inless than three months that they had
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made a mistake in choosing him, but Pharaoh-necho came nto Jerusalem within three

months after this. So that would sound as if Pharaoh-necho, having defeated Josiah,

had come down with his troops against ersuslem and the people said what can we do

against the forces of the Egyptian king and they didn't make any very great resistance

and so he came into Jerusalem, he made them uay him a hundred talents of silver and

a talent of gold, he seized Jehoahaz and carried him off to Egypt as a prisoner, and

he took his older brother, Eliakim and made him kirg over Judah and Israel. It was

Eliakim wlimeans God has estblished--but Pharaah-necho changed his name to Jehoiktmt:

which means the Lord has established. Ana what does Pharoah-.Necho care whether his

name means Got has established or the Lord has established. It didn't make the

slightest difference to Pharoah-Necho which of the two names he had, but for him to

change the name was a sign of his power. e didn't change it to an Egyptian name or

to a heathen name, but he simply made a change in it sothat they would have to admit

that he was (l4) So he changed his me to Jekb&ttn

and Jehoikim was 25 years when he began to reign, two years older that his brother

who was taken away to Egypt. And, so that brings ta to 5, JehkIm, another son of

Josiah. And Jehoiakim, we are told about in about verses in Chronicles, very, very

brief...

O.T.Hlstoey 325. (*)

.in Kings, the account of Jehoiakim is also auite brief. In Kings Jehoiakim has

seven verses, seen in one nd four inthe other, so you see that neither Kings nor

Chronicles considers Jehoiakim as very important. We learn much more about him from

Jeremiah than we do from the original. He is an extremely important figure in the

book of Jeremiah. Kings says he did that which s evil in the sight of the Lord

according to all that his fatherf had done. No that's Jehoia. Jehoiakim it

says, just a few verses higher, it says that he did that which was evil in the sight
of the Lord according to all that his fathers had done. Now wb should they say
of Jehoiakim according to all that his fathers had done. And of Jehotachin the son
of Jehoiakim, according to all that his

fatherf had dcn You notice the difference
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Le singular and the plural. Well I trust you all know why it is, we won't

ke time on it. But Jehoiakim was--I may ask you some other time--but

was a very wicked king according to the book of Kings, it says, speaks of

nt blood that's shed, that he filled Jerusalem with innocent blood, which

rould not pardon. And, the book of eremiah tells us something about this

Lkim, he reigned for 1]. years, he was a very wicked king, we learn from

i that after he had reigned 3 years King Nebuchadnezzar came to Jeruakl.m.

md reigned for 3 years the Pharaoh-necho had been defeated by Nebuchadnezzar,

ter Pharaoh-neeho' s forces go hurling pell-mell down toward Egypt, with

)nians after them. W011, when Nebuchadnezzar becomes king of Babylon,

)f the battle of Charchemish, 3 years after the death of Josiah. And Nebu

then comes down to Jerusalem and again the people don't resist him much,

use? Tremendous army of the king of Babbon, a nation ny, many times as

bhe power of eTudah.

nember in the be.inndng of the World War, somebody said the Germans could

irk by long distance telephone. And it7' practically amounted to that.

forces just came in and took Denmark. Well, Inter on there was a very

ish underground, there was considerable resistance, but when they came in

just 'practically no resistance. Well, why should there be? What Could they

power of Germany was at least ten times, perhaps thrity times, as great as

of Denmark. T0 resist simply meant to be mowed down, there was, they saw

in resisting. Well, the situation was even more so here, whenJerusalem,

echo/ came in, took away the king, made older brother king. Now, after

there three years, Nebuchadnezzar comes, and so he just comes in to Jerusalem.

yen sure he came, he may have sent a reDresentative. but at any rate, he

nd he said to ehoia1cim, he said I have defeated this man, I have utterly

Phavaah-necho, now you were out in by Pharoah-necho but I know youhve no

r special loyalty to him, you promise to be loyal to me, I'll. let you stay
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king. o Jeholakim became tributary to Nebuchadnezzar, and Nebuchadnezzar took some

of the royal family with1.m to Babylon, as hostages, for the good behavior of Jehoiakixn,

took some young men from the land off to Babylon, said now you be subject to me,ad

left Jeholakim to reign in Jerusalem. And Jehoiaklm reigned another 8 years. The

very next year, thel4th year, the year after Nebuchadnezzar had been there, a nroohet

Jeremiah read, wrote a scroll of the Lord's denunciation against Jerusalem for its

wickedness, and when --Jeremiah then w--nt and hid and his friends reed the scroll in

the public square. And somebody heard it and told king Jerhoiaki what was hapening

and king Jehotalcim said let me hear the scroll, so they got ahold. of the scroll and

they brought it into Jehoiskim and he sat in his summer .*1ae where he had a little

fire in the grate and he sat there, they red to him the scroll Jeremiah had written,

and as they finished a section of it, Jehotakim would take it and take his oenknlfe

and cut it in pieces and throw it in the fire. And he showed what he thoi4it of the

word of God as given by Jeremiah, by his tr"atment of it in the 14th year of his reign.

Now there's nothing told about that in either Kings or Chronicles. But Jeremiah 36

has the account of this occurrence. d in Jeremiah 26 we 1ve an account of Jehoiákim's

attitude toward Jeremiah atl a little earlier time.

In the beginning of the reign of Jehotakim, we read in Jeremiah 26--those two

numbers are worth having in m'nd, Jeremiah 26 and 6--, the Lord had commanded Jere

miah to stand in the court of the king's house and to rebuke the sin of the nation.

And Jeremiah had done it, and when he had done it the priests and the üroDhets and. all

the people took him saying, thou shalt surely die. Why has thou pro'Dhesied in the

name of the Lord saying this house shall bLike hiloh and this city shall be desolate

without an inhabitant. We're not told earlier in the Old Testament that the temle

at hèlbh was destroyed. ut here he says this temDle will be like Shiloh, and there's

no point in the comoarison unless everybody knew 5hiloh had been destroyed. And this

city shall be desolate without inhabitants. Then, we read in verse 10, when the

princes of Judah heard these thin-s, they came un to the king's house to the house

of the Lord, and sat down in the entry of the new gate of the Lord's house. Then
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spoke the priests and the prorhets to the princes and to all the people, saying,

This man is worthy to die, for he hath ro-hesied against this City, as ye have

heard with your ears. Then said Jeremiah to all of them, The Lord sent n to proDhesy

against this house and against this city all these words, and called on them to repent,

and then the princes and. all t)e people said to the riests and to the proohets, verse

16 tells us, this nn is not worthy to dbe for he has spoken to us in the name of the

Lord our God. And so the elders in the land and the princes protected Jeremiah. But

its interest1 when we read down in verse 20 that there was also another man who

prophesied in the name of the Lord, Urijah the son of Shemaiah of Kirjathjearim,

who protiesied against this city and againstthis lath according to all the words of
to
eremiah: And when Jehoiakim the king, with all his mighty men, and all the princes,

heard his words, the king sought to ut him to death: but when Urljah beard it, he s

afraid, and fled and went into gypt: And Jehoiakim the king sent men into gypt,

namely, Elnathan the son of Achbor, and certain men with him tito Egypt, and they fetched

forth Urijah out of Egypt, end brought him unto ehoiakim the king, who slew him with

the sword, and cast his dead body into the graves of the common people. Nevertheless

the hand of Ahjkajn the son of 8haphan was with Jeremiah, that they should not give

him tnto the hand of the people to out him to death. You see here how Jehotakim at

the beginnig of his reign was unable to injure Jeremiah because the good princes

whom his father Josiah had pt.into power protected Jeremiah, but be did kill this

other prophet, end what a picture that put before eremiah's mind for the rest of his

reign. All during the next 30 years Jeremiah had vividly before him this other pro

phet who did exactly the same prothecies he had given, spoke according the same words

Jeremiah had, who the king had chased clear down into Egypt and brought back and

killed, and Je r tab knew that would have happened to him too, humanly speaking,

if it hadn't been fr these princes who had protected him. And during the next 11

years, little by little, Jehoiakim manages to replace these rinces. One of them

dies, Jehotakim puts an evil man in his olace. nother one of them perhaps is caught

in some slight indiscretion which normally wouldn't matter, but with the king hostile
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to him he uses it as an excuse to get rid of him, and outs in an ivil man. And thus

little by little, in those 11 years, Jehotakim changed the princes until the princes

were men who were evil men instead, of good men. But at the beginning of his reign,

God had seen to it, through Josial, that good men were there as princes, to protect

Jeremiah.

Well, it comes to the end of the reign of Jehoiakim and some say that the book

of Jeremiah contais a false ro-'he, because Jeremiah made a prediction against

Jehoiakim. I don't remember the exact quotation, the exact reference given, but

in two places Jeremiah said, ehoiakim will be buried with the bui,ial of an ass,

his body will be cast out of the city unburied. Tbat's what it says. And Kings and

Chronicles say that Jehotakim died and he slept with his forefathers, and bow cohid

he sleep with his forefathers if he s cast out of the city and buried, his dead

body, and buried with the burial of an ass? They say there's a contradiction. Well,

of course it's the sort of a contradiction which is on the face of it cannot be a

contradiction because that is what they say, Jehoialcim must have had a normal death

and been buried oro!erly or else, becausc' the others say he slept with his forefathers.

Well does he slept with hit forefathers mean he was nut in the same grave with them?

I don't think it has to at all. It doesn't mean they 'out five of them in the same

grave, that the man slept with his forefathers, it doesn't mean that at all. It

means that he went into the realm of the unseen as his forefathers had done. Yes?

Jer. 22:l9- hank you --gives this prediction. Kings and Chronicles aInr1y say

that Jehoiakim died, but Jereriah said he shall be buried with the burial of an ass,

his dead body cast out of the city. We have no evidence he ever was, but we have

two possible attitudes toward Jeremiah. One of them we know is written right at the

time when these events happened. Jeremiah was active for another 25 years afterwards.

Now there are two possible attitudes, one is the book of Jeremiah is a true book which

is God's word and God gave the irediction and then of course ,the prediction is (12 3/If)

fulfilled, n that case there's no problem about Jeremiah having given a false pre

diction. Tow there's another view, that it's ahuman book, that 'ereniiah is simo1y
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that he simply made some guesses and tried to make people think he was a greet pro

phet. Now if that is (13) would a book which came out at

the end of his life, eantains material written to the end of his life, anywhere from

ten to twenty years later, contain a -prediction of something that everybody knew didn't

hatmen. It would be perfectly ridiculous. It would be absurd, that he woild get out

a book saying I predict that Jehotakim would be buried with the burial of an ass, cast

outside of the city, h body unburied, when everybody knew he'd had a good. state

funeral and died a normal death (13 3/u.) and been buried

It's the sort of alleged contradictioi !i_ which a little examination of

the situation shows to be utterly ridiculous. If the book of eremiah contains this

statement and was written within, distributed within a very few years after the events

--when everybody knew that (its.) Like suppose somebody would get out a

book toe-Lay to show what a wonderfu' pvphet he was, that he had predicted that Adolph

Hitler was to be killed in the battle of SMi.ingrad, why if somebody did make a pre

diction like that, he wouldn't get out a book today to show he had. If he was getting

out a book today showing his wonderful predictions, he'd certainly leave that out.

0.T.History 32. ()

"..g0 it's perfectly obvious that from any viewpoitt this is an absurd charge to

bring against Jeremiah. that it means is that from Jeremiah's prediction which is

given we learn something about the history which 4're not told. We're not given the

full details of historyç we're given comrat1ve1y little, we know that it must be,

that there was an insurrection against Jehoiakim, there was something, probably

Jehoiakim was 80 wicked and he tried to mR& alliances with Egypt, to turn against

Babylon and refuse to give the tribute, and the situation got so bad that the pçoole

revolted e.galnsthim and he was killed in the revolt, and they took his young son,

who they thought would be, the son of Jehoiakim, would have all his good points,

without any of his bad points, and made him king, and 3 months later Nebuchadnezzar's

army came, and took Jehoiakim's eon and carried him off to Babylon.



O.T.istory 32b. C1-) 1610.

Well, that's getting on to the next point ir. the outline, number 6 Jehø&tn

Yes? (student.]) No, It means that you take a king and he dies add you wrap him

up in good linen, put fine things around him, and jewels, and bury him in a wonder

ful tomb, to lift his body up on a shelf in that beautiful tomb èheee, put the rock

up againstj it , like the rich man did with the body of Christ. But in the case of

an ass, when it dies you just throw it over the wall and let it rot. And the burial

of an ass. that's 'what it meant, you just threw it out into the refuse. And it means

that probably there was such hard. feeling against Jeholakim that there was an uDris

ing and he s cast out like that, probably they didn't leave him, he probably was

brought in and buried but it may have been that the Baby'onian forces had come by

that time and were around the city and it may have been soe time before there was

o'nortunity, maybe they couldn't find him after the battles were over, and so forth.

But Jeholachin, his youhg son, Kings says, was an evil king. But he didn't have

much time to prove it because Jehotachin was only ruler for 3 months. Now there's a

very nice thing in the English. The nam JéDiakim and. Jehoiachin in the Hebrew are

spelled exactly alike, except ttat the father ends in m and the son ends in n. That's

the only difference. But in English, for some reason, we always Jeholakim ending kim,

and Jehoiachin ending chin. It's a different spelling of two things that are absol

utely hike except the last letter. But it does make it very nice for us because at

a glance we know which of the two% it is much more easily than if the only differente

was the m or n. So I think it's a very nice thing. ut it's not grounded on any

solid basis. If the Hebrew should. be Ic (33.)




But I think it's a nice thing, it's a

helpful thing. I don't suggest you change it, but I call your attention to it.

This Jeholachin then is also called Jcnniah. In 2 Kings, in Jer. 27:20, be is

called Jeoniah. He is also called Conieh. He is called by all three names:

Jehoiachin, Jeconiah, and. Coniah. All three forms are used for him. He was a young

lad when he became king. I believe in Kings and Chronicles, one says he was 8 years

old, and one says he was 18 years old. At any rate he was a young lad. And he
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reigned for 3 months. Kings says he did that which was evil in the sight of the Lord

according to all that his father had done. At that time the sera.nte of Nebuchadnezzar

king of Babylon came up against Jerusalem and the city was besttged. And Nebuchadnezza

king of Babylon came aga1nst the city and his servants did besiege it. And Jehoiachin

the king of Judah went out to the king of Babylon, he, and his mother, and his servants

and his princes, and his officers: and the king of Babylon took him in the 8th year

of his reign, that's not of his reign but of the king of Babylon's reign. And he

carried out thence all the treasures of the house of the Lord. and the treasures of

the king's house and he carried away all Jerusalem, and all the princes, and l1the

mighty men of valour, even ten thousand captives, all the craftsmen and smiths, none

remained, save the poorest sort of people of the land. He carried away Jeholachin to

Babylon and the king's mother and the king's wives and his officers and the mighty

of the land, these he carried into captivity from Jerusalem to Babylon. All the men

of ml ht, even seven thousand, craftsmen and smiths a thousand--see why the hame smith

is so common--a, thousand smiths here. All that were strong and. apt for war, even them

the king of Babylon brought captive to Babylon. And the king of Babylon made Mataniah

his father's brother king in his stead and changed his name to Zedekiah. So we call

him Zedekiah, but his previous name had been Mataniah. And, so Zedekiah is number_fl

Now ehoiachin, you might th was very unimportant, because he only reigned

for three months, but actually the people gave Jeholachin a tremendous imuottance be

cause they considered him the rightful king. He as the son of Jehoiakim, he was the

n who should be king, he was taken off ca'ntlve, they said one of these days he will

return. He is our rightful king, we want to get our freedom from Babylon and have

Jeholachin come back. And so he was 38 years in captigity in Babylon, he was 38

years in prison when they fainally let him out of prison. But he was --the 'ceo'cle of

Judah all though he is our king, and. they thought of his 'uncle Zedekiah as just a sort

of a regent, ruling until he should get back. So Jeholachin was very imnortant in

the mines and hearts aid affection of the peoDle. He was too young a men to have show.

his wickedness much, and they pit all the glory ..C kingshi onto him, and actually
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Kings says be was a bad man. So he wasn't worthy of it. But he was 2&by his

uncle Zedelciab. And Zedekiah was only 21 years old when he began to reign, sø * was

thus only ten years old when his father Josiah died. And edekiah was a young fellow,

a well-meaning young fellow. Kings did not say that he was a bad man, it says he did

that whiôh was evil in the sight of the Lord. It speaks of what he did., not of what

be was. i you just read Kings and Chronicles you would say Zedekiah was an evil king,

because they point out that he did evil. But Jeremiah tells us much more detail on it

and we find that Zedekiah, though he did evil, was a man who wanted to do good. He

was a man who desired to be a good king, but he was a n who did not hare the strength

of character to resist the bad princes who were in power. And. consequently he went

along as the i,rinces led him and he gets the blame and deserves it for what he did as

icing. But it wasn't what he would have dme if he'd been left to himself, if he'd

had the Dower to do it. Yes? (student-8) Well, they're used many places. I mean

you can look in any concordance and you can easily'fInd Jeholachin is the commonest,

but Coniah is used at least five or six times. And Jeconiah is used at least four

times. (student: yes, Jecnniah is given in 27:20 the verse yougave.) I just happened

to notice that,' didn't bring any references on it, because they both occur quite a

number of times. And of course it's good for us to keen theone name so t' s easier

to know whxiwe're talking about but the other two names are used. for him.

Now Zedekiah then is mentioned in Jeremiah and be is not mentioned much in Ezekiel

though he is referred to there but he is prominent in Ezekiel. So it's good. to know

that Jeremiah is very inmortant in connection with all tIs kings but that Ezekisi is

important more artIciilrly in connection withign of Zedekjqh. The book of Ezekiel

starts: It came to pass in the 30th year, in the 4th month, in the 5th day of the mont

as I was among the ca'otives by the river Chebar, in the 5th day of the month, which

was the 5th year of king Jeholachin's captivity. And. so here we have this great

number of captives which Jeremiah had taken away, and among them is Ezekiel. And

Ezekiel is over in the land of the captivity, in Mesopotamia, while eremiah is in

Jerusalem. And they're both propbesying during the reign of king Zedekiah. We'll

continue there next Monday.
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(io) We were speaking last time on Zedekiah. Zedekiah was number 7 under C, the last kings

of Judah. I mentioned this morning that we do not have a section meeting today, just

the lectue today. Now we mentioned edekiah last time, the last king of Juah, actual

ly be was king, he reigned as king, Wkvte of course he had bade king by the king of

Babylon and the people of the land felt that Jehoiachin was their real king. In the

book of Jeremiah we have many references to king Zedekiah. And the picture that

emerges of him from the book is much clearer than the picture you would get of Zedekiab

if you were simDly reading Kings. Kings simply says he was an e'tl king, and that's

about all it says about him. But it is, Kings and Chronicles have very little to say

about his reign anyway. ut in Jeremiah you ha'e maybe 20 chapters, well I haven't

counted them but at least 13 or 14, maybe as many as 20, which are dealirg with the

events of Zedekiah' a reign. And in that book it is easy to get the picture of Zedekial

of his real character, a man who perhaps, under normal circumstances, might have been

a good. king. If he had had as his nobles the men who Josiah left in power, he woUd.

probably/just gone along, and been considered as a good king. He certainly does not

give any evidence of being the sort of man who would have Ujj initiatedtscil which

the nobles wanted that were there now. He was rather holding back on them, holdirg

back, and yet realizing that his power was far inferior to theirs and he hated. dis

cussion and. dissension anyway, and he tried to get along with them as well as he could

and he did. what they wanted but the (12)

and when they wanted to kill Jeremiah he was b1e to prevent

it and when they it Jeremiah down in the dungeon, he was able to sent a man to pull

him out. But when he called eremiah in and talked with him he said to Jeremiah, now

don't you tell these nobles what I've talked with you about. You just tell them that

welve had just a nice discussion and you were asking me if you couldn't h ye your

conditions made better. Well, Jeremiah doubtless had asked that so it was no lie

to tell them that, but Zedekiah was afraid that they would know that he had asked

eremiah what shall I do in this Crisis. Because they weren't interested in Jeremiah'

but eiâ.ently he was. He as like the bulk of people that go along with
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the tide, and they w4 resist the tide a little bit but they don't resist it a

great deal. They go along with it and if they happen to be in a good tide, they!re

retty good ueople, if they hapoen to be in a bad tide they're pretty bad people.

But comparatively few will really exe't themselves on their (13 3/14.) trying to be

made an infliaenne. And Zedekjah was not

one of these. Now Zedekiah is quite prominent in the book of Jeremiah. In the book

of Ezekiel, Zedekiah is very little mentioned. But the book of Ezekiel is almost

more important for the rekgn of Zedekiah than the book of eremiah is. Because the

book of £zekisl, about half of the book is written during the reign of king Zedekiah.

And Ezekiel s, he-vas called a colonial in his day. He was a man who was devoted

to Judah but was not In Judah. In his case he was not a willing colonial. In his

case he had. been taken into exile. But there in exile they were the most patriotic

of all. We often find, that today. The people in exile or the people who *re away

from their native land often are the ones who are the most conscious, theost out

spokenly patriotic...

O.T.History
32?.

(4)

...people who were very,very patriotic. He had been taken into exile at the begin

ning of Jehoiachin's reign and there in the exile over in northern ?4esoootamia, the

oeoole were saying it won't be long now before God will take us back. This is God's

land, that is Palestine, it's "od's land, it's G'5 peo','e, it's God's temple, God

can't let his em1e be destroyed, God can't let the heathen take over. Look t

what hapoened in the days of Isaiah, against the mighty Assyrian aggressor, God pro-

tected. Jerusalem like birds hovering. Now he certainly will nrotect Jerusalem now.

They
se m were tidy1na to be

hey were saying, 4Ie pro.phets&were saying, just a few years, 2 or 3 years God is

going to cause that we be taken back to our home land. Here was Ezekiel facing that

sort of an attitude on the cart of the very, very patriotic oeo-ole and he was having

b say to them no, you' re not going back to Jerusalem, Jerusalem is gong to be destroy

ed and the temple is going to be completely burned. Well it didn't make him poular
at all. He was, Jeremiah and Ezekiel had two of the most unpopular ministries in all
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history. And Ezekiel there in the exile had to go to these peo'ole an bring them

tod's message and. yet do it in such a way that he wouldn't geilled while he was

doing it. And so the Lord, first, in the beginning of Ezekiel,appeared, to the protet

and gave him a vision of himself in order to strengthen him, tobe aware of the unseen

God as so much more important, to be true to him, than to think of the (2*)

4d then, in chapter 3 the Lord told Ezekiel to go to the people and to warn

them of their sin, to warn them of their iniquity. He told hèm to tell them that he

was a watchman and he says if you warn the righteous and. neverthARt the righteous

turhe$ into sin in spite of your warning, you've delivered your soul he said. ut

he sa3i, te righteous man who turns into sin will suffer for it but it's nct your

fault. But you are resoonsible to warn the wicked and to warn the righteous. Now,

if you'll turh in your Bible to Ezekiel 3, you'll notice that between verses 10 and

21 this command is given to Ezekiel to go and to warn the people and to speak direct

ly to them, warning them about God's will for them, and then you find right in verse

22, that the Lord says, the hand of the Lord was on me and he said to me, arise, go

forth into the plain,RI want to talk with you. He got out there on the plain, and fell

on his face before the glory of the Lord, and the Lord said tim go, shut yourself

in your house, he said. He said, verse 26, I'm going to ake your tongue cleave to

the roof of your mouth. You're going to be dumb, you won't be to them a reprover.

For they are a rebellious house. Now how do youfit this together? T in verses 10

to 21, the Lord says to him, you go and reprove them for their sin, reprove them for

their iniquity, you're responsible to God for every one of thaw. And, then in verse

26, he says to him you are th be quiet, you're to be dumb, you're not to be a reproof,

the two come almost one right after the other, and they 're sharply contradictory.

Who says there are no ccrtradictions in the Bible? Here are two sections, just five

verses apart, that absolutely contradict each other. It's dust as if one of you

were to say, why, Saturday morning around 11 o'clock I saw Dr. MacRae walking down

toward Cha1ter. Sombody else 'd say why that must be wrong, at 11 o'clock I saw

him walking up from Chelterbisrp And one of you might have seen me walking down and



O.T.istory 34.
(L ) 1616.

one might have seen me walking ur, and you might both be absolutely right, but I might

have gone down and then ten minutes later come UD. One of you saw me one time, one

saw me the other. And the only way you can make any sense aht of this apparent contra

diction is to consider that the eIi*ent of time is involved in it, though not clearly

stated, it is dotibtless there. God gave him the command to reprove the people, to

speak to them directly and Ezekiel started out to do it, and after a little while the

Lord said, now you be aulet, you be dumb. Don't (s*)

reprove them any more. Why did he do that? Because doubtless it was because Ezekiel

had gone to the people and had talked to them and had told. them of their sin aM

oited out their wrong andnow they wouldn't lkBtBn to him. And. Ezekiel might have

said, oh, those people, they just woii't listen to me, they're just going Qlin their

wickedness, there's no use to try to talk to them, any more. And that will be the

Lord's will. The Lord can use another method. The Lord used one method, he sent

Ezekiel to repve them, to talk to them directly, to give the message and then it

reached a polint where everything Ezekiel just made them angry and made them not inter

ested in going on, the Lord said there's no use in going forward, since it is accomDlish

ing nothing, we'll use a different method. If he went on they might pay no

attention to him or they might just get so angry they'd kill him. They'd throw him

out of their connection there altogether. He would have no chance to have any influ

ence with them further, the Lord didn't want that, the Lord wanted Ezekile to have

a great influence upon them and wanted him to use means that wand get the intere~t.

And so here in chapter 3, the Lord now said to Ezekiel you're are not to be a re

prover any more, but in verse 27, but when I speak with thee I will open thy mouth, and

thou shalt say tothem, thus saith the Lord. He's going to give him a messge at the

time he wañhe hi to have it. ut he's not to go using his own judgment any

longer now, in giving messages, simply because another method is necessary in order

to get the message across.

I talked to a missionary in South America who told me of going into a town and

seeing a missionary who was there, had. a little place off in the corner of the town
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there where he'd. been preaching the Word, of God, faithfully for 25 years, and he

had about people that came and. heard. him and no one else was the least bit

interested. He couldn't get them to tome, they just bad no use for him. This r

told me told me how he thought about the problem, how could he reach more-people.

And he said. that he had set to work, he knew Spanish very well, and had gotten abot

a dozen of Spanish proverbs, very 'pr&minent, well-known Spanish proverbs and he said.,

and. he hired a hail and announced that he was going to speak for 12 nights on the

following subjects, and. he mentioned these proberbs. And. each of these little pro

verbs, -people saw this and said what's that, that sounds interesting, and he had that

place crowded. and he spoke for 12 nights and he started. inwith this little proverb

and be went ahead and talked. about things of daily life, things that interested the

people, gave them a few little interesting suggestions abot.t their lives, and. then

led. It on to show sin in their lives and to show the place of the Gospel and the

need. of the Gospel and in the end the missionary there who'd been 2 years and had

about 5 people coming to his meeting now, the next week he had a couple of hundred

out, the result of this man having used a different a'ooroach, to try to get the

peo1e where they lived, and get them to show an interest, and get them to come

out. Well, now Ezekiel here used an approach whtch was a good thing to use if it

gets results. But if it doesn't some other method is necessary at that time. And

then he can return to this method later.

S0 the Lord said to Ezekiel, he said in chapter 4, Son of man, take a tile

and lay it before thee and portray upon it the city, even Jerusalem, and lay siege

against it and build a fort against it and cast a mount against it, set the caiip

also against it and set battering rams round about. Moreover take to thee an iron n

and set it for a wall of iron between thee and the city and. set thy face against it

and it shall be besieged and thou shalt lay siege against it. This shall be a sign

to the house of Israel. Lie thou also upon thy left side, and lay the iniquity of

the house of Israel upon it: according to the nuber of days thou shalt lie upon

it thou shalt bear their iniquity. I have laid upon thee the years of their iniquity,
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according to the number of the days, 390 days, (9*)

to say this is utterly impossible, how could he lie there 390 days, he wouldn't

have any food, he wouldn't have any sleep, that would be impossibfPa dream

that Ezekiel had or something thn.t he told about as if it had hatpené, when it never

actually happened. Well they miss the point of the whole. story. The point of the

story is that he make an object lesson, that he go through something without doing

anything to upset or disturb people, he takes (9 3/L)

something that will arouse their curiosity. He lies out there in the public square,

here's Ezekiel lying there and he has this tile, he has drawn on it a icture, that

anybody can see is a picture of Jerusalem if they 1ok closely. And there he lies,

and. he holds an iron pan up between him and it, and he lies and holds this pan up
Day One.there and he ruts up a sign (los) How long he stays there, whether

an hour, two hours, three hours, we know, but he might come back the next

afternoon, he might come back the next morning, and put up a sign: D5 Two. The

people would see these signs, Day One, Day Two, Day Three. And the man lies there

and holds up this pan and there's/the tile out in front. The little children would

say, Mummy, what's that fellow doing there? Wht'5 that mean anyway? What's that

thing ir front of him? "lid, the mother would look closely and, why, she'd say, that's

Jerusalem. Why look that looks exactly like Jerusalem. Look, son, I've been telH.ng

you abotttthe different rand. you can see it on that tile, as he's drawn it there.

You see that's where the King!s palace is, and over this side that's where this

gate is and so on. I've been te1lin, you about it and here's a nice picture of it.

Bring the other kid.s and have them look at it. The kid would be interested but he'd

say but what's the man doing there. Look at the way he's lying and the way he's hold

ing up that Dan, looks as if he's hiding, protecting himself with it, or someth.ng.

Well, she'd say, I guass representing a siege of it; well, she'd say, ti-e city

was besieged a few years ago, but that isn't going to come again. God's going to

protect us, we're going back to Jerusalem one of these days.

But day after day they'd see him and they' dskihM1 questions. And after he'd.
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done that a few days, then we read that the Lord said. to hin that he was to take

food and he was to measure out, take a little scale and measure out about two ounces

And then a certain time later he'd measure out two ounces again

,a&I he'd. eat it. And they'd say look how carefully he weighs his food. And then

he would take water and he'd measure it out. nd the Lord said 4 And tho shalt

eat it as barley cakes, and thou. shalt hake it with dung that comes out of man, in

their sight. When the Lord gave Ezekiel this command, oor Ezekiel was stopped.

Xnd he said, in verse lL, then said I, Ah Lord. Godt behold, my soul hath not been

polluted, for from my youth up even till now have I not eaten of that which dieth of

itself, or is torn in pieces, neither came there abominable flesh into my mouth.

He says, don't ask me to do this. Then the Lord said to him, verse 15, then he said

to me, Lo, I have given thee cow dung for man's dung, and thou shalt prepare thy

food with it. And Ezekiel found it a lot easier to do this, using the cow's dung

to cook with, instead of human dung, but either one of them would make clear to the

people the errib1e situation to which the city would be reduced, when they wouldn't

have fuel, they would have to use even such ingredients as that to have fuel, and

they'd have to meausre out their water and have to measure out their food. And

Ezákiel, it just dawned on him gradually what be was doing, and what it meant. In

stead of his coming up with a big declaration that would make them angry and they'd

all storm out of there and they'd go and ask if he had a permit to hold a meeting

at that place, and. ask it be revoked, or something. Why they just gradually saw, it

just gradually sunk into them what it eant. Aflg so the Lord gave him, thvogh the

next few chapters here, gage him the object lessons to perform in order to get the

pehe (13*) across to the people in a way that did not

aigusearouse their antagonism. And didn't iit too much so that they wotdn't listen

any further (13-) And so he got them to watch it,

and then the Lord gave him some messages to give there, after interest was aroused

'a certain point, but the Lord became a little frightened about this. He said,

zekiel is not a particularly good speaker, he said (13 3/14.)
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so in Ezekiel 5:11, Then saith the Lord. God; Smite with thine hand., and stamp

with thy foot, and say, Alas for all the evil abominations of the house of Israel

Ke said it's not oing to do you any good to just stand up there and give your

message quietly, you ought to stamp with your foot and bring your fist down, get the

point across. S0 here we have a good -oublic speaking lesson right in the ib1e,

in the book of Ezekiel here (iL)




Now some might prefer to take it that either this

is a sign, has a certain rticular meaning, -oro-ohetic meaning for us




but in the

context it's very clear that that's what it is, it is a public speaking lesson that

the Lord gives Ezekiel in order to get the point across to the people. And so thn,,t

these early chapters of Ezekiel here, we have the Lord showing Ezekiel how to

use various ways to get the truth across...

0.T.History 328. ()

.and fails in this, but that they will gradually be led aong, n order tln t the

truth will come into their minds and. into their hearts. And then after he had used

the method of object lessons, we find that the irritation against him which his

constant rebuke had aroused had subsided to quite an extent. And so in chapter 8,

it tame to mss in the sixth year, that he was in his house, and the elders of

Judah were sitting before him, The people by this time had come to think that

maybe he does know something that's worth our hearing, go and see what he had

to say-s--Some of the leaders af least-- and let's talk to him. 5o there they are in

his house and he said, verse 2, Then I beheld, and lo a likeness as the appearance

of fire: from the appearance of his loins even downward, fire; and. from his loins

even upward, as the appearance of brightness, as the colour of amber. And he

put forth the form of a hand, and took me y a lock of my head, and the spirit

lifted me up between the earth and the heaven and brought me in the visions of God to

Jerusalem, to the door of the inner gate that looks toward the north. And now we

have Zedekiah's reign described to us here, but it's Ezekiel who is far away across
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the desert, but the Lord in a vision, carries him across the desert, over there into

Jerusalem. And now we have a number of chapters in which Ezekiel sees what the
of Israel

children/do in the (2) and it describes the abominations and.

the worship of false gods and the heathenism thR.t is coming in, and it shows the

destruction that is going to come. Ezekiel sees that, all in viion, evidently

while the elders of Israel are there in his room. There in his home, and then doubt.

less tells them what he saw. And this waç this is a very unusual way of getting a

message across to them, and he if he had just said why in Jerusalem there is all this

wickedness they -probably would not have believed it or paid any attentioto it, but

here they see litm having a ision, they hear what he says he's seeing inthe vision,

and as he mentiohs some of these things they remember little bits they have heard

in letters that have come, or from visitors, a little thins that fits in here and.

fits in there and fits in there, and certifies to them the fact that Ezekiel really

has a vision there that the Lord has given him. And so poor Ezekiel has a task there

of being among the most riotic of all the people, the people who are already in

exile, and telling them, no, God's not going to protect Jerusalem, he's going to

destroy iti nd so Ezekiel then in chapter 12, the L0iè gives him another object

lesson. He says in chapter 12, he prepare stuff for removing and remove by day in

their sight, bring forth your stuff by day in their sight, as stuff for remQving,

and go forth at even in their sight, as they that go forth into captivity.

Dig through the wall An their sight and carry out thereby.

And so he tells how he did it, he dug a hole from his cellar up outside of the

house, so instead of con out of the door, the obvious way, he was coming up through

this. People saw the dirt begin to come out, and begin to emerge--what's haoening

here? What's going on anyway? (Li.) And then they see

Ezekiel begin to carry his stuff outL*)

and. they say what does he mean by that. And they're all aroused and they're all

interested, and. Ezekiel turns to them and says this is what''going to happen in Jeru

salem, people are going to have to dig under the wall and try to get out of the
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way before they' re captured. They' re going to have to get what they can carry and

run with it becnse it is all going to be destroyed. And so he gave them, the

Lord gave them these object lessons and these visions of the conditions in Jerusalem

in order that the people in exile who were squatriotic could be shown that the

important thing was not for them to be p.. triotic for a nation or for an institution

or for an organization but to be loyal to the Lordi And to see what id the message

the Lord wants given. In Isaiah's day, the Lord wanted thow despite the wickedness

of the people that he could Drotect his city. He wanted to demonstrate that, he

was not yet redy to destroy Jerusalem. Now the Lord wanted to destroy Jerusalem

and show the people that no physical city, no physical temple was necessary to

represent the Lord., that the Lord was the unseen One who holds all(5*)

in the hollow of His hand, and that even thoug}4 the people of Jerusalem were far

better than any of the nations round about them, morally they were high and led

up above the nations round about them. Yet they came far shortof Go' standard

and it was necessary that God should nunish them, that he should send them into

exile, that he should purge out their sin from theni.

and
WinAnd so, he ctinued giving messages &94% OWRO-4e these object lessons to get

the idea. across to them, until the Lord sent its one of the most difficult object

lessons, in chapter 24. In chapter 24 here, we find in verse 15 and following, of

chapter 24, we find, that the Lord said to ih, S0 of man, behold, I take

away from thee the desire of thine eyes with a. stroke, yet neither shalt thou mourn

nor weep, neither shall thy tears run down. Forbear to cry, make no mourning for the

dead, bind the tire of thine head upon thee, and put on thy shoes upoz thy feet, and

cover not thy lips and eat not the bread of man. So I ske unto the people in the

morning; and at even my wife died; and I did in the orning as I was commanded.

And the people came and they couldn't understand it, they said, Ezekiel, we've seen

you all these years, how close you were to your wife, and always thought of you as

just an ideal couple, so utterly dvoted to one another, here she Ms died and

you are not going into mourning ceremonies, you are not showing any of your feel-
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ings and. Ezekiel says to them, the reason is because the Lord has told me that the

terrible thgs that are coming on the nation are so great that the suffering of

one individual , even though terrible, is small ih comparison. And sq?ne used this as

an object lesson and then the Lord said to him, in verse 25, he said, also thou son

of man, it'll come to pass thatM/ one that escapes from the city, from the destruc

tion, will cane to you and in that day your mouth will be opened to him that is es

caped and thou shalt speak and be no more dumb. In other words, chapter 24 here, is

right at the time when the siege of Jerusalem began. That's hrought out in the be

ginning of the chapter, in verse 1 he gives a date, in verse 2, he says son of man,

write thee the name of the day, even of th same day: the king of Babylon set himself

against Jerusalem this same day. And so there's the beginning of the siege of Jeru

salem, in the Ninth aar of Zedeiah, as described in chapter 24 here.

Now, that is in chepter 24, just back in chapter 21, the Lord has been showing

the coming of that calamity, the attack against Jerusalem. In chapter 21, the Lord

said, verse 18, the word of the Lord came to me aain saying, also thou son of man,

appoint thee two ways, that the sword of the king of Babylon may come: both twain shall

come out of one land, and choose thou a place, choose it at the head of the way to

the city. Appoint a way that the sword may come to Rabbath of the Ammonites and to

Judah in Jerusalem the defenced. For the king of Babylon stood at the parting of

the way, at the head of the two ways, to use divination: he made his arrows bright,

he consulted with images, he looked in the liver.

Now somebody says, nowadays reading this, they'd surely wader what it's talking

about. T he king of Babylon stood at the head of two ways, this way goes tothe

Ammnnites' capital, that's the capital of Jordan today. The other one goes to Judah,

to Jerusalem (9*) city. He stands at the iartiz6f the ways, to

use divination: he made his arrows bright, he consulted with images, he looked

in the liver. Well, I'm sure that a hundred years people would be very, very

puzzled by that statement. What dcesit mean? That the king of Babylon looked in

the liver. How do you look in a liver? Well, we now have excavated at Bbylon
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and t Assyria and we have found hundreds of pictures of livers, hundreds of them.

We have found that pictures, hundreds of the, which show the liver of an animal

and one lobe of the liver will be enlarged and they will say this is the way the

liver was when kigg so-and-so asked for it and the next day he was assassinated.

So if you find, a liver of an animal like this, watch out. Then they'll show an

other liver with the lobe in the different part of the liver end they!ll say this

is that way the liver was before there was a great victory and the country was

reatly extended, so if you find a liver that looks like this, that's fine. And

it was a great science among the Babylonians, the science of liver-watching.

They had suecial experts appointed to slay an animal, not for sacrifice, but to get

the liver so they could examine the liver and see what the future would be, and. what

procedure the king ought to use. You. might think how coid such a cultivated, ad

vanced, intelligent people as the BabT1onians do such a thing. Well, we thknk of

the Romans as very cultivated, but the Rom.ns had a similar thing, they would look

up and look at birds. And the 'omans had a rule, even sight at the time of Christ,

that if an army crossed a{/stream, they had to get the omen, and to look up and looic

for the bird, see what bird they'd see and what king and decide whether it was a good

omen or a bad omen and f it was a bad omen they couldn't go on, they had to stop

the battle, they just couldn't go on, couldn't continue the thing they were planning.

And they couldn't cross a stream without taking a hew omen. Cicero was very, very

anxious to be elected head o± the watchers of the omens. He had no faith in them,

he'd no belie in them but he thought it was a very important position in the Roman

power and he wanted to have it. But the Romans had this meaning much like the Baby

lonians did and if you think that it all died with the Romans

I was sitting infthe street car one day and happened to glance at the fellow

next to me and he had a little book in his hand that said, What Astrology tells us

About What's Going to Happen Next Month. And it told which stocks were going to go

up and which stocks were going to go down,'hat the star had to say about it, Now

I never saw the man again so I don't know whether he became wealthy a the result of

following the stars in his speculations or not. But there are plenty of people
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tocay who use just as silly methods.

But mong the Babylonians it wasn't just a silly idea, it was somethinp that was

scientifically worked out. They had hundreds of pictures of livers, and they had.

was oun at aiffet tiiiethem arranged according to what w -e they made a definite

science of it. And when you get away frcm'the Christian eee teaching that God is

controlling the world, and that God deals fin accordance with His plans and He reveals

them only as be may choose, the secret of the Lord. is with them that fear Him, not

with the average (12 3/4) and the Lord sends thhtgs into

our lives for His own purpose, sometimes He chooses to let us know and setimes He

doesn't. When you get that you have the complete answer to all this sort of inter

-oretatior, but when you don't have that, you can get scientists that are absolutely

materialistic and they don't believe in any of this sui,ernatural business at all,

it's just fact, it's just what science Droves, and. you follow those men alor.g for a

few years and you'll find that most of theml fall into some kth4tof superstitious non

sense of some kind or other. Because the human mind knows there's something more to

life than just materialism. And if we don't find the answer a}{ God has given it

we're going to find it somewhere else. It's amazing that the people that seem to be

so intelligent fall into the most crazy things.

But among the Babylonians this was almost done as a science and then all that

stuff was buried and forgotten and about all we ew about. it was this reference here

in Ezekiel1 which preserved the recollection of the habits of the Babylonians and

describes the king here, making his arrows bright, they fired an arrow and. saw where

it landed, that gave them information. They consulted images and he looked in the

liver. (14)

But now in chapter 24 e notice the Lord said to Ezekiel, Now, he said, this is

the day that the king of Babylon set himself against Jerusalem, this same day. Well,

Ezekiel told the people, the king of Babylon has today begun the siege of Jerusalem.

Well, that's way across the desert, they couldn't know whether he was talking truth

or not, not until they hear later on. But when their do and find it 1 right, it is

a divine arrangement to increase people's confidence in the fact that Ezekiel is
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God's messenger, that he knows the facts in advance ...

.T.History 329. ()

.chaoter 24 he says this day began the siege and in chapter '3? he says, verse 21,

it came to pass in the twelfth year of our captivity, in the tenth month, in the fifth

day of the month, that one that had escaped out of Jerusalem caine to me, saying,

the city is smitten. And then he goes on aM gives messages of comfort to the people

through most of the rest of the book after that. But in between, and Ezekiel is

arranged in chronological fasion, there are very few places (1*)

in chronological order. Jeremiah is not, Jeremiah is a different (1*)

But Ezeki& is arranged according to a chronological fashion of arrangat. Every

message is dated., and nine-tenths of the messages inthe book are given inthe order

in which he received them. And the date isnearly always there, and In between chap

ter 24 and chapter 33, there are no more messages against Jerusalem, against Judah,

against the Israelites, no more condemnation (1 3/L)

in those fhapters. Duringtr8 years the Lord gage Ezekiel no message of rebuke

for the people of Israel. The reason for that is perfectly''lmiDle.(2) Before that

God is warning the people, telling them what Is coming, preparing them for it.

When it comes they are too shocked, they are too stirred, their emotions are too

stirred by it, for him to give a message (2*) nrob.bly would

be stoned they just wouldn't be able to stand it.

And God has him refrain during that period. But he gives messages but they are mess

ages, there are many messages in here, but they are messages against the foreign

nations round about. They are messages of God's wrath against the sin of the

Ammonites, of the Edomites, of the Philistines, of the people of Tyre and. Sidon and

Egypt, and so on, those very interesting messages, many of which have been so wonder

fully literally fulfilled, were given to them during this period. When to the people

knowing their city was under siege and probably would be taken and destroyed, it
-' \

was a comfort rather than a re(3)buke and it strengthened, instead of
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turning their enmity against Ezekiel they'd look at the terrible things fhey were

hearing from Jerusalem, they say well (3) Ezekiel warned us, he told us this was

going to happen, but Ezekiel wasn't saying that. Ezekiel was giving messages which

gave them the pleasure that misery has in company of knowing that these other things

which were worse things were going to get their punishment too. God was against

Jerusalem for its sin, but that didn't mean that he was condoning the sin of these

other nations which were worse than Jerusalem. And so the book of Ezekiel is a

wonderful picture of those times, it's a wonderful picture of the sin of Israel, the

reason why God had to send them into exile, it's a wonderful picture with its Dro

phecy of the future, of what's going to happen, but it's more than that, it's a

picture of the way God directs his pro,hets in bringing his messa,e and presenting

it in such a way as to re'ch the hearts athd minds of the people and to get a hear

ing for the message. Well, Ezekile, then after the fall of the cit.,, he thhn gives

messages of comfort and




victures a great future and how GOd is going to bless, which

do not particularly concern us in this particular course. But this part of it is

extremely important and interetitg in connection with the stories of the reign of

Zedekiahqow one interesting thing that has come to light in connection with the

reign of Zedekiah.v-Ive mentioned to you a number of times the city of Lachish.

It's the second most important of the cities of Judah. The city of Lchish ws de

stroyed by Zennacherib, conquered but was rebuilt later, a very iportant city.

In 1890 ( 3/L) sent Petrie to excavate

Lachish, he went to Tel el Resi in Palestine which everybody agreed was Lachieh and

he there laid the foundation of modern excavation principles in Palestine, learned

there the principle of the tel and the principles of the pottery. And any book up

until at least 1925, t least the next 3 years after that, that tells about archeol

ogy of Palestine, refers to Petrie's excavation as the excavation of Lchjsh About

1921 or 22 Professor Al'oright said that is not Lachish at all, Lachish is t l(5,6)

and very few people paid. attention to him for a while, eventually

the British exploration ft was interested in a place to excavate, they picked Tel
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they excavated there, and there they found true that that was

Lachish, as Dr. Aibright had in this caserrectly figured out nôm the arrange

ments in relation to other cities in the Bible. And

so from then on, Petrie's work is called the excavation of Tel el Hesi, not the ex

cavation of Lachish. And the excavation of Tel is called the Lachish

excavation.

Well, I forget the year, was it about l3lJor 35 sometime along there, whenthe

British were excavating at Tel (6*) that the word came over the

Associated Press that the, that a group of Israelite letters from the time of the

destruction of Jerusalem had been found at
ii
ochish. The most important discovery of

written material ever made in Palestine. And the newspaper reporters immediately

went to prôminent archeologists and people like that all over this area. And the

per came out and, this one said, oh that's wonderful, and this one said, that's

marvelous, and none of them knew anything about it except what they'd been told ao

they couldn't way much, until they got to Dr. (6 3/L) And he was

very clever. The parers--they went to Dr. S of the Univ. of Perna. and

told him that they had discovered this marvelous group of material in Palestine.

Dr. S (7) said, if that is true that would be something as great as

the discovery of the Tel el marri letters. And he went on for a whole column to tell

about the Telelniarna letters which were discovered back in 1883, and on the front page

of the Inquirer they had a whole column of Speither about thel el mama letters,

which the average person would 1now just as little about as they would the Lachish

letterw, and which are really much more important than the Lachish letters, because

they're so much more extensive and they've been studied so many yaaTs and we know

so much about them. Well, there's a great deal about them we haven't t figured.

out. Now these Lachish letters are the largest group of written material in ancient

Hebrew that we have. But they are very fragmentary. There are 21 of them, they're

on potsherds, pieces of pottery, wfltten on it with ink. We--of ancient Hebrew

writing, just about all we have is the (8) inscription, a few.
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occasional words in the El Amarna letters, the Moabite Stone and these Lachish letters.
Ad V

S0 they're very imoortant but unfortunately very () daged. But in these letters,

on these pieces of -nottery, we have evidence that this was when Lachish was besieged,

in the last days before the conquest of Jerusalem. And youliave in them, one pTh ce says

that the lights, the signal lights of Ezeka we are unable to see any more. But names

the cities they can see them--shows that they had a system of signa1lig with lights,

especially with the enemy there, signalling fim one town to another. And here the

lights bve ceased to come from one of the towns, which may mean that the Babylonians

had. now taken that town. We have evidence in them that some an was accused of treason

there and he was under trial for it but it's very fragmentary, we cannot figure a

great deal out about it. The word prophet occurs a number of times in them, some have

thought it refere to 3ereiah, but we're not sure, and there was one nmme which is the

name that occurs in Jeremiah, but unfortunately it's turned around, Jeremiah speaks of

a certain man the son of a certain one, this has it reversed. And so whether it's the

same one and one or the other is mistaken, or whether it Ls his grandaon, we just

go the
know. Lachsh letters do not tell us a great deal, but they may one of these dais,

when we find a little more (9-) we can exiain some

of the other. But they are one of the very few actual ancient writingsth't

re have found. And they do give that vivid Dicture, of the people in Lchish, looking

for the signal lights of the other cities. And (9) noticig that there are no longer
but they were oetin them from the

signal lights cing from others.

Yes? (student-9 3/Li') Oh, yes, on the basis of stratif1ction they have been definite

ly attributed to this tie, I don't think any archeologist questions this. Now, of

course, that's not to say they don't specifically mention Zedekiah, they don't specific

ally mention the Babylonians by name, so that there's one chance in ten thousand that

there might proof come up (10)

but it's very, very unlikely, the evidence is such as to (10*)

Yes? (student.1O*) No, thank you for that. Thn.t word letter unfortunately in English

is very ambtuouz, letter can be one individual letter of the alphabet, or it can be
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the book of Romans, one letter. And these are letters in the sense, not of the book of

Romns, If I send a letter to you of communication, if I put it in your post box, it

might have three sentences in it or it might have 50. Well, the longest of these would

hrve maybe 12. But most of them are rather short. They are actually eitieretters

or memorandums. They usually call them the Lachis letters, but I think mmorand

would be much better. Yes? (student.ll) Yes, the Siloam inscriptions, didn't I

mention that? Well, that's good to know a little bit bout. It's in the xnusetsn in

Constantinople, because ft was found when Palestine was Dart of the Thi.rkish Epj

So they took it there. It was foufid a long time ago before the turn of the century.
tunnel

But this is, in Jerusalem, there is a which carries water from a spring, to bring

it into the city and Hezekiah tells us how he stop-ned up the water course and he closed

this up and covered over this spring outside, in order to bring the water into the

1ty. Well, tt goes maybe as far as frcm here over to where I live. It goes that

distance underground, it's so large that yomiaybe have to stoop your hea,in some

places you have to bend over pretty far. But this tunnel goes that distance there

and it's quite a stunt in Jerusalem tn walk through this, but it's a little bit danger-

our because once every hour or so, there's a time when the water seems to sturt and to

ant,
came right to the top. -ee&e it could be rather difficult to survive in there in

such an atmosphere. And the other reason is that where the water comes o4t the Arabs

there like to gather there at that pool and wab their clothes. And occasionally a

young archeologist has walked throght it and mMdied'A up the water end made it diffi

cult to wash their clothes, and when he stepped out and they've seen him, they've all

picked up mud and rocks and thrown them at him. This is not very pleasant either.

ut sanebody was looking around inside of this, I thihk it was about 19O, I forget

just when now, and he noticed some queer marks on the side there and he told someone

about (13) and they went and they investi

gated and made a light in there and they$ found there was a writing in old Hebrew

letters, which is attributed to the date of Hezekiah. And4 in this writing, and. if any

of you have a copy of esenius' (13*)
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it is still our best

and in the front of it is e picture of the inscription with a translation. It's some

thing like this, and this was the manner of the digging. The diggers started and they

came together, they heard each other on the two sides of the rock and they cut right

through together and they came together, and it shows what for those days was quite an

engineering feat. To dig from both sides and to come through and to eet there in the

middle and make a tunnel through.

And that is in old Hebrew letters, not the kind of letters we use now, they used to

letters,
call them Phoenician/ they rounded instead of square. They're the same characters

we have but they're a little different in form. (ill.)

So tat and the Moabite Stone, of course is in the Moabite language but that (1L)

because 's ust the seine as our Hebrew except

that it does not contain any vowel letters, it is usually considered that they didn't

have vowel letters in those days (i14) Yes?

Now those are our three principèi things in ancient hebrew, we have quite a lot more

than that in Pboeniciah...

O.T.History 330. (i-)

...we have a few Aramaic inscriptions and then we have hundreds of thousands of Baby-

lonian, and we have thousands of Egyptian, but in Hebrew we have really very little.

(3/14) assume an importance beyond what they're worth.

Well now, number 7 Was Zedekiah, and still under this heading of the Last Kings

of Judah, I thought I would pt number 8 Judah immediately after the destruction

Because after JeEnsalem was taken by the Babylonian king, all the people were rounded

up, that is the bulk of the people were rounded up and carried off into captivity.

And when they got the people a certain distance away, they found that eremiah was one

of the prisoners who was siezed and was being taken. And eremiah said to the man who

was the official there, he said get word to king Nebuchadnezzar that I'm here, among
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10)

these people) and they got word to uchadnezzer, and Tebuchadnezzar said to Jeremiah,

if you want to go into exile with these people, you may, if you want to stay in Jeru

salem you may. It's up to you. Ad evidently he'd been heari"g about Jeremiah's good.

work in telling the people they couldn't win out anyway;i they might as well give up

their arms and surrender to ebuchad.nezzar, so Nebuchadnezzar thot of Jeremiah as

an ally. Of course he was very unpatriotic, but he wan't(l 3/1k)

but he Dut loyalty to God ahead of loyalty to

people of the nation, the group. Ane- so the people (2)

but it was loyalty to od which led him to do what they consid

ered tnpatriotic. But Nebuchdnezar of course didn't understand th2.t. Nebuchadnezzar

recognized him as an ally and, told h/Iii he wanted (2*)

and Jeremiah said I will stay. S0 after this we have an account in 2 Kings and in ere

miah of the people who stayed in the land, there weren't many, but these people who

were left in the land, we find that the king appointed a a man who should

be in authority over these people, eeept subject to the king of Assyria- And this

account in 2 Kings, hpth.25 , verse 22 following, he picked out a good man and he said.

to him, Gedaliah, the son of Ahikam, the son of Shaphan, he said you are to be ruler

under me. And Gedalin.h aid to the people, fear not to be servants of the Chaldees: dwell

in the land and serve the king of Babylon and it shell he well with you. But it came to

-Pass in the seventh month that Ishinael the son of Nethaniah, the son of Elishaina,

of the seed royal, came and. ten men with him, and smote (edaliah, that he died, and

the Jews nnd. Chaldees that were with kio at Miztah. And all the people, both small

and great, and the captains of the armies, arose, and cme to Egypt for they were

afraid of the Chaldees

Well, now that's the brief account in Kings, but ne is told more at length in

eremiah because these people came to Jeremiah and they said this man is a quisling

(I don't think they used. the word Quisling) but they said this man is a Jew who is dis

loyal, he's taken service with the --they probably called them collaborationists, he'd

collaborating with the king of Babylon, he is ruling for him here, and they said we're
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going to kill him, and Jeremiah sid (3 3/L) no Jeremiah said God

his fri
has given the land over to Tebuchadnezzar and Nebuchadnezzar ha/ authority nowj ad,

you are to submit, this is the time the Lorl wants to Durge outtiWins of the people,

it- is his will, it is not his will thatwhould kill this man. But they didn't

listen to Jeremiah, they went and they killed (L4-)

Rgwerand then after they killed them they were afraid of the aeeptReaaea Tebuchadnezzar,

who was ay across the desert but when he heard of it he could send a strong force if

he chose, and so they fled to Egypt, but they grabbed Jeremiah and carried him off.

So poor eremiah was taken to Egypt and carried down there with these people and then

the book of Jeremiah gives some of the prophecies that he gave in Egypt, and he died

in Egypt. o his life was truly a sad life, standing for the Word of od an not be

ing listened to much (43/4) even at this point. But in

future ( 3/4) people had read Jeremiah' s hooks and had a

tremendous influence in the (5) world since that time.

But this (5) what happened in Juiah immediately

after the destruction. Jeremiah really was very patriotic. He ws declaring the

Lord's will but he hated to think of what was going to happen. And so Jeremiah wrote

a book, five chapters long, which we call the Lamentations of Jeremiah; now doth

the city sit solitary, that was full of people t How is she become a widow'. She that

was great among the nations, and princess among the provinces, how is she become

tributary. The book of Lamentations, is Jeremiah's weeping over the destruction of

Jerusalem. And he as been known ever since as the weeping proDhet. Well we continue

tomorrow morning.

63/4. That was 8, under C, under XIV. So now we go on to Romans 15.

XV The Exile A The Beginning of the Exile. When did the exile begin?

Well the answer to that question is similar to the answer to most historical questions.

There is not a precise point at which it is necessary to say that the chane between

two historical eriods occurred. I think that is very imDortant for us to have in

mIng.i I've seen little booklets with the title, "Are there two returns of Christ?"
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Christ returns once. He's coming back, a second coming, there's not third and a

fourth. Therefore his coming is one instant, it all happens at once, not

a series of events. Well, that argument is simply contrary tq&iistory. Every import

ant change in history has had various points in it. It is not just one indivMual

event. And. we are told in the ihle that Christ's return comes suddenly, unexpectedly,

nobody -knows the day or the hour, and. it seems to me Jht makes absolutely clear

that the first recognizable event of it, is unexpected. There is no sign which we

must then say this must come before it can occur. Now in the case of the ¬e, when

did the exile begin? Well, at is natural to say the beginning of it is the end of

the kingdom of Judah. That's the natural thing to say but I'm not saying that's the

right thing. That, you might say, is the complete thing to say. When Judah was no

more then the exile was there. Well, even that might, you might question, becn,ise you

remember that after Jerusalem was destroyed and Judah was taken there was almost a

year in which there were a large number--not a tremendous nuiber but a sizeable number

of people left in the land--and then they killed the Qi1s1ing and they fled to Egypt.

Well thnt was (9) For them the exile really began when they

left to go to Egypt. But that was a comparatively minor thing. But when did. the

exile begin? Well, the exile for a very substantial portion of the people, the

exile began as described in 2 Kings 15:29. In 2 Kings 15:29 we read in the days of

Pe1h king of Israel came Tiglath pIleer king of Assyria and took various things

and people and crrried them ceptives to Assyria. So here we have Tiglath_-pileser

coming and overcothñng Pekah in the northern kingdom and taking ]ge numbers of peoole

off to Assyria. Now whether he took half of the people in the northern kingdom, or

a third or a fourth, we don't know. But he took a very sizeable number at that

time. And that would be about 730 B.. S0 if you want to know when the exile be

gan, it began for a very substantial number of people, perhaps nearly as many people

as the whole population of Judah, it began about 730. That's number 1, 2 Kings 15:29,

about 730 B.C. Well then we read in 2KinLiB:1l, we read about the larger exile

of the northern kingdom. This is 721 or 72 B.C., you can't tell just the year, but
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you read. the king of Assy±ia did carry away Israel into Assyria, and -out them in Halah

and in Habor by the river of 0ozan and in the cities of the Medes. And this is he an

exile which probably took 50 more people than the whole population of Jud.ah, because

this I would say was at least half of the people of Israel, the northern kingdom, and.

maybe two-thids, included in this sedonci phase of the exile. Añ israel was always

two or three times as numerous as Judah. S0 that this, might be failed the beginning

of the exile, cr it might be called the exile of the northern kingdom, it's the

second state of the exile of the northern kingdom, the larger stege, and the northern

kingdom is by far the larger portion of the two. People say where are the twelve

tribes, and someone said not so long ago, they sd in Hebrew vowels don't count,

therefore they said Isaac's eons, if you don't count the vowels, you could have Saxons

and soie British people are the ten tribes of Judah, of Israel, because they are

Isaac's sons. Well, there are 50 other arguments just as silly as that which are

dvanced for the so-called British Israel, and it sounds so silly that you wouldn't

think any sensible person would pn.y any attention to it but if you go through 20

years of minis try and. don't strike at least one or two people who are very, very

ardently denoted to this foclishness, why you're probably on a desert island some

where. And Dr. Robert Fitzweilson told me of one time when he was invited to speak

to a great gathering in England, to defend. the scriibre against the attack of the

higher critics and he got up there and. they had two or three noted lords there sitting

on the platform, someone connected with the oynl family, I thin, introduced them

and there was a very outstanding audience that was there, and then he realized that

from the words they said, that they were British Israelites, they were people who felt

that the British people were the ten lost tribes. Well, of course, that was no great

effect on them, his speaking there, because he was defending the Bible and they wanted.

the ibe defended, and I ho nobody ever thought (13*)

that he held. with that foolishness. But it's the silliest arguments they advance, but

it's important for us to realize that the i1e isn't just Judah, it is the whole

People and the whole eople include Israel, and. 'srael is the larger portion of the
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people but when they came back from exile it a.sst Jud.ah that came back, it in

cluded a substantial number of reople from other tribes . And, the twelve tribes are

mixed together and what we call the Jews of today are not s imoly from the tribe of

udah, they represent the twelve t±tbes. There is absolutely no--some have said the

American Indians ten tribes. But the--e are many different theories.

But there ae no lost ten tribes. The tentribes went into exile first, the other

tribe went into exile later, they mixed tgether and, bece known by the name of

the largest tribe and the one which had lasted longest, -the whole group

is called Jud,ah, but many were not from the tribe of Judah but from other tribes. Yes?

(stuent.lL) Oh, that we'll come to later, but List one brief word about that is in

point, just a word of clatification now. Assyria controlled the whole area east of the

desert. And then it is tough Palestine and S:iria and all this region, in fact

Syria is really Aram but it's called Syria, abbreviation of Assyria. Then Babylon

took over the whole empire, which included all that had been Assyia...
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..but others would be ndjfferent portion of the empire, and then when they came

back they came from different sections, although ostensibly from Babylon, so when

Pal
they came from Babylon we simply fromthe city, we mean from the area which

. held. under their power, which is represented by Babylon. But i was a good

question and good. to clarify, though I don't want to ke time on it because (3/u)

ut the exile then of the northern

kingdom, then, was to Assyria, and the sothern kindgom to Babylon, important

to have in mind. But they both were in the same area, except the capital would. be

different, when each of them held this whole large region. Tow that is the second.

ág of the beginn.ng of the exile. And the largest of all. Then number 3, the

third stage is in 2 Kings 224-d and this is more than a hundred years later than the

second.. In 2 Kings 214:1, we read that Nebuchadnezar came up into the land of Israel

and Jehoiakim becie his servant 3 years, and then he turned and rebelled a,,ainst him.

i-Tow this would be aoroximate1y 602 or 603, just before 6oo Bc Just a littlebit
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later than that. Let's see, 586 was when Zedekiah was when taken, then
S
597 was when Jeholakim was taken, so 608 is when Jehoiachin became

king and reigned 11 years. And this is about 3 or k years after, yes,

just about somewhere between 604 and 603. (student.2. What is the

year 606 noted for? That's a year that's usually mentioned.) 606,

I believe, would be when the king of Egypt, Pharaoh-necho, the king

of Egypt came into the land and he held them. I doubt if Nebuchad

nezzar got there quite (3)

I'm not sure whetr we have evidende to establish t exactly in that

period. But 606 is used often (3fl

(student-314. I thought it was for this. I'm not exactly sure but tt

is a prominent number.) Well, it's somewhere between 606 and 603.

My ud1 later than 606. But this was a small

stage of the exile. It would hardly' be worth mentioning if it were

not for its being the beginning of he movements which came 1er on.

This was a time when the people were made subject to Babylon, they'd

been made subject to Pharaoh in Egypt just before that, and the Baby

lonian king did not take many people into captivity at this time.

But we find a further explanation of this perbd in Daniel 1 where it

says in the third year of the reign of Jehoiakim king of Judah. Yes,

the third year would be pretty close to (k*)

It wouldn't be much after, so perhaps 606 is a fair date to give for

that. 606, in the third year of the reign of Jeholakim king of

Judah came Nebuchadnezzar from Babylon and besieged it. And the Lod

gave Jehoiakim king of Judah into his hand, with part of the vessels

of the house of God, which he carried into the land of Shinar to

the house of his god/ Well, now that doesn't sound like any (k 3/4)

does it? It sounds like a tribute, many a king did that

before. Many But in verse 3 and k it says, And the king spoke to

Ashpenaz the master of his eunuchs, that he should bring certain of
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the seed of Israel and of the king's seed, and of the princes; chil

dren in whom was no blemish, but well favoured, and skilful in all

wisdom, and cunning in knowledge, and understanding science, and

such as had ability in them to stand in the king's oa1ae, and whom

they might teach the learning and the tongue of th Chaldeans.

So we see that here, probably 606 is a good number to use for it, it

would be very close to that anyway, that in 606 Nebuchadnezzar took

certain of the princes away. Mostly young men to be trained to be

in his palace. That you would not call an exile if it were not for

the later stages, because he so few were involved. But there were

a few Involved, perhaps a hundred, I don't think we have evidence of

any more. But there's many a tine when two nations have fought and at

the end of the war one of them has taken hostages from the other. Many

a time that's happened. I the exile didn't follow after, we wouldn't

call this the beginning of the exile. But since the exile did follow

after, as far as Daniel was concerid, this was the beginning of the
ex
exile, about 606 B.C., because that's when he was taken into exile,

and, now, when the Romans came into Palestine about 60 B.C., they took

hostages, they took a young man to Rome, he was brought up there, he

was there for 20 or 30 years, educated a Roman, then he came back

and became king of Judea, his name was Herod. He had lived for 29 many

years in Rome as a hostage, but that didn't make an exile. That was

not an exile. Most of the people were in their land. $ This I wouldn't

call an exile except that the other stages followed it, and for those

who went and didn't come back, they stayed, so for them it wasn't an

exile, And so we can call 606 the third point in the exile and it

would be the beginning of the second main stage of the exile of Judkh,

not mentioned rea1r in 2 Kings 2k:l, merely alluded to there, but

mentioned very definitely in Daniel 1:1-k.
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Then number k, 2 Kings 2k:lk-16. Now this sounds more like an

exile, 2 Kings 2k:].k-16. It says there tI the king of Babylon tok

Jehoiachin and it says he carried away all Jerusalem, and all the

princes and all the mighty men of valour, even ten thousand captains,

and all the craftsmen and smiths: none remained, save the pporest sort

of the people of the land. And he carried away Jehoiachin to Babylon,

and the king's mother and the king's wives and his officers, and the

mighty of the land, those he carried into captivity from Jerusalem to

Babylon. And all the men of might, even 7,000, and craftsmen and stiths

a thousand, all that were strong and apt for war, even them the king

of Babylon brought captive to Babylon. Now there is a tremendous exile.

There is very, very large movement, but not as large as (8)

because Israel was much larger, but that is a very, very large movement,

and that is 597 B.C. From this description here you'd almost think

that was the greatest movement as far as the southern kingdom was cnn

cerned. Certainly,was a movement that took the outstanding people,

because it says it took all the trained people and left only the ppr

est of the land there. And then the final stage of it is in 25:11,12.

2 Kings 25:11,12. Now the rest of the people that were left in the

city, and the fugitives that fell away to the king of Babylon, with

the remnant of the uJultitudej$ did Nebuzaradan the captain of the

guard carry away. That is right after the capture of the city. They

have taken king Zedekiah, carried him out captive, this was the final

end of Jerusalem, as far as that century was concerned, 586 B.C.

So that in the fullest sense the exile begins in 586k with this fifth

phase. The outstanding pop1e of the land, the bulk of the trained,

skilled people were taken away in 597. A few of the princes, partinular

ly young men, eert of as hostages for good behaviour of the people there,

and to be trained to be helpers in Nebuchadnezzar's court, were taken

in 606. And then of course we have the two stages of the early begin

nings of the exile.
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Well, now, the land was to lie fallow for 70 years, Jeremiah said.

There would be 70 years of exile, when do you start the 70 years?

Well, the best way to knww is to find out when it ends and then coutit

back 70, that's the easiest way to work it out. Because if you take

the beginning and figure ahead, there would be nobody on earth who

could say which of these five would be the proper time to build upon.

Naturally, Jeremiah said it's after the first two stages so it wouldn't

be till then. But some might say it would be 586, that's the final

end. Some would say 597 because that's when the outstanding people

went. I doubt if anybody would've said it was 606 when the little

group of people went, Daniel and a few princes went, something that

had happened over and over again in every country, when one country

was ictorious in a war. 606 would be of no importance if it weren't

that the other two folbw, and the other two having followed, it be

comes the beginning of this whole thing. And at the beginning it is

possible to consider it the beginning of the exile. But it is another

example of the fact that the Lord does not usually give us his pro

phecies in order that we can know exactly what is going to happen.

Prophecy is not history written in advance, in the sense that we know

just what's going to happen. The Lord doesn't want us to know just

what is going to happen. But the Lad gives VieSfj~jjn indications f

what's going to happen, and certain specific points in it in order that

when they occur our faith is strengthened and inorder that we may pro

perly prepare for certain places in his future plans. prophecy

is history in advance if you mean it contains true things that are go

ing to happen. It is not history in advance if it means thaw it cnn

tains a detailed picture so that we really know in detail what's going

to happen. And can exactly work it out. Yes? (student.12.)



O.T.History 331. (12) i6kO.

No. After the 2nd stage, 1st stage. He gave it a hundred years

after the whole of the first stage. Well, then, the nature of the

captivity.

B The Nature of the Captivity We won't take a great deal of

time on the nature of the captivity, but I don't think that most

Christians have a real understanding of the nature of the captivity.

And I think it's good that we should have an idea just what the

captivity really was. Now te think of captivity, we think of a man

being in a dungeon, we think of a man being in prison. He's a captive.

Well, it doesn't have to mean that, you're a captive if you're subject

to another nation. You're a captive if you're under the control of

others that you don't want to be under the control of. In the extreme
sense a Dzisoner being

of it, beinf in a dungeon, something like that, it was a captivity

in that sense for Jeholachin, who was taken and kept in prison for

many years. It was only after the death of Nebuchadnezzar that he was

released from prison. He as in prison and öoubtless there were pepole

war prisoners, whom they kept in prisnn,we %wl

though most of those they killed, but there were probably some they

kept in prison. But the bulk of the people were not in prison, the

bulk of the people were captive in the sense in which the people of

Poland and Czechoslovakia and the other nations behind the Iron Curtain

are today subject to Russia. Now it was furthered Irhat sense because

they were removed from their homeland. But they were removed, most

of them, to other sections of the Empire and the people from those

sections had largely been removed, many of them, to their sections to

which they had gone, and the people in these other sections were carry

ing on their lives with comparatively little hindrance. Instead of

etng an independent country they were part of the Assyrian Empire.

And instead of being a united part of the Assyrian Empire, since

their country was simply subject to it, they were scattered through
various sections of the empire, though in large groupd, scattered in
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large groups in various sections, but in the captivity they had very

substantial individual freedom, they built their own houses, they

carried on their business, many of them became well-to-do, many of

them entered government service and secured important positions,

they became an integrated part of the empire. It was a place which

was not bad for, it was an awftul lot better for naiy of the nations

that had been conquered than they had been under their own people.
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...if it were not for God's promigs God's intere/s and

the plan bich he had for them to use them as his means for bring-

ing Christ into the world, you could say that for the bulk of the

people they would be better off scattered and integrated into a large

empire with power of becoming great in that empire and getting along

well in that empire than as a little small nation, cut off from all
th
the rest. So that for the individual the bulk of them found tbhmselves

quite contented and quite prosperous in the regionhich they were

taken in exile, well not necessarily immediately, but within a compara

tively short time they found themselves as well off as most of the

other (ii) but the thing hhat

kept alive their patriotism and their dissatisfaction with this was

the promises of God. We read in the Psalms they say sing us a song

of Zion. How could we sing a song of Zion in a strange land, how

could we do our task, singing a song of Zion. There was a longing for

their own land and a longing which was more and more stressed as a long

ing for the land which was the land of promise, the land where the 1ord

had plans for them, the land where the Lord wanted them to be, the land

thch was the place where God had promised to give His blessing to

them. And so the interest in their returning to their land and the

desire to return was kept alive by the Bible and by the stress on God's
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proises. It was not simply a patriotic desire but to a very large

part a religious desire to return. And when the exile came to an

end there were great numbers of people who felt much better satisfied

to stay in the countries of the exile than to go back to Palestine.

So the nature of the exile, the captivity, is something that we should

have well in mind. It is brought out very clearly in the book of

Daniel, you'll find that Daniel and his friends very soon become prmmin

ent in the emptre. Now here is Daniel who cannot eat the king's meet.

Daniel does not want to defile himself. This neat has been offered

to idols, he has nothing against meat, he's not a vegetarian, but he

does not want to eat meat offered to idols, and he cannot make that

clear to the men who have charge of the training in the service of the

king of Babylon. He simply requests that he may follow his own particu

lar practices, and avoid eating this meat, and the king says, the

eunuch says well if you come before the king and you don't look as

well off as these others, you're all peaked and thin, he says I will

lose my position, I may even be killed for not taking proper care of

stregAthen
the felbows I'm supposed to fatten up,/make r6ady eo sert the king

properly. And Daniel and his friends, three friends, aaid give us a

test, let us just take pulp, let us take vegetables and just drink

water, and they start off to drink water, no vitamins in it, none of

the ameno acids they need, and this vegetable, how are these people

going to be strong and well, and the Lord worked miracles, the Lord

caused that the vegetables that these fellows got were vegetables

that grew in the section of the ]and where there was more fertility in

the soil, more vitamins in the soil, they got their protein and thetr

vitamins and everything that they ordinarily would get, the Lord

directed in the bringing of the food, the partlaiar food they got, so

that without touching the meat, which orcnarily they would need for
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their greater strength, these fellows were able to show

themselves better and stronger than the rest, but you notice that as

as far as the Prince of the Eunuchs was concerned, he didn't care

what their practices were, he wasn't greatly interested inthat, but){

he was interested that they be able to do their part in the king's

palace, that's what he was interested in, And then in chapter 2, so

Daniel and these men get prminent positions, they're not mistreated,

they get prominent positions, now in chapter 2, we find that the,

well, of course he explains the dream in chapter 2, but in chapter 3
yo
you find that Nebuchadnezzar puts up a great image and says every
bo
body has got to bow down and worship the image. Now did Daniel$ bow
do
down and worship the image? Did Daniel refiuse to worship the image?

Where does it say Daniel refused to worship the image? There's no
1/4.'

mention of it. hapter 3 does notmention Daniel at all. And it's

all about the three f1nnds, Shadrach, Meschach and Abednego. ( 3/LI.)

They're called like the three Babylonians, Abednego means tie servant

of Nego, they are heathen names which these three men were given by

the king of Babylon. They go by these names. ma they were well

li1d and successful in his court, bu1ow he puts up this image, and

eveyybody has to bow to it and he is very angry when they don't

bow. Well, it's quite evident that he hadn't been doing that right

along or their face would have become obviously (6-h-)

Wooley the excavator of Ur of the Chaldees has a theory which is a very

interesting theory. There's not sufficient food to establish but it's

a possibility. He gives it in his book on Ur of the Chaldees. He aays

that he found in the great temple of the moon god inUr , he found the

the evidence of the great temple, the way it had been before the time

of Nebuchadnezzar and then he found evidence of how Nebuchadnezzar had

made changes in the Temple and you can tell because as we mentioned

already Nebuchadnezzar always had his name stamped onthe bricks that
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went in to the great buildings that he had built. And so this great

Temple of the moon god, one of the great temples of the world at the

time, this great temple at Ur, before Nebuchadnezzar's time, had in the

very inside a small room in which there was the statue of the god, and

then in front of that it has a small corridor coming into it, a very

small corridor by which you can get into that room, then it has large

store rooms round it, so that you could not see into it at all. It was

like the temple in Jerusalem. In the temple at Jerusalem, only the high

priest went into the Holy of Holies. The ark of the covenant was not

seen by the people, while Wooley says that in most of the temples of

Babylonia previous to the time of Nebuchadnezzar there was an inner

shrine in which the statue of the god was, and the priest came in there

and cffered incense, and then the priest might carry the statue out and

carry it in procession through the streets, but the people did not see

the statue in there because tt was in the room which was not open. But

he says that Nebuchadnezzar tore out the store romms in front of the

shrine and established a great wide open way so that the people could look

into the front of the Temple and could see the statue of the god standing
th
there in all its splendor. And Wooley suggests that this means that

Nebuchadnezzar introddced a new custom of having the statue in prominent

view so tI the people as a whole could bow down aid worship it instead of

doing it through the instrurtality of the priest as was generally done

before. And that would mean that ordinarily an indivdual wouldn't go to

those services at all, but here Nebuchadnezzar perhaps in introducing the

custom, he says, I've built this big statue (9-) and

everybody in the neighborhood is to be there,

and wherhe time comes they're to bow down. Well, maybe Daniel was off on

a trip for the king, perhaps he'd sent Daniel to represent him to go to
th
the court of Persia or somewhere else, perhps Daniel was away on business

of some sort or obher, perhaps he was sick and home in bed, we're just not
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told anything about this, but we are told that Shadrach, Meshach, and

Abednego refuwed to bow down and there's not a single mention of Daniel

in the chapter. But threse three friends of Daniel's refused to bow to

the statue and the Lord miraculously intervened to keep these three men
from
from being killed. Now maybe in other parts of the empire there were a

hdred
didn't ow that God did not intervene and save and that

were burned in the furnace, or were beheaded for their stand. We don't

know. But there was no great amouht of persecution during the reign of

Nebudhadnezzar. During the reign of Nebuchadnezzar such incidents were
ra
rare, and we find that when the people, after this, at the beginning of

the Persian peridd, when they wanted to injure Daniel, they had to get

a special edict that for 30 days nobody will prr or make any request

of anybody except the king. Crazy thing, the king, I suppose they

flattered him up to the point where he was ready to sign something with

out really thinking about it and he signede hing and they did it in

order to catch Daniel. It shows that under ordinary circumstances, that

sort of religious persecution was not there. The exile as a whole was not

a time of persecution. There were individual instances of it, and indi

vidual points like this, when the king put up this great statue. Are we

to think that these three men are the only men who wouldn't bow to it,

that all the other kings bowed to it. I don't think that that is what

happened, I think that probably there weren't many of them in this particu

lar area, because these three are so conspicuous by their failure to bow

to it. They were in the service of the king, they were in important po

sitions, they were supposed to do it and they refused, and God honored

their fi.â.th. And the exile was a time of great testing for the people, a

time when it would have been easy for their faith in God to have been

completely wrecked but it was a time when God intervened with this out

pouring of miracles, one of the four great periods(iii)
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but just all the evidence we have of that particular one is in the book

of Daniel, it wou1 $' 1' these which happened in connection with Daniel's

life to show God's power and protection so that the people throughout the

empire would hear of it and would have their faith strengthened in God (12)

(student.12) It's entirely possible that God caused that the particular

vegetables that they go would have in them what they needed, it's possible

that he placed certain unusual elements in the air , that they breathed in,

and got it that way, it's possible that even that he injected it directly

into their system by some unseen method, it's possible even that he had

fortified them in advance with a good many of these elements, so that they

didn't particularly need it at that particular period, we just don't know.

I would say that there's this abut it, that it was God's hand in it defin

itely, that it wasn't just that anybody that would just confine themselves

to pulse and water would be just as well off as somebddy that eats the

good food that was provided for these people. These were good foods, they

were the best foods in the land, provided for the king's people, and they

should make them strong, but God male up for it in another way, but whether

it was a supernatural thing or whether it was a providential thing, it

was a miracle in either event, a definite action of the Lord. And an

action that we cannot demand of the Lord. To me one of the most important
stat
statements of this 3d chapter is where Nebuchadnezzar said to Shadrach,
Me
Meshach, and Abednego, if you will nt± worship my god, ye shall be dast the

same hour into the midst of a burning fiery furnace, and who is that God

that shall deliver you out of my hands? And verse 17 says, if it be so,

our God whom we serve is able to deliver us from the burning fiery furnace,

and he will deliver us out of thine hand, 0 king. Verse 18, says, but

if not, be it known unto thee, 0 king, that we will not serve thy gods, nor

worship the golden image which thou hast set up. They don't mean if God

is unable to deliver them, they knew that he was able to deliver them.
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They mean if he does not choose, to deliver us because God chooses in

many cases that people shall suffer and die for his cause, that they

shall lose out as far as earthly advantage is concerned, and it is His

will that We set an example and we show our loyalty to God by actually

losing out, not hatding (1k 3/11.)

God might 1ve chosen that Daniel in the furnace there should be martyred,

that they should come before the king looking peaked and pale and thin,

and that he would say what's the matter ih you fellows, if they won't

eat the good food we're given, throw them out, put them in prison. (15)

But in that case He

did use (15) to glorify

by giving them his wonderful blessing...
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these men didn't know. For nil they knew he might in their case do as he had

in many many others prefer to have as glorify him through suffering rather than glorify

him through his marvelous deliverance. Well, the nature of the cDtivity then was as a

whole not a time of persecution, not a time of suffering, not as n whole, but there were

individuals who suffered. persecution, and. it was a time when it would have been easy to

settle back end. enjoy the general proserity of the Empire and forget all about God.

God intervened. to keep that from hapening. Yes? (student. 1) Yes, they did, but

they had many, many captive men, and there is no evidence that he made a great number

them slaves. Now, if this was the first nation he'd conquered he probably would have

made all of them slaves. But he had conquered a dozen nations, other nations, perhaps H

lider than they before this, and he rohably had all the slaves he needed then. He

probably took some. But if he had taken a great number I think it would have said.

do have many of them living in very (1 3/L)

different .r1s of the empire. Then capital C.

C The Pall of the Neo Babylonian Emnire The Neo-Babyionia2l Empire did not

ast a. long time. Nebuchadnezzar had a fairly long reign, frcm about 606 till 52.

uring this period of 40 years he established his power nd made many great conquests

he devoted the latter years of it almost entirely to great building. That took

remend.ous resources. He used up a great deal of the resources of the Empire with

.ll this building that he did and as he grew older he didn't have the energy to go and

co a lot of fighting and the general strength of the empire ws lessened very cunsider

bly. He was succeeded by his son, Amo-marduke. Now his Amo-marduke who reigned from

2 to 559, only about two years, his son was not well-liked and was finally

assassin-tee.It was not a successful reign, we probhbly would not even mention it if it were

not for the fact that he ys mentioned in the Bible. 2 Kings ends with Aino-rnarduke, or

s it's soken of here Evil-. It came to p.ss in the 37th year of the captivity

Jehoinchin king of Judah in the 12th month on the 27th day of the month, that Evil

erodach king of Babylon in the year that he began to reign did lift u the head of

Jehoiahin king of Judah out of prison. And he spoke kindly to him md set his throne
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of the kirgs that were with him in Babylon: end chngd his prison grrments, end he

eat bread continually before him all the deysbf his life. And, his ellowence was a con

tinual allowance given him of the king, a daily rate for every day, all the daysof his

life. Well this was after 37 years in prison. Th5tt s a long, long time, 37 years in

prison, end then Tebuchadnezzar died, end. all the rest of the king nebuchadnezzar's life

he left this young king of Judah who had only reigned three months in prison. And then,

when Nebuchadnezzar died and his son became king, for some reason or other he thought

it was a nice thing to do to release him from prison, and so he released him from prison

end gave him an allowance for himself and his family end within the last ten years there

hRs been discovered in Babylon, tablets listing the allowance, seyin t1-,-t for Jehoinchin

who had been king of Judah and. his family, his children who are named, there is n. certin

amount set aside that is to be provided for bhem, for their c"re, in this first year of

J'mc-marde. A very interesting. corroboration of this account in 2 Kings. Now wes 2 Kings

written at the time of the destruction of Jerusalem? Well, if it was, these last few

chanters were added 25 yen i's later. Maybe 2 Kgs was written as a whole was written

t this time, 25 years later, we don't know. But 2 Kings runs tb$ a time 25 years,

24- years after the beginning of the exile. Tnt' s the last event describnd in it.

Fhen, whii he was killed, he was succeeded by a man who wes mentioned in the bible

though that fact was not recognized until the present century. History has told us

about (.5 3/14.) Nerigisser, the old doubting general of Nebuchadnezzar.

ITerigisser, but he was rn.ther old by this time. We have the Grek form cf

his name-4Terigissar. He reigned from 559 to 556. He was a strong cneble man but

he was pretty old by this time. In the Babylonian form, his name was rg-sharzer.

ITergl, protect the king, Nergal is the go of protection. But in the Greekform it's

Terigisser. (student.". spelling of name) Well, now, up to a few years ago nobody

knew that he was mentioned in the Bible. But there's an interesting verse in the book

f Jeremiah. Jeiinh 39:3. In Jeremiah 39 we have the account of the concuest of

Jerusalem and the destruction of Jerusalem which is repeated in chter 52. And in

hapter 39 it tells how Nebuchadnezzar besieged Jerusalem, took it and verse 3 says,
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And all the princes of the king of Bab ion came in, and sat in the mddle gate, even

Nergal-sharezer, Samgaiebo, Sarsechim, Ra.bsaris, Nerge.l-sharezer, Rab-mag, with all

the residue of the Drinces of the king of Bab:lon. How many urinees are named here?

How many? As it is vocalze in our nglish text, it would sound like six wouldn't it?

like six princes, but two have exactly the same name, Nergal-sharezer, and that's

aneer way to name six princes and name tie of them exactly the same, isn't it? But

of course our English was translated from the Hebrew and the Hebrew was copied ane re

copied. end re-conied and re-copied. B;it the Babylonian was not known because all the

tablets 'ere buried. An now we know that 1n the Hebrew as it stands today there is

only one mistake end that mistake is the insertion of ayphen. Samgar-nebo, there

should be no hyphen, or perhaps better, move the hyphen to the end of nebo instead of

he beginning. S0t you really have is this, all the princes of the king of Babylon

ame and sat in the middle gate. Nergal-share zer of Samgar, Nebo-sarsechim wtk

absaris, and then, as if it was an afterthought, having told us that Nebo-sarsechim be
the

Rabsaris was there, he says iTergal-sharezer was of Rabmag . You see, Rabsaris and Rabmag',,

now know are two names of officials of the king of Babylon. And so Nergal-shrezer

the Rabmsg and Hebo-sarsechim was the Rabsnris which is literally the Qhief of the

Eunuchs. And the first one named is Nergal-sliprezer and it says Nergal-sharezer, Samgar.

Well, we have a Bablonian tablet listing officers, chief officers of Nebuchadnezzar,

which mentions Nergal-share zer of Sinmagur'r. Well, now if you take Simmaguer end you

say it in Hebrew, how would you say it? Anyone who has had as much as a month of

Hebrew doubtless knows that a (9 3/Li.) * nun before another consonant is

assimilated, and consequently Sin.maguere would becbe Simaguere and so the nun would not

be written but the mem would he doubled end in the Hebrew manuscripts they don't bidicate

the double, that's a cc.mperatively recent thing, the indication of it. And so it was

dust written semmech, (lO)* and the name Shgar was well

known and so it easily got pronounced. Samgar. It's very, very difficult to -preserve

e -oronuncietion of foreign names, very difficult. In fact you just can't.

I went into a barber shop in Berlin once,Vm¬n turned to me he said to me in



O.Jtistory (lO) 1651

German, why, here's an American, he can solve our argument. We're having a big argu

ment. In German Felle is Falls, and what is the correct Dronuncie tion iara Felle,

or Nia ra Felle. Well I told him it was neither one but Niagara, they just threw uo

their hands, coa'dn' t figure it. When one man told me once that he had relatives ir the

United $Mes and. I asked him where they lived and he said in loha, and I asked him

there, and he said loha, port Doge, Ioh. ell the Fort gave me the clue it was port

Dodge Iowa, but it seemd to him a sensible way of pronouncing it. And it's that between

ny two languages. Prcrer names we just cannot ronounce because the Dronunciation is

different and people won't even get your name if you 'onounce it the way you say it in

your own language. o that here it is a marvelous evidence of the accuracy of the

scribes that they took these names end after the end of the Babylonan realm sounded

just like nonsense to them, they were strange foreign names and they copied them so

accurately, though they had, no idea what they meant, that as you look at it here, in

the Hebrew and English it looks like six names, and yet theonly thing that's wrong in

the letters is a hyphen between SP-mg,-?..r and Nebo where .t shouldn't he, because Samgar

is the end of he name of Nergal-sharezer. Nergal-shareze of Simaguere. And the Nebo

is the beginning of the name Nebo-sarsechim. So it is a. marvelous evidencof the fact

that od has not written the bible on metal (12*) where the weather

cannot touch it, and nothing can hapoen to it, and every letter remains exactly as it

was, there are slight changes that have come in in copying but they are very slight,

end the original was absolutely free from error, the copies have an occasional error

of copying which has came in, but the nuinberof errors fi copying is tiny compe.red to

that of any other ancient work from ancient times. We have rnost any otherwork and

you will find many, many tires the erros in cowing that you have in the Bible. Yes?

(stuccnt.i) There are just two, in this Drirticuinr verse there are two great 'inces,

ITergal-sharezer end Nebo-sersechim. Two inivdun.1s named there, then we have another

one named in a. few verses further, Nabuzaradan the captain of the guard, whom we also

have evidence was Nebuchadnezzar's assistant. Yes? (student-314, .
it

are the officers

Rabsaris, and Rabmag?) It's pretty hard to say for this reason. That the literal
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meonthg hs been lost, they've. become titles of honor. baaris would be the -prince

of the Lunuchs, ond abm , there's some discussion whether it means the gret chief

01* the chief of the bekers. her's some discussion. But it's actully like in ng

I -'nd, vrrious :princes will have nmes referring to services eround the lace which

they never do et dl. These ere rob,--,b1,-,, n.m-s of services th.t are honorary titles

ziven to men w'o are leeders in the army or leaders (i!)

So the rcise literal internretntion of the word doesn't mean much, but it is e nme

of n office the functions of which robebly very. '1e hdve a great deel of evidence

on 'ssyri'n offices of state. Cn ehuchadnezzar's officiols we hve very little evi

dence. This rticulpr tablet thet named these officials here is the only tr..blet

that I ow of tht names Iebuchadnez-ar's officials. Anc for the s-rien. kinds we

!,eve meny such t,-,,lets. But Nebuchadnezzar, in cli his inscriptions, talk Ps if he

did everything, himself. And so when ec-.,le say well if Daniel wns such a great man in

ebuchednezzar's household in his government, why don't we have tablets of nPxnes?

Until this nscri-tion was found we could say he didn't heve thlets for any of his

officials, he sisrnly claimed credit for everything.

C.T.History 3. (:)

...princes of the kind of Babylon cane in and sat in the middle gete. There was Uergal-

sharezer of Simaguere, there was Nebo-sarsechim who was the Rabsaris. Now ergal-shrrzer
he cows from,

was the Rabmeg. You see, they are identified by the placei you. give the second one rs

identified by his position, then you do back and tell the position$ of the first one.

Well, we'll continue thereat 2:35.

(2) We were speaking this morning about the fall of the Neo-Babylonian Empire,

C, and under that we mentioned Nerigisser who reigned from 559 to 556.

He was rather elderly when he took the throne, he died after three years

and was succeeded by his son (2*) Now this son's

name does not occur anywhere in the Scripture. He only reigned 9 months,

he's not particularly importafi from our Biblical viewpoint, not nearly

as important as the two previous kings because both of them are mentioned
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in the Bible. He only reigned nine months and he was killed and there

was a conspiracy which sat upon the throne a man named Nabonidus. He

reigned from 556 to 539, 17 years reign. The rieng of Nabonidus was

ended by the conquest by the Persians. Cyrus the Persian conquered Babylon

and sent Nabonidus into exile. Babylon became now a part of the Persian

Empire. That was the fall of the Babylonian Empire, an empire which lasted

for about 65 years, but which was very powerful arid very great while it

lasted. Tn connection with Nabonidus, he is not mentioned in the Bible

but he is referred to in the Bible, or maybe not referred to, mayb im

plied would be a better word. How many of you can tell me how he is im

plied in the Bible? How many? Quite a number. Mr. Mitchell, how?

(student-3 3/4) I guess everybody recalls that, doubtless, from our in

troduction to archeological material here, we notice how Babylonian materi

al corroborates the Bible in some places and in thers at first sight seems

to contradict it, but on eaminatIon, as we get fuller data, we find it fits

perfedtly. Hope everyone has that in mind. Now ih Daniel 5 we have 7Be

shazzar mentioned and only a few years it was thought there was no such

man. Beishazzar is mentioned as king and the lists of kings we have do not

contain any such name and now we knww that when Beishazzar said I'll make

you the third ruler of the kingdom it implied that Nabonidus was indeed the

first ruler, and Beishazzar the second. Now there is one other thing there

that I'll very briefly melition, we read that the, in verse 10 of chapter 5,

that the queen, by reason of the words of the king and his lords came into

the banquet house: and the queen said to him there's a man in thy kingdom

(last part of verse ii) whom the king Nebuchadnezzar thy father, the king

thy father, made master of the magicians, astrologers, Chaldeans, and

soothsayers. Now twice she calls Nebudhadnzzar the father of Beishazzar,

and yet we now say Nabonidus was his father. Which is correct here, the

Bible or the archeologists? s Nabonidus his fahher, or was Nebuchadnezzar

his father? How can the one man have two fathers? Was he the adopted son
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of one of them? (student-5 3/4. Was he a grandson?) That is one possibil

ity, very good possibility. The fact that in the Bible the word father is

used for ancestor just as son is used for descendant. He could be an an

cestor, now in such a case, that has been guessed by some people, that the

queen here mentioned is not his wife ut his mother. And that she is the

daughter of Nebuchadnezzar. Now of course (6fl

that the queen wqs his wife it would be quite natural here that the one

who tells him about one from an earlier reign would be his mother, who would

know kings before he was familiar with them. And the queen came in and

she says thy father, meaning her father who was his grandfather. That is

entirely possible. But it does not prove that Nabonidus' wife was the

daughter of Nebuchadneezar, it does not prove it, because in ancient times
th
the word son and father are also used of successors and preceders in the

6 3/4. throne. The Assyrian writers speak of Jehu son of Omri, add Jehu had

actually killed all the descendants of Omri but he was his successor. The

word son is often used for a successor. So the Bible sn it says thy

father doesn't necessarily mean that he was the blood father, it might

mean a predecessor, the fact that it's repeated twice, thy father Nebu

chadnezzar, the king thy father, would seem to me to suggest that it

means more than a predecessor, and it is entirely possible that his

mother was Nebuchadnezzar's daughter, we just don't know. t least there's

proof of any contradiction from the fact that his real father, his immedi

ate father in the English sense, was undoubtedly Nabonidus. Well, there

was a tablet fouhd twenty years ago which says that he in that night

the king's son was (7 3/4) slain, which fits exactly with the state

ment here, in that night Beishazzar was slain.

Now there is here in Daniel another immede problem but that may

relate more to the next period but still I think it would be worth taking

on it right here, that we have our Bible open to chapter 5 here. In that

night was Beishazzar the king of the Chaldeans slain. And Darius the

Median took the kingdom, being about threescore and two years old, sixty-two
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years old, it pleased Darius to set over the kingdom a hundred and twenty

princes. Now any history book will tell you that cyrus the king of

Persia conquered Babylon, and incorporated Babylon in the Persian Empire.

But the end of chapter 5 here says that in that night was Belshazzar king

of the Chaldeans slain and Darius the Median received the kingdom. Well,

now what about them? If the history books say Cyrus the king of Persia

conquered, and if the book of Daniel says that Darius the Mede thok the

kingdom, and the next chapter tells abut Dariust relation to him, is that

a contradiction between our historical evidence and the Biblical statement.

The hher critics all say that it is. But if you will look c1osej at

chapter 5, you will find that chapter 5 says in verse 28, my kingdom is

divided and given to the Medes and Persians. It doesn't say given to the

Medes. The critics all believe that Daniel teaches t1 after the Baby

lonian Empire there was a Median Empire, and then afterthe Empire of the

Medes there was a Peian Empire, a' fact which has no evidence in history,

in fact all the evidence is against it, but they say that's what Daniel

teaches and therefore the Book of Daniel is completely wrong, as you
as they think it was

would expect if it was written koo years later4 three to tour hundred

years later by somebody who didn't know anything about it, made up some

stories. But you notice here that in verse 28 it says the kingdom, it

doesn't say given to tie Medes, it says given to the Medes and Persians,

and the (10) of Persians is not a new addition be

cause the word U's interpreting is (io) which has nothing

to do with Medes but does with Persians. The chapter itself says that

the Medes and the Persians are orEmpire, not two. And then we go on to

the next dhapter and you'll find that Darius who was the king lwe, who

has Daniel put in the Lions' Den, that bhe men come to Daniel in verse 15

and they say to the kirknow, 0 king, what the law of the Nedes and the

Persians is. Pretty good proof and also verse 8, accordirgtothe law of

the Medes and Persians. Pretty good proof that the writer of Daniel
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considered the Medes and the Fersians o be one Empire rather than two.

And in addition to that you can notice that it says Dariuu the Mede took

the kingdom, the Aramaic word there which is translated took is better

translated received. Now you receive might be that he received it because

he took it by force, but it/s not the usual way you say it. But if he

received it from Cyrus and made him sub-king under himself, that would fit

perfectly. And that is in the opinion of most conservative Bible students

the probably interpretation, that this Darius the king who set 120 princes

over the kingdom and over these three presidents of whom Daniel was third,

that he was the king over the Babylonian area, but put there by Q?rus the

Persian. There's one other statement that fits with that too, that over

in chapter 9 we read, the beginning of chapter 9, in the first year of

Darius the son of Ahasuaris, of the seed of the Medes, which was made

king over the realm of the Chaldeans. Well when a conqueror (12)

we don't usually say he was made king. Now you could,

but it's not the usual way, but to say he received the kinom and he

was made king over it fits exactly with the idea of Cyrus putting him in

as a subordinate ruler under Cyrus. Now that's not proven but that is

certainly a possibility and the critics' idea that Darius the Mede and a

Median empire that's otherwise unknown to us, that (l2) doesn't 'exist

but the book of Daniel tells about it, certainly is contrary to the

statements in the book of Daniel because it speaks of the law of the

Medes and the Persians (12 3/k)

Yes? (student. 12 3/k) yes, because

the editors of it believe that Daniel is fal/ tre is a Median empire

in there and so they give a translation which is not there an inaccurate

translation but which is, of various possible translations, selecting the

one that contradicts history instead of an equally correct one which would

not contradict history, a somewhat better but not--I don't say the other

is absolutely necessary but the ot1 is at least slightly the more natural
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interpretation

But if it was for their argument I don't think they

Yes? (student-131) Daniel 6:28 says, so this Daniel prospered in the

reign of Darius and in the reign of Cyrus the Persian. Well, we have

considerable information from Cyrus about how he conquered Babylon and

what he did therefafter. In this information there is a (141)

who was made his representative in ruling Babylon. It is most probably

that this man whom he called (lk*) Is the man whom the

book of Daniel speaks of as Darius. Now we don't know much about the

situation, we know of the great conquest by Cyrus and we know of the

great events in Cyrus' life but the details of his administration of

(ik) we don't know. It is altogether

O.T.History 335. ()

...and Darius reigned a couple of years and then he decided that he did

not fare to laTe a man with the title of king under his rule of Babylon,

there's too much danger of insurrection so he would rather have just

somebody with the name of governor and call himself king,the one king,

supreme (1) and so in Daniel here it's

speaking of the reign of Darius and then of the time when Cryus did away

with (1) that's entirely possible. Now

it is. also not impossible, when he speaks of the rei-jof Darius and the

reign of Cyrus the Persian that he is speaking (ifl

of the same time, one the immediate king and (l?)

Like you could say during the time when so-and-so was governor of Penn

sylvania and so-and-so was president of the United Sbtes. I think that's

less likely but I think that/i also is highly possible. Well, this is a

very important problem in connection with the criticism of Daniel. For

our istory whose purpose is not so much to dthtermlne the authenticity of

Daniel as it is to know what the facts are, as to what occurs, and the
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fact is that there is no hstorica1 evidence of a Median empire in be

tween the empire of the Neo-Babylonian Empire and the Persian Empire.

But now--Yes? (student.2) Yes, that goes right on to our next subject.

Thank you, that was a very good transition to our next subject. Because

we were just speaking of C, the Fall of the Neo-Kabylonian Empire, now

we speak of D.

D The Rise of the Persian Empire and under that number 1.

1 The Medes Yes? (student.2) I'll take a second on that, though
tha
that is prophets rather than history. The book of Daniel is divided in

two parts. Chapters 1 to 6 are the account of the events of Daniel's life.

Chapters 7 to 12 aretvisiions that God gave Daniel. The events of his

life in 1-6 go through in chronological order, then the visions he has

go tbDugh in chronological order, so that chapter 7 is the first year

of Beishazzar, which you see is earlier tha{ chapter 6 or 7. Chapter 8

is the third year of the reign of Beishazzar. Chapter 9 is the first year
of
of Darius the Mede, chapter 10 is the third year of Cyrus king of Persia,

and chapter 11 is not the first year of Darius the Mede. I said it's not,

not is.

And then we go on to D, The Rise of the Persian Empire, number 1, the

Medes. And the Medes are a wild people, that is in the viewpoint of the

settled By1oniana, the more settled Babylonians, they are a wild people
11
Thring in the northern part of what is today Persia. And these Medes had

had their battles with the Assyrian Empire,never been conquered by the

Assyrian Empire, they had had their battles with the Elamites these people

of Elam who were to the eastof Babylonia, they were a factor in history

for a long, long time. And now the Medes become a very important fact'

in connection with the downfall of the Assyrian Empire because it was the

army of the Medes and the army of the Babylonians which together had over-
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whelmed Nneveh. But 1e Babylon took over the Assyrian Empire, most

of the Assyrian empire but the Medes who had been friends with the

Babylonians who had been cooperating with them in this, it was only a

rather unstable alliance, and the Medes continued as a separate nation,

not particularly friendly with tie Babylonians, but just south of the

Medes there was a group which called themselves the Persians, just how

subject to the Meées they hay have been we don't have a great deal of

evidence. But there was a king among the Persians who had ancestors who'd

been kings of a section called Anshan, a rather small section. Call that

number 2.

2 Cyrus king of Anshan Now this king of Anshan threw off all

obedience to the Medes and began conquering nations near him and the

king of the Medes decided that he'd better put an end to this danger of

this aggressor Cyrus kingof Anshan, and so he led an army against him in

553 B.C. And this army which came against Cyrus, and everybody thought

would make short work of him, when they faced Cyrus, his own soldiers re

belled against him, and delivered him into the hands of Cyrus, and. in an

hour Cyrus leaped from the position of king of Anshan, a rank hardly

better than petty prince, to the proud position of king of the Medes.

And so he called himself king of the Medes and Persians, but he was from

the Persian group rather than from the Medeian group. So they speak of

the laws of the Medes and Persians, but eventually they call him just the

king of the Persians. He had the Median eoldiers joining with him, not

conquered and destroyed but turning to him, and so he became king not so

much of a force that had overwhelmed the Medes as of a force which had

been welcomed by the Medes as supreme power, but his people soon became

the supreme leaders inthe empire, so the Persian empire was combined of

the two groups, the Medes and the Persians, of whh the Medes had been by

far greater until 550 B.C. And after that, Cryus has the whole empire in
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his hands, that is the whole region of the Medes and the Persians. And

in 553 Cyrus starts to conquer territory north of Babylonia, territories

which were not in the Babylonian empire, and in the next ten years, Cyrus'

armies went north of the Babylonian region, conquering section after

section, they got the the wealthy cities of Asia Minor and they conquered

one after ancür till they came to the River Haleh which was the border of

Lydia the territory of (8*) Croesus. Croesus is known proverbially as the

richest man who ever lived. King Croesus. We say rich as Croesus. Well,

Croesus was king of Bybia, had been king there for many years, in Asia

Minor, and Cryus faced Croesus in 56, Croesus went to the Delphic Oracle
in Gree
in Greece to ask whether he should attack him, the Delphic Oracle said

if you attack Cyrus, a mighty empire will be destroyed. Croesus thought

that meant 010 Cyrus' empire but the battle proved it nit Croesus'

empire. So that Cryt conquered most of Asia Minor, and Cyrus is, the

Persian empire is pictured with its rapid conquests in the book of Daniel

in the visions that Daniel saw. This rapid conquest went along north of

the Babylonian empire and then way along to the west of it, into Asia

Minor, and the people were down there in Babylonia in the reign of Nabonidus

seeing how thts Persian had become head of the whole Median group which

had joined with them Pyears before to overcome the Assyrian empire

and now was swinging through all this country and soon had an empire just

about as big as Nabonidus' empire and naturally the next thing 4 happen

would be for Nabonidus' empire to come in conflicb with it. Well, this

progress of Cyrus, this trmmendous progress (9 3/k)

which eventually resulted in conquering the Babylonians is something which
th
the Lord permitted Isaish 200 years before to have a wonderful picture of

in a vision. We look at the book of Isaish, chapter 39, and wefind that

the cIpter ends with a declaration of God, through Is.iah, to Hezekish,

that his descendants will be taken to Babylon, not to mighty Assnria, but

off to Babylon. And that there in Babylon they will be eunuchs in the

palace of the king of Babylon. Now that was a startling propheey that



0.T.History 335. (101) 1661.

Isaiah gave because Assyria at that time of Isaiah was the great tre

mendous nation, and Babylon was a comparatively weak force then, Nineveh

usually held in subjection, he said his descendants will be eunuchs in

the palace of the king of Babylon. And immediately after that, the end

of Isaiah 39 there is a sharp change in the book of Isaiah. It is the be

lief of most conservatige interpreters that chapter 39 ends the portion

of Isaiah which was given in the reign of Hezekiah. So that after the

death of Hezekiah when he was defeated by his son Manasseh and there was

such terrible wickedness in the land, and eventually, according to Jewish

tradition, Manasseh killed Isaiah, bht during that time the Godly realized

that Isaiah's predictions of exile were bound to be fulfilled, they

realized that, they imagined themselves already in that situation, and

Isaiah wrote a book to comfort them, to comfort them that the exile was

not forever, God would deliver them, and to assure the exiles wheb the

time came that he was going to deliver theuJ. And so $ Isaiah looked

forward 200 years into the future, and in chapter kO, he says, comfort ye,

comfort ye, my people. Speak ye comfortably to Jerusalem and cry to her

that her warfare is accomplished. SHe had received of the Lord's hand double

for all her sins. Those people away over there in Babylon in exile but

God said, verse k, every valley shall be exalted, every mountain and hill

shall be made low, the difficulties will be removed from their way, for

them to come back home again, to Palestine, and at the end of the chapter

we find them fainting at the lohg journey, which took four months of travel

to get from Babylon over to Jerusalem. He says, he gives power to the faint

and to them that have no might he increaseth strength. Even the youths

shall faint and be weary, and the young men shall utterly fall, but they th

wait upon the Lord shall renew their strength, they shall mourjt up with

wings as eagles, they shall run and not be weary, they shall wall; and not

faint. This long journey across will not be too much for them, they il1
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the end of the exile. Well, the next chapter, 2+1,

depicts the people in Babylon there, in the Babylonian empire, seeing

Cyrus coming in this great progress that we have just described, and

Cyrus crosses the mountains of Persia and rapidly spreads across the

territory north of Babylon and on through Asia Minor, and they hear the

reports of what is happening, and all the nations are filled with terror

as Cyrus comes. And chapter 2+1 starts, Keep silence before me, 0 islands,

let the people renew their strength, let them come near, tet them come to

judgment. Who raised up the righteous one from the east. Who is the

righteous one from the east' Well, that's cyrus of course. Who brought

this man Cyrus, an instrument of God's righteousness, from the east?

Called him to his foot, gave the nations before him, made him rule over

kings, gave them as the dust to his sword, as driven stubble to his bow.

He pursued them and passed safely, even by the way that he had not gone

with his feet. All the Persians had rer been here before, C7rus is

going, place after place after place conquered in this rapid conquest,

shortly befvre the end of theby1onian empire. God said, I did this.

Who did this? He says, I am the one who did it. He (lk-) then goes on,

a picture, verse 5, the isles saw it and feared, the ends of the earth

were afraid, the people (ik) were filled

with terror. The people of the Greek islands there are wondering what

to do, as the great Persian army comes. They (14)

but God says that thou, Israel, art my chosen, Jacob whom I have chosen,

you should not fear because I have raised up C7rus. Well, somebody might

say...

0.T.History 336. ()

...the righteous one of the east that Isaiah speaks of as ()

200 years later. Well ()

let's go on and see how it all fits together. We go on then to chapter

2+3, and in chapter 43 we find in verse 3, that the Lord says to Israel,
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For I am the Lord thyj God, the Holy One of Israel, they Saviour, I gave

Egypt for thy ransom, Ethiopia and Seba for thee. Since thou wast precious

in my sight, thou hast been honourable, and I have loved thee, therefore

I will men for thee, and people for thy life. And after Cyrus conquered

Babylon, he let the Israelites go back nt then he went on, he and his

son, and they conquered Egypt,&Ethiopia, here mentioned. They conquered

them, it is pictured as a ransom that God gives them for letting Israel

go. Verses 5 and 6 tell the people of Israel they*re going to go home.

Fear not, I am with thee, I will bring thy seed from the east, and gather

three from the west. I will say to the north, Give up; and to the south,

Keep not back. Then we move over to chapter t, and there in k God tells

what he's going to do. kk:2+, thus says the Lord, they redeemer, I am
th
the Lord that makes all things, verse 25, that frustrates the tokens of

the liars, makes diviners mad, turns wise men backward; verse 26 that

confirms the word of his servant, and performs the counsel & his meesen

gers; that says to Jersualem, thou shalt be inhabited, and to the cities

of Judah, ye shall be built, I will raise up the decayed places thereof,

Jerusalem is going to be rebuilt. Now when Isaiah writes this Jerusalem

hasn't been destroyed and won't be for another hundred years. But this

is nearly a hundred years after that, says it's going to rebuilt. That

says to the deep, Be dry, and I will dry up thy rivers. That's usually

considered to be a figure of speech for Mesopotamia, the two great rivers

of Mesopotamia. I will dry up the rivers, not meaning a physical drying

up of the rivers, but a bringing to an end of the power of the great

empiresof Mesopotamia, and that came through Cyrus's conquest of the

Babylonian Empire. That says to the deep, Be dry, and I will dry up thy

rivers; That says of Cyrus, He is my shepherd and shall perform all my

pleasure, even saying to Jeruaalem, thou shalt be built and to the temple,

thy foundation shall be]ald. And of course all the critics say it actually

mentions Cyrus by name here so that proves that Isaiah didn't write this
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It all that thisis written at tne time of Cyrus, that is what they say, but we say if

God could give the name of Josiah 300 years ahead, why couldn't he give

the name of Cyrus too? But the fact that he actually uses the raie

Cyrus here at the end of thapter kk is proof that when before he told him
the a
the righteous one from the east comarI conquers kingde it's

Cyrus of which he is talking. So that we have Cyrus mentioned here at

the end of chapter kk and it continues speaking ctCyrus. Thus saith the

Lord to his anointed to Cyrus whose right hand I have holden to subdue

nations before him, I will loose the loins of kings, to open before him

the gates of Babylon, the two-leaved gates, and the gates whall not be shut.

I will go before thee and make the crooked places straight, I will break in*

pieces the gates of brass and cut in sunder the bars of iron. And so he

is picturing here so wonderf&lly the coming of Cyrus and his establishing

his power over the nations,and he says that it is God that is giving him
th
the power to do this, that it is God who is establishing. /'

Chapter 46 tells us what's going to happen to gods of Babylon. Del

boweth down, Nebo stoops, their idols were on the beats, and on the

cattle. They stoop, they bow down together, they could not deliver the

burden, but themselves are gone into captivity. Babylon is going into

captivity, verse 2. And then in verses 10 and 11 of chapter 46 he says,

Declaring the end from the beginning, and from ancient times the things

that are not yet done, saying, My counsel shall stand, and I will do all

my pleasure: Calling a ravenous bird from the east, the man that executes

my counsel from a far country, yea, I have spoken it, I will also bring it

to pass. So he calle Cyrus the righteous one in one verse, in another one

he calls him the ravenous bird, depends on how you look at it, If he's

God's instrument to do sod's work$ he's the instrument of God's righteous
G

ness, he's the righteous one. If you look him a the great aggressor,

gobbling all the land, he's a ravenous bird that is conquering everything
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in his way. And the result of it is told in 47, what happens to Babylon.

Come and sit in the dust, 0 virgin daughter of Babylon, sit on the ground,

there is no throne, 0 daughter of the Chaldeans. Verse 5, Sit thou

silent, and get thee into darkness, 0 daughter of the Chaldeans for thou

shalt no more be called the lady of kingdoms. And then in chapter 48,

verse 20, the Israelites definitely found they are going to be delivered.

Go ye forth of Bylon, flee ye from the Chaldeans; verse 21, they thirsted

not when he led them through the deserts, he caused the waters to flow

out of the rock for them, he cave the rock also, and it gushed out. Now

of course we are not examining this great section of Isaiah, the book of

Comfort, we are just glancing at its relation to the Old Testament history,

and seeing the vivid picture it gives of Cyrus' rapid conquest and the

assurance as the people see them they need not fear as the heathen do, but

rejoice because he's God's instrument to deliver them from Babylon, and

so Cyrus then conquered Babylon, killed Belshazzar, established himself

in power over this great region, and reigned until his death in 529.

Now just a very brief survey of Persian history during the remain

ing years of Old Testament history. That will be number 3.

3 Succeeding Kings We are not going into the end of the Persian

Empire because that brings us beyond the limits of the Old Testament. But

we want to look at the Persian Empire during the rest of what has any direct

relation to any Old Testament bk . And so number 3, Succeeding Kings,

Cyrus's son, Cambyses reigned from 529 until he committed suicide in 522.

When he killed himself in 522, after conquering Egypt and thus receiving

the ransom that God gave for Israel, the ransom of Egypt and Ethiopia, on

his way back in 522 he committed suicide. He heard a false rumor which

terrified him, committed suicide and another man, not a direct relative

but perhaps related distantly, named Darius became king, and Darius reigned

from 521 to 486. During his reign the temple in Jerusalem was rebuilt.
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Cyrus let the people go back, but in Darius's reign the temple was re

built. Darius had a very difficult time getting established as king,

after Cambyses kiThd himself, there were a number of fights for the

throne, Darius had to fight in many provinces, which was fortunate for

our knowledge of archeology. He fought in many provinces but he establish&

himself as supreme, and then he put a great monument up at (8k)

in Persia, celebrating his victory and naming all the prvinces he had

defeated, and he put it up in three languages and that gave us our, the

first proof of the reading of the Babylonian language, the reading of that

monument that he put up there. But Darius reigned then from 521 o 86.

You see, he had a long reign, he held all of the old Babylonian Empire,

plus the old Persian region which extended even into India and he held

Asia Minor and he held Egypt. And he was succeeded by Xerxes his son.

And Xerxes whom many think to be the Ahasuerus of the book of Esther,

though others think that was (9-) , Xerxes who reigned from

486 tok65, decided to go still further and conquer Greece, and it was a

great epic of Greek history, how the Greeks in their little city states,

fighting for their freedom, were able to keep from being conquered by the

mighty Persian empire which, of course, had to send its army tremendous

long distances, and the armies were made up of perhaps thirty different

languages, and they weren't well organized but there were tremendous

numbers, and the Greeks--the battle of Themopolae, the Battle f Salamis,

the Battle of Marathon, these battles famous in $Greek history, represent

their succeeding in keeping their freedom from Xerxes. But (io)

was succeeded by his son Artaxerxes, who reigned from 465 to 425, and

after the reign of Artaxerxes, conservatiges do not believe that anything

more was written in the Old Testament. And consequently from the view

point of Old Testament History there is no need of our going further in

the history of the Persian empire. But I want then to show its relation-
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ship to the Biblical history, to give a very brief summary, I'm not

going into many details because they are not, there's not much about

them in the Bible, there's comparatively little. But we will take Roman

Nunr1 XVI, which is, Return and Rebuilding.

XVI Return and Rebuilding You see, X was The Exile, and under the

Exile the Rise of the Persian Empire was wha ?Ixile to (11*)

and to an end. Now I might have just given, begun the Persian Empire and

then taken up XVI and gone on with it, but I thought it would be just as

simple dealing with it, to give this picture (llfl the

end of Artaxerxes. And then XVI, Return and Rebuilding. And under that:

A Return Under Zerubbabel Now this is, this return under Zerubbabel

was brought about because of Cyrus1ts conquest of Babylon. And the Bible

tells us, we have no record of it in archeological sources that have yet

come to light, but the book, we've already noted that 2 Kings ends with

Jehoiachin being out of prison 25 years after the Babylonian conquest.

2 Chronicles tells about the conquest of Zedekiah, and then its last two

verses jump ahead: Now in the first year of Cyrus king of Persia, that the

word of the Lord spoken by the mouth of Jextah might be accomplished, the

Lord stirred up the spirit of Cyrus king of Persia, that he made a pro

clamation throughout all his kingdom, and put it in writing, saying, Thus

saith Cyrus king of Persia, All the kingdoms of the earth hath the Lord

God of heaven given me; and he has charged rre to build 4im an house in

Jerusalem, which is in Judah. Who is there among you of all his peoples

The Lord his God be with him,and let him go. And that's the end of

2 Chronicles. But those two verses which end 2 Chronicles, begin the

book of Ezra. They are repeated onthe very next page of our EnglishBible,

almost word for word. Cyrus said that God had given him the victory,

now the people of Judah may return to Jerusalem (13k)

it says the Lord God of Israel, the people who worship him

may go back to Jerusalem which is in Judah and build his house.
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Then the beginning of Ezra, which continues the history right

after 2 Chronicles, goes on to tell how some of the people now went

back. Well, this (1k) of Cyrus naturally strikes us as

very interesting. Did Cyrus the king of Persia recognize the God of

Israel as the one who had given him all these powers? We have no record

of it in the records we have from C7rus. We have no record in his

records of his letting the Jews go back. Well, what is it then? Is it

an imaginery thing, did it never happen? Did some Jew make up this

story and put it in here? Well, we have an interesting (l14.-)

on it in the book entitled HE ANCIENT NEAR EAST which some of you now

own and I wish all of you will soJe day own. In THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST...
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...Cyrus on page 206 to 208 and here is an inscription by Cyrus telling

about his conquest of Babylon, and after he tells about his conquest of

Babylon here, he thanks the gods of Babylon for having given him the

control of Babylon. He says on page 206 of this book that the Nabonidus

had not worshipped Marduk properly. He says the worship of Marduk the king

of gods he had changed into abomination, daily he used to do evil against

Mar.uk's city. Upon their complaints the lord of the gods became terribly

angry and he departed from their region, also the other gods living among

them left their mansions, wroth that he had brought them into Babylon. But\
of all their sttlemerits were in ruins and

Marduk on account of the fact that the sanctuaries/of Sumer and Akkad had

beomme like dead, turned back his contenance, his anger abated and he had

mercy on them. He scanned and looked through all the countries, searching

for a righteous ruler willing to lead him in the annual procession. Then he

pronounced the name of Cyrus, king of Anshan, declared him to become the

ruler of all the world. He made the Guti country and all the Medes bow in

submission to his feet (Cyrus' feet). And Cryus always endeavoured to treat

according to justice the Babylonian people, they call them the black-headed

whom he (Marduk) had made him conquer. Marduk the great lord, a protector
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of his people/worshipers, beheld with pleasure Cyrus' good deeds and his

upright mind and ordered him to march against his city Babylon. He

made him set out on the road to Babylon going at his side like a real frien(

His widespread troops strolled along, their weapons packed away. Without

any battle, he made him enter his town Babylon, sparing Babylon any calam

ity. He delivered into Cyrus' hands Nabonidus, the king who did not

worhhip him. All the inhabitarist of Babylon, as well as the entire

country of Surrir and Akkad, princes and governors, bowed to Cyrus and

kissed his feet, jubilant that he had received the kingdht. Happily

they greeted him as a master through whose help they had come to life

from death.Øy{ And so he says that he took over Babylon at the direction

of Marduk the god of Babylon, And then over on page 208, he says, I return

to the sacred cities on the other side of the Tigris the sanctuaries

which have been ruins for a long time, the images which used to live

therein and estabished for them permanent sanctuaries. I gathered their

former inhabitants, I returned them to their habitations. Furthermore, I

resettled upnn the command of Marduk, the great lord, all the gods of

Sumer and Akkad whom Nabonidus has brought into Babylon, the anger of

the lord of the gods, unharmed, in their former chapels, the places which

make them happy. May all the gods whom I have resettled in their sacred

cities ask daily Bel and Nebo for a long life for me and may they

recommend me to Marduk, my lord, they may say this: ?ICyrus, the king who

worships you and Cabyses his son... Well you see the claim he makes

here. It is the god of Babylon who has given Babylon over to Cyrus. The

god of Babylon has turned against Babylon and given it to Cus, and the

various gods of Babylon, of the different cities, he has sent back, which

had been brought into the city of Babylon.

Well, you see from here Cyrus' strategy. The Assyrians and the

Babylonians took all of the gods from the different countries and they

brought them to Babylon, and they took the people and they removed them
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and resettled them in various areas to force them to be subject to

Assyria and to Babylonia. Now Cyrus sees a chance to make friends with

these people by reversing the process. He says to these people you've

been taken into exile, you've been carried away by these wicked Assyrians

and Babylonians, your gods4 are angry about it, they have brought me to

deliver you. I' m letting you go back to your own land, I'm letting your

gods go back to their own temple, I am brought by your gods to deliver

you, that's the attttude that Cyrus took toward these various gods in

Babylon. Now the Bible pictures that as the attitude that Cyrus took

toward the od of Israel, and it would seem that Cyrus, that was his

puitica1 method. The armies had overwhelmed these nations before, now

he's going to make friends with them, he's going to live with hhem; of

course, they' still be under, they're still right under his thumb, but

instead of their being under the thumb of the wicked Babylonians and

Assyrians, they're under the thumb of the righteous, good, friendly Cyrus.

They will charge them the same taxation, treat them a1it the same, but

he delivered them from the others and that makes them subject to him.

That's his strategy, that's his policy. And the Bible represents Cyrus

in exactly the way that he represents himself to these other gods. The

only thing is we have no reason to thinl, no proof at least, that Cyrus

actual'y personally recognized the God of Israel. We have none of his

writings which show his recognition of him, but we do have exactly the

same relationship represented as his claim, and of course the Bible says

that God brought Cyrus, raised him up, gave him power to deliver his

people. Cyrus says Marduk raised me up to deliver his people, and he

says that of all the other gods. Well, Cyrus was ready to admit all the

gods raised him up, and he helped their people, then the people should be

subject to him of course. But we of course believe that what the Bible

says about him is true. It was God who raised up Cpus. God. brought him

for this purpose, God did it to deliver His people and take them back.
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The other gods, they took their statues which were in Babylon as proof

of the conquest, they carried them back with them, but probably not many
p
people went back, the people were well established where they were, they

were contented there, not many of them went back to their own land. But

the Jew and the other Israelites, hating kept *live through the exile,

the belief in their one God the true God, and having Isaiah's promi that

Cyrus would come and deliver them and bt them go back, a substantial

number of them, though probably a small proportion to the whole, were

willing and ready to risk the miseries of a long journey across the wil

derness and the life in a territory which had just been torn to ruins by

the conquerors and left in ruins a hundred years before and just growing

up in weets and ashes, to go back there and to undeike to rebuild a place

where they would have the true worship of God. Now since the other gods,

gave the statues to them to take baCk, in'case there are no statues,

there is no statue of the God of Israel, but there are the vessels from
th
the sarduary, the various things from the Temple, which had een carried

away by the conquerors and which Belshazzar had, was using there when he

saw this handwriting onthe wall, and he gives these to them and tells them

they may take them back, and so the facts about Cyrus, letting the exiles

go back, as described in the Bible, are not corroborated by aas4es

specific archeological evidence but fit exactly with the evidence 6' that

archeology gives of the general attitude of Cyrus toward the various

people whom the Babylonians and the Assyrians have conquered. Yes?

(student.9) That was along the crescent, yes, but along the crescent,

there were long wilderness areas. There were fine cities and well

establiähed sections and therithere were sections where there wasn't...

(student.9) The easiest route wa4o go up around it. ( 3/k)

That is undoubtedly the way they went.
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Though across the wilderness is very difficult, though not impossible,

because it's a very rough country there and a very dry country and the

Arabs once found themselves in a situation where across that wilderness

they had a revolt, and they couldn't take time to go around, they had to

get there as fast as they could, and they had no way to carry enough

water to get across, so they took their camels and they maé the camels

drink all the water they could possibly get into them and then they

started out and as they went along they killed camels along the way to

get the water out of them, and that way they were able to get enough water

to get across, but that is such a very unusual way that in the Arab

Chronicles much is made of it, the very unusual situation showing the in

genuity of the tremendous power of that particular Arab conqueror.

Ordinarily it certainly would not be. Of course, now an airplane can go

straight across without any difficulty. In fact I believe they drive

across, but in those days (iO-)

Cyrus, then, gave the command that they could go and we have it de

scribed in Ezra 1, and we read that he gave them, the last verse says,

All the vessels of gold and of silver were 5,400, and these did Sheshbazzar

bring with themof the captivity that were brought up from Babylon unto

Jerusalem. And then we have the list of some of the people who came with

Zerubbabel and made this trip back, and there was a substantial number of

people, but a comparatively small part of the whole people, who undertook

to make this long journey back and it took them four months on the way to

get across, and if Cyrus conquered Babylon in 539 B.C., then it would be

within the next capple of years that they made their way back. So that

it would be between 539 and 536 that the beginning of the Return took

place, and it's interesting that if you go back from that time 49 years,

if you go back fromthat time 49 years you come to this time of the de

struction of Jerusalem. Jerusalem was destroyed in 587, in 539, 14.9 years

later, Cyrus conquered Babylon and let the people go back. Add there are
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those who think that that 49 years fits exactly with the statement that

you have in the book of Daniel where you read in Daniel 9, that he says

in Daniel 9:25, Know therefore and understand, that from the going forth

of the commandment to restore and to build Jerusalem unto Messiah the

Prince shall be seven weeks. If we take that as seven weeks of years,

that could be 49, just the time that passed. And there are some who be

lieve that is the 49 years, though most people do not. But it's inter

esting that it exactly fits if it is.

Now in the same chapter of Daniel it refers to Jeremiah's statement

that the land is going to be (l3) for 70 years. He

says, chapter 9:2, he understood from Jeremiah the prophet that he would

accop1ish 70 years in the desolations of Jerusalem, and he set his face

before the Lord to pray. Well if we go back 70 years from 538 we get

608 and assuming they didn't get started for a couple cf years, it would

be maybe 536 they went back, that would be abut 606, about when Daniel

and the few princes were taken, which we could think of in a way as the

beginning of the Exile, though actually it wasttears ilter before the

real (i1t) occurred. Well, we have to stop there
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...XVI, Return and Rebuilding, under that A, The Retbrn under Zerubbabel.

This is described in the beginning of the book of Ezra. It came, as you

notice, a little less than 70 years after the first small group was taken

from Judah, and a little s than 50 years after the great bulk of the

land of Judah was left desolate. This return we notice was by the per

mission of King Cyrus and while we have no (1*)

evidence regarding it, we have evidence that it was in line with the

attitude which Cyrus took. So the proclamation was given and Cyrus made

available to them materials to take back. We read that %he made these

materials, means, available to Sheshbazar the prince of Judah. And then
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in chapter 2 we read about the people who came with Zerubbabel. Chapter

1 these were made available to Sheshbazzar. And there is considerable

disagreement as to whether Sheshbazzar is the first prince and Zerubbabel

his assistant who succeeded him, or as to whether Zerubbabel and Shesh

bazzar are two names for the same man. The answer to that problem is

something/which conjectures can be made and arguments can be based on

inferences from a word or two of Scripture, person&lly I always feel in

a case like this when there is no clear proof, that it is much the wiser

policy to say we just do not know and evidence may come for one or the

other. Which of the two the Scripture has not made clear. But Zerubbabel

led a comparatively small grup of people back. After this period which

can be by round numbers called 70 years. The ciiparative1y small number

were allowed to go back to live in communities of their own, and to take

the sacred vessels for the Temple. They were supposed to be allowed to

build the house of the Lord. Well, with Zerubbabel there was the high

Priest who is called Joshua, in chapter 3 of Ezra, is called Jeshua.

Elsewhere he is called Joshua. They got back there and they proceeded to

establish homes for themselves and they eettled in a very desolate land

which had been run down terribly and it was very difficult to get re

established. This was aboout 538 when they returned. Well, after the

return they in4ended to build the Temple right away, but the building of

the Temple is a difficult task, it is a large task and a difficult task,

they made a very nice beginning on it, and then in chapter , we read of

the adversaries of Judah and Benjamin heard they were going to build the

temple and they tried to interfere with it. In chapter k, we read/)' how

they interfered. First they came to Zerubbabel and the leaders, and they

said let us build with you for we seek your God as you do, and we sacrifice

to Him since the days of Essarhaddon king of Assyria who brought us up

hither. Now that was a very fine thing to have assistance. The little

group of them wakld have a very difficult job to get this great temple
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built. As a matter of fact it was many, many years before it was corn-

leted. And here were these people who had been established there north

of them, established for some time, they say we worship the same God that

you do, we want to help in building this temple. But under the circum

stances Zerubbabel and Jeshua and the leaders of the people were very

wise to examine the situation carefully. If these people were indeed of

one mind with them, if they worshipped God as they did, it would be

very, very foolish to fail to take advantage of their help in building

the temple. There is many a group which has split over very, very minor

points, and which each part has tried to build something, and neither

part has succeeded because netther part had the energy to do it. I know

of one church up in north Jersey which nearly split over the question of

whether the crucifixion was on Wednesday or on Friday. Some thought it

was one, some thought it was the other, and they got so angry at each

other, they didn't see how they could work together. And I heard of a

group yesterday out in central Pennsylvania, a church which some yea'rs

ago split because when we firt began getting cars with bumpers, one

group thought that they should have the bumpers black, it was (6-)

white bumpers, and so today I was told that half

of the grupp has ordinary automobi1áe', the other half has automobiles

with fine chrome on them and are just like the others except that their

bumpers are painted black, so they*re called the black Bumper Church.

And are distinct from all denominations in central Pennsylvania. There

are all sorts of divisions and refusals to work together over very, very

minor points.

But in this case there was not a minor poknt involved. These people

who wanted to help them in building the temple were people who had the

arnaritan religion which was a mixed religion. They claimed to worship

the Lord but actually they had various teach* in their worship which
I
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were definitely contrary to the teaching of the Scriptures. And under

these circumstances, to bring them in to the building of the temple,

would result tot in building a temple to the Lord at all There was a man

once when I went to Bible Institute of Los Angeles who was the pastor

of a big -Presbyterian Church who came and spoke to us, and he said he was

going to speak on doctrinal preaching. He said that he had, some of his

people came to him and said we'd like you to give us some doctrinal ser-

mons, we'd like to know what we believe. Well, he said, you think I want
to
to empty my church? Why should I do that? The people said, well, give

us one and try it. He gave one, and instead of cutting the crowd down,

the crowd increased, so he thought it was a good thing to give doctrinal

sermons. Well, what was his purpoee in running a church, it was to get

people there. Well, to get people there he gave just one joke after an

other, amused them, and made them leave feeling that wasn't a tough job

to go to church. We've been good people, we've gone to church and we

e.nj
39

oyed
the church when we were there, but they got nothing. But he knew

the Scriptures, he had graduated from a sound theological seminary, he

understood the Gospel, and when they asked for it he gave it o them.

When it comes to believing in the sense of considering to be a fact

certain beliefs, but when it comes to believing in the sense of putting

your trust in it and believing that this is what God wants us to have,

I would say he was a rank unbeliever. He was interested in getting

people instead of interested in getting the message of Christ to them.

Well, in this case Zerubbabel and Jeshua very sensibly said these people

are not true believers . If we let them help us in building the house to

our God, it will be not a house fal the worship of God, it will be a pagan

temple.

When I first got to Berlin I went to the American Church in Berlin and

I was a graduate of Princeton Seminary and there was a CM graduated

from McCormick there, a very fine chap, and we became acquainted and we
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were together a good bit of the time in Berlin. And then we both ran on

to a fellow who was a very, very fine chap from American studying medicine.

And he was over there, a very nice fellow and we had lots of associations

with him, but he was a very outspoken atheist. A very, very strong atheist

and a vegetarian. And he was very pronounced inhis attitude but, as I

say, a very cultured fellow, and I was interested this fellow

from McCormack sag, oh how I wish we could get him into the church, the

church needs his culture, if we could only get him into the church. Well,

I'd like to get him cmverted, to know the Lord, to get him into the church.

He needed the grace of God, it wasn't that the church needed him. These

Samar&táaa needed the grace of God, butthey didn't have it. And here

was this little graup trying to build the temple and better never to get

the temple built than havé it built and then prove not to be a temple of

the Lord. So Zerubbabel and Jeshua and the rest of the people said to

them, you have nothing to do with us to build a home for our God, but

we oithselves together will build under the Lord God of Israel, as king

Cyrus the king Perisa has commanded us. And then the people that weren't

_4'RT~ them, then they proceeded to weaken their hands and hire Couselors

againt them and interfere with their purpose, and it wasmany years be

fore they were able to carry on the work of building the temple, they

had constant opposition and constant difficulty. But the book of Ezra

is a wonderful book telling how they overcame the ppposition, how they
p
persevered, bow they pressed on to build the temple, $yˆø and eventually

they were able to build,nothing like the great beautiful temple of

Solomon, but nevertheless a very substantial temple to the Lord, one

that was entirely adequate for their purpose.

Now in chapter 5 we have an interesting statement at the beginning

of the chapter. Then the prophet, Haggai the prophet and Zechariah the

son of Iddo prophesied unto the Jews that were in Judah and Jerusalem in
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the name of the God o Israel. Then rose up Zerubbabel the son of Shealt

and Jeshua the son of Jozadak, and began to build the house of God which

at Jerusalem, and with them were the prophets of God helping them.

I asked you in this course to learn e names of the historical

books of the Bible. They are the books from Genesis through Esther,

to knww them in order. We had that last semester, I certainly expect

everyone in class, even if they are just taking it this semester, to know
th
them. That is a definite part of the work of this course, to know them

definitely in order. And I would mark off very, very seriously for

any one of them that is out of order in the final exam at this time. I

have not asked you in this course to learn the names of the poetical

books, the five poetical books: Job, Psaism, Proverbs, Ecciesiastes,

Sor¬of Solomon. Nor to learn the names of the 17 prophetical books, the

five books we call the Major Prophets, four of them being long books and

one of them being a short book written by the author of one of the long

books, nor the names of the 12 Minor Prophets which are minor in size

but in no other regard. They a'e major as ar as value arimportance is

concerned. I aid not ask you to learn their names for this course. But

om both of them, we have touched upon them as they fit into the history.

There are some of them which it's not very clear to us where they come

in history, but which are messages which don't have a close relation to

the history and those we have not touched on in this course at all. But
tho
those that do, and this is the great bulk f them, have a definite relatio

to history, we found that out quite clearly. So if I were to ask you to

name such books of prophecy as we have touched upon in this course, to

name them and tell (l3)

a little about them, that would of course be an altogether fair question.

And if I should ask that next Monday, I expect you would all be thoroughl

ready. But among those two are named in this book, Haga and zecharlab.

And it is important that we are familiar with the basic message of Haggal

and Zechariah.
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Haggai is a short book, Zechariah is a long one. Zecharjah has

much of future prediction of great interest, some of it rather difficult

to understand, particu±ly in the last half of the book. But the first

part, the first third of Zechariah,and the whole of Haggai, have one big

theme and that is this. It is time to build the house of the Lord, you've
bui
built your own house, you've got nice homes and you're neglecting the

building of the house of the Lord. And it was after the initial inter

est had rather died down in the face of difficultLes and people had be

come lax and careless that Haggal and Zechariah came...

O.T.History 339. (-)

... but here in Ezra it is brought out also that these two prophets were

tremendously helpful in exhorting the peopled that it is time to build

the house of the Lord. And their message was a very vital message for

that day but it is a message for every day. It is always time for us,

especially when the temple of the Lord has been broken down, modern&sts

have come in, have taken over, have changed the teipple of God into a

synagogue of Satan, that is a day for denunciation of them, it is a day

for pointing out their errors, and even more a day for building a true

temple, for building up groups of people who will stand for the word of

God, and receive His truth and be assemblies from which the Word will go

forth. Well, Haggai and Zechariah then have a meesage which is very

closely related in our history to this specific time, but also a mesaage

which is of great interest for all time, and it's just too bad that they've

had that word minor tagged on to them, leading people to think that they
1

are minor prophets. They are short but they are just as important as

anything anywhere in the Bible. Well, under the impetus of the activity

of these prophets they proceeded to build the house of the Lord and the

temple there was finished,

And so we have this new group of Jews, mostly in the area around
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Jerusalem, the bulk of them not in the city. There wasn't enough

country around to make a center for the city. You could/nt build a

big textile factory in the city, the7e*d be nobody around to buy your

goods. Most of them ha to be on farms, down south, they had to produce

what they used, and comparatively few could live in Jerusalem. Jerusalem

was largely (2 3/k) But in Jerusalem

they built a fairly substantial temple and they came to the temple for

their services and they lived arouüd there and this situation continued

for many, many years. But the return was in 538, the actual building of

the temple would not have been completed until around 520. But then we

have a continuation of life with little evidence told about it, in the

first six chapters of Ezra, Ezra himself is never mentioned. He is given

the history of previous times. Ezra was in, I mean Zerubbabel's return

was in the reign of Cyrus, the rebuilding of the temple ran into the be

ginning of the reign cDarius. But Darius we've already noticed reigned

52l1I.86, Xerxes 486 to 465, Artaxerxes began to reign in 465 and our next

development comes in the 7th year of the reign of Artaxerxes. So you see

that it would come in about 458, in other words it is about 80 years after

the group had gone back. About 80 years has passed, the people who went

back were probably practically every one of them dead. The people who had

built the temple were probably every one of them dead. And the people who

had been children when the temple was built were now the elder leaders of

the people. When in 458 the ixt important step occurré in the history

of the return.

That is when a man who was in exile, his parenthad not gone back in

the first return, he was in Babylon a student of the Word of God, and he

asked the king to permit him to take another group back to the land of

Palestine. Some critics deny there was a first group at all, but they

have no satisfactory grounds for the denial, though we have little positive

evidence to prove the fact, just a clear statement in the first part of

Ezra.
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But no one could, so far as I know, question that Ezra began the

long four months trip across from Babylon over here to Jerusalem and

have a perm from Artaxerxes to go and to see how the temple was comi,

how things were going, and to help in the develppment of Israel. And so

Ezra came and Ezra took general charge of the religious life of the

people, and took a great interest in getting things established in better

fashion. 80 yens after the first return. I think it's important to

realize. As the book is called Ezra, but Ezra doesn't come in till 80

years Liter the beginning of the return, but this was a large group of

people who went with Ezra and it is the 2nd stage of the return. I

should have called it B Return under Ezra But we do not have to wait

as long for the next stage as we did for this one. Because it is only

13 years later that we will call C Nehmiah Here we have evidence of

how the Jews were getting on in captivity. There were many Jews in captiv

ity who were forgettful entirely of God, who were simply proceeding to

be as prosperous as they could and to get along. There were other Jews

who remembered God, and of these a good many prospered also. And here we

have pretty good evidence that here is a man named Nehemiah who is right

in the palace of the Persian Emperor. He
C

FePe to the king. He

has access right into the presence of the kirg and he has opportunity to

make himself liked by the king. That certainly is far different from be

ing in prison. It shows how the Jews were coming forward and the security

of a position at court and beoming prosperous in the Persian Empire.

But Nehemiah tells us, in Nehemiah 2:1 that in the 20th year of Arta

xerxes, in other words that wold be 445 B.C., 13 years after Ezra's return,

that in that year Nehemlah dared to hope that he might be able to do

something to help his people, they had been 80 years back in Palestine,

but Jerusalem was still largely in ruins and it had no wall around it.

The wall had been broken down in 587, the wall had not been 140 years in
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utter ruin. The people had been living there, you might say why do

they need a wall? They're in the Persian Empire, and the Persians

are guaranteeing peace, I don't know how effective they were in making

real safety but probably they were tolerably safe, probably a lot safer

than they were 70 years ago in Palestine. The general conditions were

fairly well organized under the Persian Empire, but it was a terrible

affront to the pride of the Jews at least to see this wall lying there

in rs, to know that they themselves were unable to protect themselves

in case of attack, and Nehemiah felt very, very badly about this, and

there in the Emperor's Palace he had the opportuhity of winning the em

peror's favor, but it's one thing to win an emperor's favor and it is

another thing to actually get his help and his support.

Now it's interesting how these people refused to let the Samaritans

help them in building. They opposed it, Ezra did), Nehemiah does now,

as he comes back, they absolutely are unwilling to have the Samaritans

have any share in their work and yet they rejoice in getting letters from

the heathen kinof Persia that they will give them assistance, that they

give them support of the Empire and protection of the Empire in (io-)

There is a difference between the two.

One is people entering in as religious cooperators in the of a

religious work, the other is the working with the world as it is, with

worldly leaders in matters which while important to the advance of re

ligion are nevertheless primarily secular, such as getting permission

froovernments and getting equal privileges before governments. We have

today a denomination in thts country, the Covenanter denomination, at

least one portion of the Covenaher denomination, which makes a great

article of faith, that until the United States shall in its Constitution

adopt an amendment saying that Jesus Christ is the king and rule6f this

land, we cannot conscientiously hope for (ii)

will have any part in what is then a heathen gogerxinent.
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Well, you admire the (ii-) and loyalty which

these people have shown many times, we adthire what they have lost through

their unwillingness to participate in government, or even to vote, in thks

way, but there's no Scriptureal warrant for that attitude. Because the

Scripture teaches that Satan is the prince of this world today, it teaches

that these are the times of the Gentiles, not the times of the Jews, the

times of the Gentiles, times, in other words, when the government of the

world is primarily in the hands of heathen. And under those circumstances

Nehemiah did not hesitate about being Cup-bearer to the king, Daniel did

not hesitate to be one of the primary governors in the kingdom under

Nebuchadnezzar. They did not hesitate to give advice and help to these

kings, gave them a testimony ma tactful way whenever they could, and if

they were put in a position where they had to deny their Sav4e1pT faith,

standing for it without fear. And dying for it if needé be. But they

did not hesitate to cooperate in secular affairs in a world which is,

until our Lord Jesus Christ reliünns, (12 3/k)

I feel the Covenanters are a credit to tie zeal, but I think their inter

pretation of Scripture is definitely wrong at this point. And so
tiah

xerxee-praised the Lordhat he was given favor in the eyes of this wicked

heathen king, in order that he could get his help to rebuild the walls of

Jerusalem. After the people were back for 8o years and living there

(13*) Yes? (student .13*)

Yes, and that is, I think, a very definite mistake. There's very grave

danger involved. But as you say, building up a protective detice is a

different thing. I think that's important for us to recognize. I think

we should go very slow about taking specific h&lp from government for

building (1k)

student.lk. The Baptists are now yielding right on this point in

the southern states. They're saying that it would be proper to receive,

they're modifying their views, they're lecturing them regarding parochial
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support right at this present moment.). I'm afraid I'm rather heretical

on this matter of parochial support. Personally, I don't feel that the

state should specifically help the church. And I don't think it's the

duty of the thurch to educate children, I think it's the duty of the

parents. But I can't get away fronhis feeling, that if the state

is going to draw taxes from people in order to educate their children,

and if those people don't want their children to have a secular education

but want them to have an education which has something of a religious

touch in the direction of what the parents believe...

-O.T.
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...I can't quite see why the parents should have to pay for two schools,

for a public school arid also for a school of their own religion, that is

provided of course that the school they are ging to has definite standards

as far as education goes. I don't think our government should help the
Rom
Roman Catholics, I don't think so at all, that it should, but when it

comes to a school, I don't see why we should make them pay for a public

school, and then pay again for the building of Protestant schools. (student

1. Can we afford it in this economy, when - we can't even

keep our schools up as it is. How can we afford to add these extra schools

to the econmmy, now overburdened apparently) I think that if we're

going to force our children to go to schools with teaching directed by the

state, we have the most wonderful machinery for enforcing materialism

upon our children, and making atheists of them. And we don't force our

children to go to public schools, we force them to go to public schools

or the other schools which have high educational standards. Well, if we
do
do that, it seems only fair that a proportionate part of our taxes should

go to those other schools(121)

But now that '5 a thing on which I differ with a great many people and would

not want to put my opinion (1 3/k)
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but not a great deal. Yes? (student-1 3/14.) Yes, I would feel so defin

itely. Now, I don't quite see why I should have to pay to suppprt a pub-

lic school and then pay again to support a Christian School where I send
my
my children. It seems to me that it would be reasonable that if the

state taxes me to support a school, that that proportion of the taxes

should go to the kind of school that I want my children to attend.

I think the general principle

But in this case, the king, he prayed that God would give him favor

before the king. He did not go and demand this of the king because he

1cnew if he did he wouldn't last very long. He went in and just prayed

that God would lead the king to give him a chance (3)

and the king noticed that there was something wrong and askedhim, what's

the matter, you don't look happy today. And he said, he had always looked
happy before, now he didn't
happy before, now he didn't look happy, the king said why do you sigh,

what's wrong? And he said, let the king live forever, why should not

my countenance be sad when the dity the place of my fathers' sepulchres,

lies waste and the gates thereof are coiumed with fire? The kingmight

have said well now you always looked happy before, but this happened 170

years ago, strange that it would make you so sad right now, it never

bothered you all the time before when you were here. But the Lord led

that the king should not think of things too logically but should be

moved by the emotion of his personal liking for this young man who

though a period of time had given him faithful service and had won a

good reputation in his eyes. And so the king said well now what is it

you'd like. What would you like? And he prayed then and said, raised

his heart to the Lord, and then he said to the king, if it please the king,

if thy servant have found favor inthy sight, that thou wAldest send me

to Judah, to the city of my fathers' sepulchres, that I may build it.
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And the king said to me, the queen also sitting by him, doubtless the

Lord worked it that way, that the. would be there on this particular

time and the king and queen had had a little bit of a spat just bfore,

and she'd been criticisirg him for a few people who had failed to bow

their heads quite deep enough when they went by on the street and he'd

had to makeé them do it on the spot, and she said it was a little bit

cruel to do that and he was feeling he'd rather like to make a good

impression on her now and here's this nice young man who asks a rather

preposterous request, to be allowed to go a four-mohths' trip away and

have a group to help him and have help from the state in it, but the
Lor
Lord just worked the circumstance, and the Lord does work circumstance.

We haven't time to tell you how I got into Germany in 'k7 to get books

for the Seminary, but the circumstances worked together, one could never

imagine, but the Lord just worked it together as he worked this for

Nehemiah. I don't think we should say if a door opens we should step
in
in, the Devil may have opened the door. Don't think circumstances

should lead us, but we decide by the word where we should go, and if

we're really following God's will, then God may open doors that weren't

open. God may cause things to work together as he did here for Nehemiah.

And so he aays the queen was there and the king glanded over at the queen

and he thought now she'll like this if I show real kindliness to this
you
young fellow and she, I heard her say she liked the young fellow too, and

so he says well how long will this journey take, when will you retnn?

And he made a tremendous request, letters to governors over there, they

were to go with him, an escort to take him, and timber to make beams for

the palaces pertaining to the house and for the wall of the city, and

for the house th' enter. And the king gave him everything he

asked. Then he made the four-months' trip over there, back to Jerusalem,

and as he went out and looked ova' the city and found the walls all broken

down, he found the place just, outside, just an utter ruin, and then we
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nave a very stirring account of how Nehemiah proceeded tp build the wall

and these people in the neighborhood, the children and grandchildren of

those who had interfered before in the building of the temple and managed

to keep that from being done for a good many years, $now they really are
cone
concerned almt walls being built, because you might say, with the Prsian

peace in the land they don't need a wall around the city for protection,
bu
but if you have a wall around the city it certainly,means that these

people outside can be shut out anytime they want and it givesthe Jews

a tremendous advantage againstthem, and they really were concerid about

it. And so they proceed to interfere with the building of the wall, and

it's a stirring account of how Nehemiah proceeded again the difficulties

to get the people together, and get them to build the wall, and to do

it by constantly watching lest the Samaritans interfere with them. And

so he Md the men build with a trowel in one hand and a sword in the

other. Chapter k:l8, the builders, every one had his sword girded by

his side and so built it and he that sounded the trumpet was by me. And

I said to the nobles and to the rulers and to the rest of the people, the

work is great and large,and we are separated on the wall, one far from

another. In what place therefore ye hear the sound of the trumpet, resort

ye thither to us, our God shall fight for us.

I know of people today who have a certain view of apologetics which

in my mind is exactly as if Nehemiah had gone up into a high tower in

the middle of Jerusalem somewhere with a strong wall around it and had

gotten up in there and said now here we are protected, these Samaritans and

others can't possibley get ap us. We've got a system that's absolutely

watertight, they can't get at us, they can't injure us many way. He

went up there and stayed there. They might have been perfectly safe but

the walls would never have been built. Nehemiah didn't stay up in his

high tower, where it was safe, he went out there where there was danger,

he went out there and he worked and he built but he had his sword ready.
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He had his sword at his side, he had the trumpeter all ready to blow,

he had the people alert to watch, so that they did n let the building

stop for the sake of defense. But they did nt let the defense be ne

glected for the sake of the building, they carried on both activities at

the same time, constantly watching but constantly building, and we have

today too many people who are doing one or the other, we have people who

are only watching, only defending, and never building, and getting nothing
don
done, and we have people who are building great wonderful things which
--th
--the United StatesZ is filled with marvelous schools, fine churches,

great organizations, wltthh godly Christian people huve build up and

Satan's men have taken over after wards, and either activity without the

other is apt to accomplish very little,

But Nehemiah gives us an example here, he carried on both activities,

he built and he watched. He had his sword by his side, he had his trumpet

there, but he had his trowel in his hand and he built. And bhey built the

wall around the city, they got' the work completed. And then when he got

the work completed, he found there were hardly any people there to live

in it. He found that Jerusalem had a few people in it and most of the

people were living out on their fields and all together there were very

few people and so it was necessary to ask other people to liire in Jerusalem

in order (11) the city. And they had to make

the trip every day, they had to spend maybe an hour's walk every in the

morning to go out to their fields, an hour at night to come back, instead

of living there it's more aaifortable. Extra work, extra time, but' they

were willing to do it for the sake of the work. Willing to do it in<

order that the city could be a real city and not just a beautiful wall

with a half a dozen people in it, of course there wasn't half a dozen

compared to a bi beautiful city, it seemed like a half a dozen. They

were willing to do double duty to make up for the fact that they were

so few in number. Yes?
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Well, then in chapter 8 we find that Nehemiah, different from most

people, did not feel so proud of his building that he made a separation

from Ezra who was giving out the word of God. Many a person would have

said well new look at this fellow Ezra, he's been here 13 years and they
ha
haven't done a thing towards building the wall. He's been here 13 years

and he's done a few nice things but what does it amount to. Now

built this wonderful wall here and everybody should listen to me. But

Nehemiah knew that he had his task, building the wall, and Ezra had his

task of instructing the people. And that it was the Lord's will that

each of them should fulfill his task. And consqquently we find that

the book of Nehemiah hhas a substantial portion of it telling about

the activities of Ezra. Now these are not told in thee book of Ezra,

because the activities in the first part of the book of Nehemiah come

before these activities. So to give us a proper ide4che progress of

it, it is sensible to give the activities of Ezra later. But here we

find in chapter 8 all the people gathered themselves as one man in the

street that was before the water gate, and they spoke to Ezra the scribe

o brihg the book of the law of Moses, which the Lord had commanded to

Israel. And Ezra brought the law before the congregatiornd he read there

in,the people were attentive to the book of the law. Ezra stood on a

pulpit of wood made for the purpose and opened the book in the sight of the

people and he blessed the Lord, the great God. Chapter 8 is a wonderful

chapter about how Ezra read the whole Pentateuch and presented the Word

of God to them. And there are several things to notice about it, one is

that Ezra had been there 13 years and he'd been talking to the people

.bout reading the Word of God, and trying to bring it to them and probably

most of them thought it's mighty nice to have Ezra to give our children

lessens some good instruction but didn't pay so much attention to him and

Nehemiah built the wall and interest is roused and peoè come and ask

Ezra to read them the Word of God. He hasn't become sour in the 13 years
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disgusted that people weren't paying attention, he was ready to jump in

and do the service at the time when there was great need. And in any

kind of work that we're doing, you will hit your head against a stone

wall and work and struggle and get very little result...

0.T.History 341. ()

...at certain periods of time and at other times everything will just

seem to be wide open and people are just interested and ready and anxious

to hear. It's mighty important that we don't become soured in the period

of little results, and that we don't feel jealous of the other person that

comes along and opens the door as Nehemiah does, but that we step in and

take advantjage of the door which he opens, and in the time of little re

sults it's rather foolish to hit your head against a stone wall so hard

that your numb and unable to take advantage of the real opportunit$

when it comes. we shouldn't sit back and wait for the opportunity but we

should (i) and push ahead and look for, try to

find means of bringing (l--) but know that if we don't
S
succeed that God has in the past poured out his mercy in periods of times

of great blessing. Jonathan Edwards in his early ministry had hundreds of

people coming to the church and he gave his great revival sermons and as

he preached on sinners in the hands of an angry God, they said you could
ju
just about feel (1 3/k)

as if the floor was going to open up and the people were going to drop into
he
hell, they were filled with fear and with (i 3/k)

he had tremendous response, did a great work there, and then the work kind

of quieted down and settled down and Jonathan Edwards went on working,

preaching, instead of having 0 oonverts on a Sunday it got to where he

was only getting 10 and then to where he was only getting 3, then he went

two or three years with none at all, but preaching just as faithfully,

working just as faithfully, The people got together and said this fellow
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Jonathan Edwards is just gitthng us the same old sermons he gave us 20

years ago, and we're tired of them, and they voted him out of the church.

So he went out and he studidd metaphysics and he wrote a book on metaphysics

that was one of the great contributions, one of the greatest contributions

to Ghristian that has ever been made in America. And then they

called him to Princeton University, he was one cf their first presidents.

And he had another great opportunity of service towards the end of his

life, but after that great opportunity in the beginning of his lire when

God so wonderfully blessed him, and then the blessing died out, he was

helping, doing a great deal, but it was small compared to what Ihad

done before, he could gone off and sulked and said oh, this people has
al
all turned bad, nothing good ahead, but instead of that he worked aith

fully till that door was shut and then he found other doors of service,

made a tremendous contribution to Christianity in America.

Ezra had his great time of blessing when he first got there, Ezra

had his time of very little accomplishment, aid now the people gather to

gether as one man, they come and Ezra reads the word of God and they're

all interested and anxious to hear it. I've known of a number of periods

like tth iAfferent countries andy different areas, there's just

a hunger for the word of God, and the-last alas, too often, there's no

body there who is ready, able and trained, and able to take advantage of

that hunger and to give them the true word of God. Well, Ezra was there.

Now anotier thing, though, to notice about this is that here where Ezra

read the word of God to these people the critics interpret it that the

Word of God has never been read to anybody before. Thy take it that this

is not giving them the word of God that they'd all believed for a long time

before, but they take that Ezra was here presenting the Pentateuch for the

first time, and they are just reading into it, there's absolutely no warrant

for that. We believe Noses wrote it, and this was readingit to them anew,

rather than giging it as something they had hot had before. Well, the
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book of Nehemiah ends with the Samaritans trying to push in, trying to get

in, Nehemiah and Ezra holding them out. We have the Elephantine papyri

from a little after this period in Egypt, the wort elephant plus me.

Papyri in Aramaic which show a Jewish colony in Egypt at this time, and

it/'$ mentione, some of the same people nntioned in Nehemiah. It's a

wonderful corroboration of this (11) of the fact.

But the Old Testament ends in sort of an unsatisfactory way as far as

history is concerned. Probably just about the end of the Old Testament,

just about 1120 the book, the last book of the Old Testament was written.

And it's a rather plainti book, the book of Nalachi. You have not been,

you have been waking for yourselves not for the Lcad, therefore what you

have goes into a pocket with holes, Malachi says. He says God is going to
send
send Elijah the prophet before that great and terrible day of the Lord.

The Old Testament ends, it doesn't finish, it jut stops. It ends with a

little gropp that has come back, there's a return, but it's not satis

factory, it/ ends with a waiting and expectation, what is the Lord going

to do? When the Lord left a period of 1100 years so nobody could say the

Old Testament was written after the New. Before the things would be

fulfilled which are promised in the Old,
a

Jesus Christ was ~Jiliafteand

would fulfill all the wodérful promises of the Old Testament.

So here we have the return and the rebuilding, then of course the

period between the Testaments occurs, and then the coming of Christ, which

cannot be properly understood without the Old &stament, and the history
whi
wtthh leads up to it. Now we have one more meeting of this class, that will

be next Monday morning, that will cover everything for the whole year.


	58OTHist-b-0645
	58OTHist-b-0646
	58OTHist-b-0647
	58OTHist-b-0648
	58OTHist-b-0649
	58OTHist-b-0650
	58OTHist-b-0651
	58OTHist-b-0652
	58OTHist-b-0653
	58OTHist-b-0654
	58OTHist-b-0655
	58OTHist-b-0656
	58OTHist-b-0657
	58OTHist-b-0658
	58OTHist-b-0659
	58OTHist-b-0660
	58OTHist-b-0661
	58OTHist-b-0662
	58OTHist-b-0663
	58OTHist-b-0664
	58OTHist-b-0665
	58OTHist-b-0666
	58OTHist-b-0667
	58OTHist-b-0668
	58OTHist-b-0669
	58OTHist-b-0670
	58OTHist-b-0671
	58OTHist-b-0672
	58OTHist-b-0673
	58OTHist-b-0674
	58OTHist-b-0675
	58OTHist-b-0676
	58OTHist-b-0677
	58OTHist-b-0678
	58OTHist-b-0679
	58OTHist-b-0680
	58OTHist-b-0681
	58OTHist-b-0682
	58OTHist-b-0683
	58OTHist-b-0684
	58OTHist-b-0685
	58OTHist-b-0686
	58OTHist-b-0687
	58OTHist-b-0688
	58OTHist-b-0689
	58OTHist-b-0690
	58OTHist-b-0691
	58OTHist-b-0692
	58OTHist-b-0693
	58OTHist-b-0694
	58OTHist-b-0695
	58OTHist-b-0696
	58OTHist-b-0697
	58OTHist-b-0698
	58OTHist-b-0699
	58OTHist-b-0700
	58OTHist-b-0701
	58OTHist-b-0702
	58OTHist-b-0703
	58OTHist-b-0704
	58OTHist-b-0705
	58OTHist-b-0706
	58OTHist-b-0707
	58OTHist-b-0708
	58OTHist-b-0709
	58OTHist-b-0710
	58OTHist-b-0711
	58OTHist-b-0712
	58OTHist-b-0713
	58OTHist-b-0714
	58OTHist-b-0715
	58OTHist-b-0716
	58OTHist-b-0717
	58OTHist-b-0718
	58OTHist-b-0719
	58OTHist-b-0720
	58OTHist-b-0721
	58OTHist-b-0722
	58OTHist-b-0723
	58OTHist-b-0724
	58OTHist-b-0725
	58OTHist-b-0726
	58OTHist-b-0727
	58OTHist-b-0728
	58OTHist-b-0729
	58OTHist-b-0730
	58OTHist-b-0731
	58OTHist-b-0732
	58OTHist-b-0733
	58OTHist-b-0734
	58OTHist-b-0735
	58OTHist-b-0736
	58OTHist-b-0737
	58OTHist-b-0738
	58OTHist-b-0739
	58OTHist-b-0740
	58OTHist-b-0741
	58OTHist-b-0742
	58OTHist-b-0743
	58OTHist-b-0744
	58OTHist-b-0745
	58OTHist-b-0746
	58OTHist-b-0747
	58OTHist-b-0748
	58OTHist-b-0749
	58OTHist-b-0750
	58OTHist-b-0751
	58OTHist-b-0752
	58OTHist-b-0753
	58OTHist-b-0754
	58OTHist-b-0755
	58OTHist-b-0756
	58OTHist-b-0757
	58OTHist-b-0758
	58OTHist-b-0759
	58OTHist-b-0760
	58OTHist-b-0761
	58OTHist-b-0762
	58OTHist-b-0763
	58OTHist-b-0764
	58OTHist-b-0765
	58OTHist-b-0766
	58OTHist-b-0767
	58OTHist-b-0768
	58OTHist-b-0769
	58OTHist-b-0770
	58OTHist-b-0771
	58OTHist-b-0772
	58OTHist-b-0773
	58OTHist-b-0774
	58OTHist-b-0775
	58OTHist-b-0776
	58OTHist-b-0777
	58OTHist-b-0778
	58OTHist-b-0779
	58OTHist-b-0780
	58OTHist-b-0781
	58OTHist-b-0782
	58OTHist-b-0783
	58OTHist-b-0784
	58OTHist-b-0785
	58OTHist-b-0786
	58OTHist-b-0787
	58OTHist-b-0788
	58OTHist-b-0789
	58OTHist-b-0790
	58OTHist-b-0791
	58OTHist-b-0792
	58OTHist-b-0793
	58OTHist-b-0794
	58OTHist-b-0795
	58OTHist-b-0796
	58OTHist-b-0797
	58OTHist-b-0798
	58OTHist-b-0799
	58OTHist-b-0800
	58OTHist-b-0801
	58OTHist-b-0802
	58OTHist-b-0803
	58OTHist-b-0804
	58OTHist-b-0805
	58OTHist-b-0806
	58OTHist-b-0807
	58OTHist-b-0808
	58OTHist-b-0809
	58OTHist-b-0810
	58OTHist-b-0811
	58OTHist-b-0812
	58OTHist-b-0813
	58OTHist-b-0814
	58OTHist-b-0815
	58OTHist-b-0816
	58OTHist-b-0817
	58OTHist-b-0818
	58OTHist-b-0819
	58OTHist-b-0820
	58OTHist-b-0821
	58OTHist-b-0822
	58OTHist-b-0823
	58OTHist-b-0824
	58OTHist-b-0825
	58OTHist-b-0826
	58OTHist-b-0827
	58OTHist-b-0828
	58OTHist-b-0829
	58OTHist-b-0830
	58OTHist-b-0831
	58OTHist-b-0832
	58OTHist-b-0833
	58OTHist-b-0834
	58OTHist-b-0835
	58OTHist-b-0836
	58OTHist-b-0837
	58OTHist-b-0838
	58OTHist-b-0839
	58OTHist-b-0840
	58OTHist-b-0841
	58OTHist-b-0842
	58OTHist-b-0843
	58OTHist-b-0844
	58OTHist-b-0845
	58OTHist-b-0846
	58OTHist-b-0847
	58OTHist-b-0848
	58OTHist-b-0849
	58OTHist-b-0850
	58OTHist-b-0851
	58OTHist-b-0852
	58OTHist-b-0853
	58OTHist-b-0854
	58OTHist-b-0855
	58OTHist-b-0856
	58OTHist-b-0857
	58OTHist-b-0858
	58OTHist-b-0859
	58OTHist-b-0860
	58OTHist-b-0861
	58OTHist-b-0862
	58OTHist-b-0863
	58OTHist-b-0864
	58OTHist-b-0865
	58OTHist-b-0866
	58OTHist-b-0867
	58OTHist-b-0868
	58OTHist-b-0869
	58OTHist-b-0870
	58OTHist-b-0871
	58OTHist-b-0872
	58OTHist-b-0873
	58OTHist-b-0874
	58OTHist-b-0875
	58OTHist-b-0876
	58OTHist-b-0877
	58OTHist-b-0878
	58OTHist-b-0879
	58OTHist-b-0880
	58OTHist-b-0881
	58OTHist-b-0882
	58OTHist-b-0883
	58OTHist-b-0884
	58OTHist-b-0885
	58OTHist-b-0886
	58OTHist-b-0887
	58OTHist-b-0888
	58OTHist-b-0889
	58OTHist-b-0890
	58OTHist-b-0891
	58OTHist-b-0892
	58OTHist-b-0893
	58OTHist-b-0894
	58OTHist-b-0895
	58OTHist-b-0896
	58OTHist-b-0897
	58OTHist-b-0898
	58OTHist-b-0899
	58OTHist-b-0900
	58OTHist-b-0901
	58OTHist-b-0902
	58OTHist-b-0903
	58OTHist-b-0904
	58OTHist-b-0905
	58OTHist-b-0906
	58OTHist-b-0907
	58OTHist-b-0908
	58OTHist-b-0909
	58OTHist-b-0910
	58OTHist-b-0911
	58OTHist-b-0912
	58OTHist-b-0913
	58OTHist-b-0914
	58OTHist-b-0915
	58OTHist-b-0916
	58OTHist-b-0917
	58OTHist-b-0918
	58OTHist-b-0919
	58OTHist-b-0920
	58OTHist-b-0921
	58OTHist-b-0922
	58OTHist-b-0923
	58OTHist-b-0924
	58OTHist-b-0925
	58OTHist-b-0926
	58OTHist-b-0927
	58OTHist-b-0928
	58OTHist-b-0929
	58OTHist-b-0930
	58OTHist-b-0931
	58OTHist-b-0932
	58OTHist-b-0933
	58OTHist-b-0934
	58OTHist-b-0935
	58OTHist-b-0936
	58OTHist-b-0937
	58OTHist-b-0938
	58OTHist-b-0939
	58OTHist-b-0940
	58OTHist-b-0941
	58OTHist-b-0942
	58OTHist-b-0943
	58OTHist-b-0944
	58OTHist-b-0945
	58OTHist-b-0946
	58OTHist-b-0947
	58OTHist-b-0948
	58OTHist-b-0949
	58OTHist-b-0950
	58OTHist-b-0951
	58OTHist-b-0952
	58OTHist-b-0953
	58OTHist-b-0954
	58OTHist-b-0955
	58OTHist-b-0956
	58OTHist-b-0957
	58OTHist-b-0958
	58OTHist-b-0959
	58OTHist-b-0960
	58OTHist-b-0961
	58OTHist-b-0962
	58OTHist-b-0963
	58OTHist-b-0964
	58OTHist-b-0965
	58OTHist-b-0966
	58OTHist-b-0967
	58OTHist-b-0968
	58OTHist-b-0969
	58OTHist-b-0970
	58OTHist-b-0971
	58OTHist-b-0972
	58OTHist-b-0973
	58OTHist-b-0974
	58OTHist-b-0975
	58OTHist-b-0976
	58OTHist-b-0977
	58OTHist-b-0978
	58OTHist-b-0979
	58OTHist-b-0980
	58OTHist-b-0981
	58OTHist-b-0982
	58OTHist-b-0983
	58OTHist-b-0984
	58OTHist-b-0985
	58OTHist-b-0986
	58OTHist-b-0987
	58OTHist-b-0988
	58OTHist-b-0989
	58OTHist-b-0990
	58OTHist-b-0991
	58OTHist-b-0992
	58OTHist-b-0993
	58OTHist-b-0994
	58OTHist-b-0995
	58OTHist-b-0996
	58OTHist-b-0997
	58OTHist-b-0998
	58OTHist-b-0999
	58OTHist-b-1000
	58OTHist-b-1001
	58OTHist-b-1002
	58OTHist-b-1003
	58OTHist-b-1004
	58OTHist-b-1005
	58OTHist-b-1006
	58OTHist-b-1007
	58OTHist-b-1008
	58OTHist-b-1009
	58OTHist-b-1010
	58OTHist-b-1011
	58OTHist-b-1012
	58OTHist-b-1013
	58OTHist-b-1014
	58OTHist-b-1015
	58OTHist-b-1016
	58OTHist-b-1017
	58OTHist-b-1018
	58OTHist-b-1019
	58OTHist-b-1020
	58OTHist-b-1021
	58OTHist-b-1022
	58OTHist-b-1023
	58OTHist-b-1024
	58OTHist-b-1025
	58OTHist-b-1026
	58OTHist-b-1027
	58OTHist-b-1028
	58OTHist-b-1029
	58OTHist-b-1030
	58OTHist-b-1031
	58OTHist-b-1032
	58OTHist-b-1033
	58OTHist-b-1034
	58OTHist-b-1035
	58OTHist-b-1036
	58OTHist-b-1037
	58OTHist-b-1038
	58OTHist-b-1039
	58OTHist-b-1040
	58OTHist-b-1041
	58OTHist-b-1042
	58OTHist-b-1043
	58OTHist-b-1044
	58OTHist-b-1045
	58OTHist-b-1046
	58OTHist-b-1047
	58OTHist-b-1048
	58OTHist-b-1049
	58OTHist-b-1050
	58OTHist-b-1051
	58OTHist-b-1052
	58OTHist-b-1053
	58OTHist-b-1054
	58OTHist-b-1055
	58OTHist-b-1056
	58OTHist-b-1057
	58OTHist-b-1058
	58OTHist-b-1059
	58OTHist-b-1060
	58OTHist-b-1061
	58OTHist-b-1062
	58OTHist-b-1063
	58OTHist-b-1064
	58OTHist-b-1065
	58OTHist-b-1066
	58OTHist-b-1067
	58OTHist-b-1068
	58OTHist-b-1069
	58OTHist-b-1070
	58OTHist-b-1071
	58OTHist-b-1072
	58OTHist-b-1073
	58OTHist-b-1074
	58OTHist-b-1075
	58OTHist-b-1076
	58OTHist-b-1077
	58OTHist-b-1078
	58OTHist-b-1079
	58OTHist-b-1080
	58OTHist-b-1081
	58OTHist-b-1082
	58OTHist-b-1083
	58OTHist-b-1084
	58OTHist-b-1085
	58OTHist-b-1086
	58OTHist-b-1087
	58OTHist-b-1088
	58OTHist-b-1089
	58OTHist-b-1090
	58OTHist-b-1091
	58OTHist-b-1092
	58OTHist-b-1093
	58OTHist-b-1094
	58OTHist-b-1095
	58OTHist-b-1096
	58OTHist-b-1097
	58OTHist-b-1098
	58OTHist-b-1099
	58OTHist-b-1100
	58OTHist-b-1101
	58OTHist-b-1102
	58OTHist-b-1103
	58OTHist-b-1104
	58OTHist-b-1105
	58OTHist-b-1106
	58OTHist-b-1107
	58OTHist-b-1108
	58OTHist-b-1109
	58OTHist-b-1110
	58OTHist-b-1111
	58OTHist-b-1112
	58OTHist-b-1113
	58OTHist-b-1114
	58OTHist-b-1115
	58OTHist-b-1116
	58OTHist-b-1117
	58OTHist-b-1118
	58OTHist-b-1119
	58OTHist-b-1120
	58OTHist-b-1121
	58OTHist-b-1122
	58OTHist-b-1123
	58OTHist-b-1124
	58OTHist-b-1125
	58OTHist-b-1126
	58OTHist-b-1127
	58OTHist-b-1128
	58OTHist-b-1129
	58OTHist-b-1130
	58OTHist-b-1131
	58OTHist-b-1132
	58OTHist-b-1133
	58OTHist-b-1134
	58OTHist-b-1135
	58OTHist-b-1136
	58OTHist-b-1137
	58OTHist-b-1138
	58OTHist-b-1139
	58OTHist-b-1140
	58OTHist-b-1141
	58OTHist-b-1142
	58OTHist-b-1143
	58OTHist-b-1144
	58OTHist-b-1145
	58OTHist-b-1146
	58OTHist-b-1147
	58OTHist-b-1148
	58OTHist-b-1149
	58OTHist-b-1150
	58OTHist-b-1151
	58OTHist-b-1152
	58OTHist-b-1153
	58OTHist-b-1154
	58OTHist-b-1155
	58OTHist-b-1156
	58OTHist-b-1157
	58OTHist-b-1158
	58OTHist-b-1159
	58OTHist-b-1160
	58OTHist-b-1161
	58OTHist-b-1162
	58OTHist-b-1163
	58OTHist-b-1164
	58OTHist-b-1165
	58OTHist-b-1166
	58OTHist-b-1167
	58OTHist-b-1168
	58OTHist-b-1169
	58OTHist-b-1170
	58OTHist-b-1171
	58OTHist-b-1172
	58OTHist-b-1173
	58OTHist-b-1174
	58OTHist-b-1175
	58OTHist-b-1176
	58OTHist-b-1177
	58OTHist-b-1178
	58OTHist-b-1179
	58OTHist-b-1180
	58OTHist-b-1181
	58OTHist-b-1182
	58OTHist-b-1183
	58OTHist-b-1184
	58OTHist-b-1185
	58OTHist-b-1186
	58OTHist-b-1187
	58OTHist-b-1188
	58OTHist-b-1189
	58OTHist-b-1190
	58OTHist-b-1191
	58OTHist-b-1192
	58OTHist-b-1193
	58OTHist-b-1194
	58OTHist-b-1195
	58OTHist-b-1196
	58OTHist-b-1197
	58OTHist-b-1198
	58OTHist-b-1199
	58OTHist-b-1200
	58OTHist-b-1201
	58OTHist-b-1202
	58OTHist-b-1203
	58OTHist-b-1204
	58OTHist-b-1205
	58OTHist-b-1206
	58OTHist-b-1207
	58OTHist-b-1208
	58OTHist-b-1209
	58OTHist-b-1210
	58OTHist-b-1211
	58OTHist-b-1212
	58OTHist-b-1213
	58OTHist-b-1214
	58OTHist-b-1215
	58OTHist-b-1216
	58OTHist-b-1217
	58OTHist-b-1218
	58OTHist-b-1219
	58OTHist-b-1220
	58OTHist-b-1221
	58OTHist-b-1222
	58OTHist-b-1223
	58OTHist-b-1224
	58OTHist-b-1225
	58OTHist-b-1226
	58OTHist-b-1227
	58OTHist-b-1228
	58OTHist-b-1229
	58OTHist-b-1230
	58OTHist-b-1231
	58OTHist-b-1232
	58OTHist-b-1233
	58OTHist-b-1234
	58OTHist-b-1235
	58OTHist-b-1236
	58OTHist-b-1237
	58OTHist-b-1238
	58OTHist-b-1239
	58OTHist-b-1240
	58OTHist-b-1241
	58OTHist-b-1242
	58OTHist-b-1243
	58OTHist-b-1244
	58OTHist-b-1245
	58OTHist-b-1246
	58OTHist-b-1247
	58OTHist-b-1248
	58OTHist-b-1249
	58OTHist-b-1250
	58OTHist-b-1251
	58OTHist-b-1252
	58OTHist-b-1253
	58OTHist-b-1254
	58OTHist-b-1255
	58OTHist-b-1256
	58OTHist-b-1257
	58OTHist-b-1258
	58OTHist-b-1259
	58OTHist-b-1260
	58OTHist-b-1261
	58OTHist-b-1262
	58OTHist-b-1263
	58OTHist-b-1264
	58OTHist-b-1265
	58OTHist-b-1266
	58OTHist-b-1267
	58OTHist-b-1268
	58OTHist-b-1269
	58OTHist-b-1270
	58OTHist-b-1271
	58OTHist-b-1272
	58OTHist-b-1273
	58OTHist-b-1274
	58OTHist-b-1275
	58OTHist-b-1276
	58OTHist-b-1277
	58OTHist-b-1278
	58OTHist-b-1279
	58OTHist-b-1280
	58OTHist-b-1281
	58OTHist-b-1282
	58OTHist-b-1283
	58OTHist-b-1284
	58OTHist-b-1285
	58OTHist-b-1286
	58OTHist-b-1287
	58OTHist-b-1288
	58OTHist-b-1289
	58OTHist-b-1290
	58OTHist-b-1291
	58OTHist-b-1292
	58OTHist-b-1293
	58OTHist-b-1294
	58OTHist-b-1295
	58OTHist-b-1296
	58OTHist-b-1297
	58OTHist-b-1298
	58OTHist-b-1299
	58OTHist-b-1300
	58OTHist-b-1301
	58OTHist-b-1302
	58OTHist-b-1303
	58OTHist-b-1304
	58OTHist-b-1305
	58OTHist-b-1306
	58OTHist-b-1307
	58OTHist-b-1308
	58OTHist-b-1309
	58OTHist-b-1310
	58OTHist-b-1311
	58OTHist-b-1312
	58OTHist-b-1313
	58OTHist-b-1314
	58OTHist-b-1315
	58OTHist-b-1316
	58OTHist-b-1317
	58OTHist-b-1318
	58OTHist-b-1319
	58OTHist-b-1320
	58OTHist-b-1321
	58OTHist-b-1322
	58OTHist-b-1323
	58OTHist-b-1324
	58OTHist-b-1325
	58OTHist-b-1326
	58OTHist-b-1327
	58OTHist-b-1328
	58OTHist-b-1329
	58OTHist-b-1330
	58OTHist-b-1331
	58OTHist-b-1332
	58OTHist-b-1333
	58OTHist-b-1334
	58OTHist-b-1335
	58OTHist-b-1336
	58OTHist-b-1337
	58OTHist-b-1338
	58OTHist-b-1339
	58OTHist-b-1340
	58OTHist-b-1341
	58OTHist-b-1342
	58OTHist-b-1343
	58OTHist-b-1344
	58OTHist-b-1345
	58OTHist-b-1346
	58OTHist-b-1347
	58OTHist-b-1348
	58OTHist-b-1349
	58OTHist-b-1350
	58OTHist-b-1351
	58OTHist-b-1352
	58OTHist-b-1353
	58OTHist-b-1354
	58OTHist-b-1355
	58OTHist-b-1356
	58OTHist-b-1357
	58OTHist-b-1358
	58OTHist-b-1359
	58OTHist-b-1360
	58OTHist-b-1361
	58OTHist-b-1362
	58OTHist-b-1363
	58OTHist-b-1364
	58OTHist-b-1365
	58OTHist-b-1366
	58OTHist-b-1367
	58OTHist-b-1368
	58OTHist-b-1369
	58OTHist-b-1370
	58OTHist-b-1371
	58OTHist-b-1372
	58OTHist-b-1373
	58OTHist-b-1374
	58OTHist-b-1375
	58OTHist-b-1376
	58OTHist-b-1377
	58OTHist-b-1378
	58OTHist-b-1379
	58OTHist-b-1380
	58OTHist-b-1381
	58OTHist-b-1382
	58OTHist-b-1383
	58OTHist-b-1384
	58OTHist-b-1385
	58OTHist-b-1386
	58OTHist-b-1387
	58OTHist-b-1388
	58OTHist-b-1389
	58OTHist-b-1390
	58OTHist-b-1391
	58OTHist-b-1392
	58OTHist-b-1393
	58OTHist-b-1394
	58OTHist-b-1395
	58OTHist-b-1396
	58OTHist-b-1397
	58OTHist-b-1398
	58OTHist-b-1399
	58OTHist-b-1400
	58OTHist-b-1401
	58OTHist-b-1402
	58OTHist-b-1403
	58OTHist-b-1404
	58OTHist-b-1405
	58OTHist-b-1406
	58OTHist-b-1407
	58OTHist-b-1408
	58OTHist-b-1409
	58OTHist-b-1410
	58OTHist-b-1411
	58OTHist-b-1412
	58OTHist-b-1413
	58OTHist-b-1414
	58OTHist-b-1415
	58OTHist-b-1416
	58OTHist-b-1417
	58OTHist-b-1418
	58OTHist-b-1419
	58OTHist-b-1420
	58OTHist-b-1421
	58OTHist-b-1422
	58OTHist-b-1423
	58OTHist-b-1424
	58OTHist-b-1425
	58OTHist-b-1426
	58OTHist-b-1427
	58OTHist-b-1428
	58OTHist-b-1429
	58OTHist-b-1430
	58OTHist-b-1431
	58OTHist-b-1432
	58OTHist-b-1433
	58OTHist-b-1434
	58OTHist-b-1435
	58OTHist-b-1436
	58OTHist-b-1437
	58OTHist-b-1438
	58OTHist-b-1439
	58OTHist-b-1440
	58OTHist-b-1441
	58OTHist-b-1442
	58OTHist-b-1443
	58OTHist-b-1444
	58OTHist-b-1445
	58OTHist-b-1446
	58OTHist-b-1447
	58OTHist-b-1448
	58OTHist-b-1449
	58OTHist-b-1450
	58OTHist-b-1451
	58OTHist-b-1452
	58OTHist-b-1453
	58OTHist-b-1454
	58OTHist-b-1455
	58OTHist-b-1456
	58OTHist-b-1457
	58OTHist-b-1458
	58OTHist-b-1459
	58OTHist-b-1460
	58OTHist-b-1461
	58OTHist-b-1462
	58OTHist-b-1463
	58OTHist-b-1464
	58OTHist-b-1465
	58OTHist-b-1466
	58OTHist-b-1467
	58OTHist-b-1468
	58OTHist-b-1469
	58OTHist-b-1470
	58OTHist-b-1471
	58OTHist-b-1472
	58OTHist-b-1473
	58OTHist-b-1474
	58OTHist-b-1475
	58OTHist-b-1476
	58OTHist-b-1477
	58OTHist-b-1478
	58OTHist-b-1479
	58OTHist-b-1480
	58OTHist-b-1481
	58OTHist-b-1482
	58OTHist-b-1483
	58OTHist-b-1484
	58OTHist-b-1485
	58OTHist-b-1486
	58OTHist-b-1487
	58OTHist-b-1488
	58OTHist-b-1489
	58OTHist-b-1490
	58OTHist-b-1491
	58OTHist-b-1492
	58OTHist-b-1493
	58OTHist-b-1494
	58OTHist-b-1495
	58OTHist-b-1496
	58OTHist-b-1497
	58OTHist-b-1498
	58OTHist-b-1499
	58OTHist-b-1500
	58OTHist-b-1501
	58OTHist-b-1502
	58OTHist-b-1503
	58OTHist-b-1504
	58OTHist-b-1505
	58OTHist-b-1506
	58OTHist-b-1507
	58OTHist-b-1508
	58OTHist-b-1509
	58OTHist-b-1510
	58OTHist-b-1511
	58OTHist-b-1512
	58OTHist-b-1513
	58OTHist-b-1514
	58OTHist-b-1515
	58OTHist-b-1516
	58OTHist-b-1517
	58OTHist-b-1518
	58OTHist-b-1519
	58OTHist-b-1520
	58OTHist-b-1521
	58OTHist-b-1522
	58OTHist-b-1523
	58OTHist-b-1524
	58OTHist-b-1525
	58OTHist-b-1526
	58OTHist-b-1527
	58OTHist-b-1528
	58OTHist-b-1529
	58OTHist-b-1530
	58OTHist-b-1531
	58OTHist-b-1532
	58OTHist-b-1533
	58OTHist-b-1534
	58OTHist-b-1535
	58OTHist-b-1536
	58OTHist-b-1537
	58OTHist-b-1538
	58OTHist-b-1539
	58OTHist-b-1540
	58OTHist-b-1541
	58OTHist-b-1542
	58OTHist-b-1543
	58OTHist-b-1544
	58OTHist-b-1545
	58OTHist-b-1546
	58OTHist-b-1547
	58OTHist-b-1548
	58OTHist-b-1549
	58OTHist-b-1550
	58OTHist-b-1551
	58OTHist-b-1552
	58OTHist-b-1553
	58OTHist-b-1554
	58OTHist-b-1555
	58OTHist-b-1556
	58OTHist-b-1557
	58OTHist-b-1558
	58OTHist-b-1559
	58OTHist-b-1560
	58OTHist-b-1561
	58OTHist-b-1562
	58OTHist-b-1563
	58OTHist-b-1564
	58OTHist-b-1565
	58OTHist-b-1566
	58OTHist-b-1567
	58OTHist-b-1568
	58OTHist-b-1569
	58OTHist-b-1570
	58OTHist-b-1571
	58OTHist-b-1572
	58OTHist-b-1573
	58OTHist-b-1574
	58OTHist-b-1575
	58OTHist-b-1576
	58OTHist-b-1577
	58OTHist-b-1578
	58OTHist-b-1579
	58OTHist-b-1580
	58OTHist-b-1581
	58OTHist-b-1582
	58OTHist-b-1583
	58OTHist-b-1584
	58OTHist-b-1585
	58OTHist-b-1586
	58OTHist-b-1587
	58OTHist-b-1588
	58OTHist-b-1589
	58OTHist-b-1590
	58OTHist-b-1591
	58OTHist-b-1592
	58OTHist-b-1593
	58OTHist-b-1594
	58OTHist-b-1595
	58OTHist-b-1596
	58OTHist-b-1597
	58OTHist-b-1598
	58OTHist-b-1599

	LinkTextBoxLeft: http://www.macraelib.ibri.org/Syllabi/58OTHist-b/README.htm


