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The content of the "good news" should be an implicit, if not explicit, part of any discussion of evangelism. The Biblical message is, "Repent, because God's kingdom is coming." This was the message proclaimed by Yokhanan, by Yeshua, and by those whom he sent out. 


What is today called "the gospel" is actually quite different from the Biblical message, often lacking major elements of it. In this short paper, I would like to give an introductory address to one of those elements, the central one, God's kingdom. It is the context, the only context, in which the Biblical message lives. 


Today's "gospel" transforms God's kingdom from the establishment of God's government upon the earth into an inconsequential, theological concept. A religion, "Christianity," is then substituted for the kingdom of God. Part of the problem lies in Christian translations of the Scriptures. Intentionally or not, they tend to obscure both the nature and the demands of the kingdom. I present two simple examples of a pervasive pattern.


The first, Matthew 2:1-2: “After Jesus was born in Bethlehem in Judea, during the time of King Herod, magi from the east came to Jerusalem and asked, 'Where is the one who has been born king of the Jews? We saw his star in the east and have come to worship him.'” This is essentially the rendering of the text given in KJV, NASV, NIV, et al.


The translation obscures the meaning of the text. The magi did not come to worship the King of the Jews, in the sense of offering religious praise or adoration. They came to bow down to him. That is what the Greek word proskuneo means, and that is what the Hebrew word l'hishtakhavot, which it translates, means. Bowing down to a king has specific, nonreligious meaning. (e.g. Gen. 27:29, 49:8; Ps. 72:11; Isa. 49:7; Phil. 2:10) The magi came in order to publicly recognize Messiah's sovereignty. 


[English translations are not alone in this. For example, the Reyna Valera has, "venimos a adorarle." Segond has, "nous sommes venus pour l'adorer." The Synodal, in contrast, has the literal, "prishli poklonit'cya Yemu."]


If we want to pick a human category in which to place their activity, we would be much farther ahead in picking government than in picking religion. This was a political act. They were acknowledging the sovereignty of the King of the Jews. In so doing, they were implicitly denying the sovereignty of Caesar, who had already appointed a different king of the Jews, and were implicitly denying the sovereighty of Herod, the one whom Caesar had appointed. Had they lived within the jurisdiction of Herod, or within the empire of Caesar, they would have been guilty of treason.


Herod understood what was taking place. This was not a question of personal faith, this was a question of political allegiance. That is why he murdered the children in Bethlehem. He could not permit the people to recognize a different authority, especially not an ultimate one. For the same reason, for centuries, the Roman Empire, both in its holy and unholy forms, slaughtered countless followers of Yeshua. His followers would not acknowledge Caesar as the ultimate sovereign. They claimed ultimate allegiance to another king, another government. They were treasonous. It had nothing to do with what we call "religion," it had everything to do with sovereignty. 


That is the way that Tertullian and Justin both characterized the charge against the believers. "We are publicly accused of being atheists and criminals who are guilty of high treason." [Tertullian, To the Gentiles and Apology; Justin, Second Apology; cited in Eberhard Arnold, The Early Christians After the Death of the Apostles, Plough Publishing, Rifton, NY, 1972, P.60] The believers were considered "atheists" because they rejected the imperial gods; and "treasonous" because they thereby denied both the authority of Caesar and the bond of the empire.


The second example I'd like to offer of the pervasive translation pattern is Matthew 6:33: "Seek first the Kingdom of God and His righteousness; and all these things will be given to you as well." This is the way KJV, NASV, NIV, et al. render the text.


This translation also obscures the meaning of the text. It is not that the Greek dikaiosune cannot be translated as "righteousness," for it can be. The meaning of the text is obscured, however, because Christian theology turns "righteousness" solely into "right standing," rather than "right doing." It makes it a theological category devoid of any practical meaning, rather than an earthly imperative. While it has that meaning in some texts — by God's grace in response to faith in what He does — that is not what it means here.


For our ears, dikaiosune must be translated literally as "justice." Yeshua's command was, "Seek first God's kingdom and His justice; and all these things will be given to you as well." That is both meaningful and recognizable in the Biblical context. It is what God had already commanded Israel: "Follow justice and justice alone, so that you may live and possess the land the LORD your God is giving you." (Deut. 16:20) It must be remembered that Yeshua was not speaking Greek, and Matthew did not write in Greek.


What Yeshua said is integrally connected to Ps. 89:14: "Justice [dikaiosune in LXX] and righteous judgment are the foundation of Your throne. Love and faithfulness go before You." Fidelity to God’s distinctions of right and wrong, i.e. justice, is the foundation for God’s rule over mankind. Justice is both the preparation for and the fruit of God's kingdom. It is the defining characteristic, "for God’s kingdom is not eating and drinking, but justice, peace, and joy in the Holy Spirit." (Rom. 14:17) For that matter, God’s kingdom is not singing and studying, but justice, peace, and joy in the Holy Spirit. Holiness has righteous content. (e.g. Mk. 6:20; Rom. 7:12)


Men are currently living in violation of God's law, and will face judgment when His rule over all the earth is established. That is why they are commanded to repent now, because God's kingdom is coming.  The coming of God's kingdom will destroy all the unrighteousness and injustice of the kingdoms of men. It will destroy the rule of darkness over the earth. The coming of God's kingdom is the reason for the necessity of the proclamation of the command to repent. 


The issue is not how to get people to heaven. God took Enokh from the earth. He took Elijah. If He had wanted to, He could have removed and taken to heaven each and every person He chose. That would have left the earth lost from God. That is not His intention.  Yeshua became the Son of Adam to redeem the children of Adam and the adamah, i.e. the earth from which Adam was taken and over which he was put in charge.


The establishment of God's kingdom upon the earth is the purpose and goal of both Creation and Redemption. It is the entire thrust of the Bible, from beginning to end. When God created Adam, He said, “Let us make Adam in Our image, according to Our likeness, and let them rule over the fish of the sea and the birds of the air, over the livestock, over all the earth, and over all the creatures that move along the ground.” (Gen. 1:26) Man, in the image and likeness of God, was created to rule on the earth in service to God. 


Man's refusal to submit to this purpose of God constitutes his rebellion and his sin. In the final rebellion of this age against God, “The kings of the earth take their stand and the rulers gather together against the LORD and against His Anointed One. 'Let us break their chains,' they say, 'and throw off their fetters.'” (Ps. 2:2-3) In other words, they say, 'We do not want God or His Messiah to rule over us.' 


“The One enthroned in heaven laughs; the Lord scoffs at them. Then He rebukes them in His anger and terrifies them in His wrath, saying, 'I have installed My King on Zion, My holy hill.' ” (Ps. 2:4-6) God's answer to the rebellion of Man is to establish His own King — in the image and likeness of Adam, in the image and likeness of God — as ruler in Jerusalem over all the earth.


The "good news" IS an announcement of the Kingdom. The rule of Heaven will be established upon the earth. There may be theological disagreement on this, but theology is often far removed from reality. There is no historical disagreement. The historical record is quite clear. This is what the apostles taught, because it is what Yeshua taught them. It is what their disciples and their disciples' disciples taught through the first three centuries.


“The overwhelming usage of ‘kingdom’ in the second-century Christian literature is eschatological.” (E. Ferguson, “The Terminology of Kingdom in the Second Century,” in Studia Patristica, Vol.XVII, P.673, edited by Elizabeth A. Livingstone, Pergamon Press, Oxford, 1982) Lack of faith in the physical Messianic kingdom indicated an unbeliever or heretic. 


As Justin Martyr pointed out in the middle of the second century, “I, and all other entirely orthodox Christians, know that there will be a resurrection of the flesh, and also a thousand years in a Jerusalem built up and adorned and enlarged, as the prophets Ezekiel and Isaiah, and all the rest, acknowledge. ... [Those] so-called Christians who yet do not acknowledge this ... in reality are godless and impious heretics [who] dare to blaspheme the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.” [Justin Martyr, The Dialogue with Trypho, translated by A. Lukyn Williams, S.P.C.K., London, 1930, P.169, Sec. 80.1-5]


“With Origen in the early third century there arose a thinker who was able to incorporate the ‘Gnostic’ dimension of the kingdom, the inward rule of God in the soul, into orthodox thought... Origen thus marks the turning point.” (E. Ferguson, “The Terminology of Kingdom in the Second Century,” op. cit., P.673) Origen's teaching was not, however, "orthodox thought," for Origen was a heretic, excommunicated twice.


In Rabbinic writings, the "Kingdom of Heaven" and the "Kingdom of God" indicate the ruling authority of God over the earth. (e.g. Ber. II.1) In the ancient rabbinic view, "the goal of Creation is that the Kingdom of God (represented by the Temple) shall be established on earth, as it is in heaven." (Pes. 54a n.31, Soncino edition) That is what Tanakh teaches.


That is why "Yeshua went throughout Galilee, teaching in their synagogues, proclaiming the good news of the kingdom, and healing every disease and sickness among the people." (Mt. 4:23) Yeshua never announced a cancellation of God's plans to rule over the earth. Had he done so, he would have demonstrated that he was not the Messiah of the prophets. That is Biblically inescapable.


Yeshua sent his disciples to proclaim the message of the kingdom. "As you go, proclaim this message: ‘Heaven's kingdom is near.’" (Mt. 10:7) That is the message that the world needed to hear then, and that is the message that the world needs to hear now. That is the message that prepares the way of the Lord. "And this good message of the kingdom will be proclaimed in the whole world as a testimony to all nations, and then the end will come." (Mt. 24:14)


It is the good news of the kingdom — the declaration that the Lord will reign over all the earth — that must be proclaimed in all the earth. It is the good news of the kingdom that heralds the end of all other rule upon the earth. The issue is not the establishment of the reign of God in heaven, for God already reigns in heaven. The issue is the establishment of the reign of God upon the earth.


God's kingdom on earth is what the Lord tells his disciples to seek first through their lives: "But seek first His kingdom and His justice;" and long for in their prayers: "Your kingdom come — Your will be done on earth as it is in heaven." The two latter phrases are equivalent. The disciples are not supposed to be praying, “Take us to Your kingdom,” or "Take us to heaven." They are supposed to be praying, “Establish Your kingdom upon the earth.” With the coming of God's kingdom, His will will be done on earth as it is in heaven.


The admonition to "Pray for the peace of Jerusalem" has applicability to each historical day's event, but more than that, it is a call for the establishment of God's kingdom upon the earth. For it is the return of Messiah, to deliver Jerusalem from all the nations which have come against her, that brings peace to Jerusalem and God's kingdom upon the earth. (cf. Zech. 14))


Yeshua promised the apostles that they would inherit heaven's kingdom upon the earth. (Luke 22:28-30, Matt. 19:28) The kingdom is what Yeshua ascends to heaven to receive, and what he returns to earth to establish. (Luke 19:12) It is what the faithful will receive (Mt. 25:34; Dan. 7:18), and what the unrighteous will not inherit. (1Cor. 6:9-10,Gal. 5:19-21, Eph. 5:5)


The coming kingdom was more than a part of what Paul proclaimed. It was the core of his message. As Paul said in taking his leave of the elders of the congregation in Ephesus, “Now I know that none of you among whom I have gone about proclaiming the kingdom will ever see me again. Therefore, I declare to you today that I am innocent of the blood of all men. For I have not hesitated to proclaim to you the whole will of God." (Acts 20:25-27) For the years of his ministry among them, Paul had proclaimed God's kingdom, thereby encompassing "the whole will of God." Therefore, he was "innocent of the blood of all men."


In Rome, "From morning till evening he explained and declared to them God's kingdom and persuaded them about Yeshua from the Law of Moses and from the Prophets." (Acts 28:23b) The last verse of Acts sums up the entirety of Paul's ministry. "Boldly and without hindrance he proclaimed God's kingdom and taught about the Lord Yeshua the Messiah. (Acts 28:31) 


Kefa encouraged believers to: "make every effort to add to your faith ... and you will receive a rich welcome into the eternal kingdom of our Lord and Savior Yeshua the Messiah." (2Kefa 1:5,11) Some people think that because the kingdom is eternal, it must be in heaven. Heaven is no more eternal than the earth is. Both were created, and, as Kefa pointed out, both will be destroyed and replaced by a new heaven and a new earth. (cf. 2Kefa 3:10-13)


Some people think that they are going to "reign in heaven with Jesus." There is not a single verse in the Bible that says such a thing. They have confused the new Jerusalem with heaven. The new Jerusalem is not heaven. The new Jerusalem is prepared in heaven until the new earth is created. Then it comes down out of heaven to the new earth.


Yeshua is going to be reigning on earth, both in the Messianic Age and in the time of the new heavens and new earth. He did not become the Son of Adam and the Son of David so that he could rule in heaven. The incarnation is unrelated to God's rule in heaven. Yeshua became the Son of Adam and the Son of David so that he could rule in Jerusalem over all the earth. 


And as for the redeemed, "The highest heavens belong to the LORD, but He has given the earth to the children of Adam." (Ps. 115:16) Yokhanan described the visions that God had given him to reveal the victory of Messiah. One vision concerned those redeemed by the blood of the Lamb. “And they sang a new song: 'You are worthy to take the scroll and to open its seals, because you were slain, and with your blood you purchased men for God from every tribe and language and people and nation. You have made them to be a kingdom and priests to serve our God, and they will reign upon the earth.'” (Rev. 5:9-10) Those purchased for God by the blood of the Lamb will reign in God's kingdom upon the earth.


There is one consistent message throughout the Scriptures: "The LORD will be king over the whole earth. On that day the Lord will be one, and His name will be one." (Zech. 14:9) That kingdom will have a capital city. "If any of the peoples of the earth do not go up to Jerusalem to bow down to the King, the LORD Almighty, they will have no rain." (Zech. 14:17) “And the name of the city from that time on will be: THE LORD IS THERE.” (Ezek. 48:35b)


To deny the restoration of the Davidic kingdom is to deny that Jesus is the Messiah. There is no such thing in the Bible as a Messiah who does not rule and reign in Jerusalem over David's kingdom and over all the earth. A "Christ" who does not restore the Davidic kingdom is not the Messiah. To repeat, in the Bible, there is no such thing as a Messiah who does not reign from Jerusalem as the king of Israel. 


A message which does not include God's kingdom is, at best, seriously deficient. A message which denies the restoration of the kingdom is a gross distortion of the Biblical message. Such a distortion is, according to the testimony of the believers of the first two centuries, a false message. 


At this point, I would like to devote some attention to the religion of "Christianity." Years ago, Edith Schaeffer graciously wrote a book entitled, Christianity is Jewish. Her point was simply that faith in Jesus is Jewish, because that is the only Biblical context for such faith. 


Her point about the context remains true today, because that is what the Bible teaches, and the Bible has not changed. As Paul wrote, Gentiles who are outside the commonwealth of Israel are "without hope and without God." (Eph. 2:11-12) If there were a Christianity that was nothing more than life-defining commitment to the God of Israel as revealed by the Jesus of the Scriptures, then, perhaps, it could be said that Christianity is Jewish, albeit with a name that is strangely formed from a truncated English transliteration (Christ) of an invented Greek word (ho christos) that points to a Hebrew Biblical concept (Mashiakh). 


But where can such a "Christianity" be found? None of the major Church creeds identify Jesus in any way as being Jewish — not as the son of Abraham, not as the son of David, not as the Lion of Judah, or the Messiah, or the King of the Jews — nothing. None of the Church creeds or theologies even mention that the New Covenant is made with the Jewish people, nor that Gentiles must be grafted into Israel's olive tree, God's only locus for their salvation. 


An equally insurmountable problem is that — after seventeen centuries of an imperial religion bearing the same name, after countless Christian attempts to annihilate the Jewish people and any connection with them, and after almost unceasing (though not universal) Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox, and Evangelical theological denunciation of the Jewish people and what God has given to them — such an understanding is not possible. History and language will not allow it.


We find a lot about Christianity in the history of the last seventeen hundred years. This is the history that Christian Bible schools and seminaries teach, and, therefore, acknowledge. Most of it forms an all but impenetrable barrier to Jews, Muslims, Hindus, and others who need to come to the God described in the Bible, the God of Israel, before His kingdom comes.


Israel will come to Messiah and return to her God, but Israel will not come to Christianity. The nations of the world will find life in the King of the Jews and the God of Israel, but they will not find it in Christianity.


There is absolutely nothing in the Bible about Christianity — not the imperial kind, the pietistic kind, or any kind in between. It is not mentioned, not even once — not the word, and not the concept either. [In the second century, Ignatius of Antioch used the word christianism. [Ad magnes, 10, cited in I.S.B.E., Vol.1, The Howard-Severance Co., Chicago, 1915, P.623] 


It is not simply a name created later for what existed earlier. It is a radical departure. The apostles, their disciples and disciples' disciples, did not see themselves as separate from Israel.


Of course, there are Biblical elements in Christianity, as there are in many other religions. But that does not make it, or them, what the Bible prescribes. If you and I go into a corner and produce some narrow definition of Christianity to make it appear Biblical, we will have: 1) disenfranchised a billion people who claim to adhere to Christianity but have a different definition; 2) ignored and rendered irrelevant much of what is almost universally taught as the history and doctrine of Christianity; and 3) failed to have dealt with the simple fact that the Bible never even mentions Christianity. 


Why contend for a name and a system that is not in the Bible? Yeshua did not come to start a new religion. If he had started a new religion, then it would have been a false religion, and he would have been a false Messiah. By Biblical definition, he cannot be the Messiah unless he comes in fulfillment of what God promised to and through Israel. Yeshua came to announce, and soon to bring, the kingdom of God. He came to bring God's New Covenant with Israel, offering himself as the covenant ratifying sacrifice. His followers are called to have the faith and works of Abraham. (e.g. Rom. 4:11-12; Jn. 8:39)


These are the things that the apostles point out quite clearly, "because the spirit of prophecy is what testifies to Yeshua." (Rev. 19:10) As Peter said in Jerusalem, “Indeed, all the prophets from Samuel on, as many as have spoken, have foretold these days. And you are heirs of the prophets and of the covenant God made with your fathers. He said to Abraham, ‘Through your offspring all peoples on earth will be blessed.’" (Acts 3:24-25) 


Paul said the same in his own defense. "I admit that I worship the God of our fathers as a follower of the way which they call a sect. I believe everything that agrees with the Law and that is written in the Prophets, and I have the same hope in God as these men, that there will be a resurrection of both the righteous and the wicked." (Acts 24:14-15) 


To whatever extent Christianity is a new religion, to that same extent then, from a Biblical perspective, it is a false religion. This is part of what Edith Shaeffer implied in her writing, but the title of her book is not true. Christianity is not Jewish. Christianity is a religion, birthed in the fourth century, that has defined itself in opposition to the Jewish people for seventeen hundred years.  A faith system that is not integrally connected to Israel distances itself from God's life and redemption.


The Roman empire had the categories of religio licita, i.e. religion sanctioned by the State, and religio illicita, i.e. religion not sanctioned by the State. But those are not Biblical categories. Before Constantine, the empire held the followers of Yeshua guilty of treason for following a religio illicita. With Constantine, a radically different faith system was institutionalized as the religion of the empire. The followers of Yeshua who would not adopt the imperial faith were still held to be guilty of treason.


The Anabaptists, to their credit, did not share in the general contempt and violence of Christianity towards the Jews. The Anabaptists themselves suffered enough contempt and violence from the same Christianity. From Augustine to Calvin, "Anabaptist" was the term of derision which Christianity had for those who believed in immersion as a Biblical step of faith and identification with Messiah, rather than as an initiation into a state society. And yet, the Anabaptists also dispossessed and disinherited the Jews, as did the rest. They viewed themselves as adherents of a new, separate religion. 


Christianity is not Jewish. It never was, and it never will be. It is anti-Jewish. Its creeds, theology, and history demonstrate that. If these don't reveal its nature, what would? 


From Constantine on, though the anti-Judaic teachings appeared earlier, Christianity positioned itself in opposition to the Jews. Certainly there were individual voices that did not, and there are some today. But that is generally because such individuals find the Scriptures more persuasive than a theological system. As a theological system, Christianity is based upon the rejection of the Jewish people. That is why it has historically been the greatest systemic source of anti-semitism in the world. 


Constantine, who remained a murderer and idolator throughout his life, set it up to be that. As he commanded all the churches: "it seemed to every one a most unworthy thing that we should follow the custom of the Jews in the celebration of this most holy solemnity [Passover], who, polluted wretches! having stained their hands with a nefarious crime, are justly blinded in their minds.  It is fit, therefore, that, rejecting the practice of this people, we should perpetuate to all future ages the celebration of this rite, in a more legitimate order....Let us then have nothing in common with the most hostile rabble of the Jews.  We have received another method from the Saviour.  A more lawful and proper course is open to our most holy religion.  In pursuing this course with a unanimous consent, let us withdraw ourselves...from that most odious fellowship." [The Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius Pamphilus, translated by Christian Frederick Cruse, Baker Book House, Grand Rapids, MI, 1989, , Pp.51-54, following the ecclesiastical history]


If the rejection of the Jewish people is no longer maintained, then Christianity disappears. It serves no purpose. There is no need for it. The kingdom of God, ruled by the King of the Jews, will suffice.


Certainly there have been godly men and women who sought to live in fidelity to the Scriptures, and yet thought they were part of something called "Christianity." Certainly there have been those who loved Israel and the Jewish people, and abundantly demonstrated it by their deeds, their sufferings, and even their deaths. But again, that is because they held the Scriptures and the God of the Scriptures to be more important than the theological system. The fact remains that there is no such thing as "Biblical Christianity," because Christianity is not in the Bible. [See ENDNOTE for additional information.] 


Lest I be misunderstood, let me point out that "Judaism" also is not mentioned in Tanakh. It is a Greek term that appears in 2 Macc. 2:21. It is also mentioned twice in the Messianic Writings, where it refers to the sect of the Pharisees to which Paul belonged. (cf. Gal. 1:13-14) 


There is no Biblical Hebrew word for "religion." The Hebrew word used today for "religion" is dat. In Tanakh, it appears exclusively in books from the Babylonian-Persian period, i.e. Esther, Daniel, and Ezra, when Israel was in exile. It means "law." Almost always, with only two exceptions, it is used to designate what the Babylonian or Persian king had commanded.


There are a few passages in Talmud which contain the phrase dat yehudit, i.e. Jewish law. (cf. Shab.55b, Ket.72a-b) "Jewish law" is understood to be the specific law which the God of all gave to the Jewish people. In Acts 25:8, Paul said, “I have done nothing wrong against the law of the Jews/nomon ton Ioudaion."


It is a holy Law that God has given to Israel, and there is a new covenant that God has made with the house of Israel. There is a Redeemer, the Messiah, who is Israel's King. (cf. Rom. 9:4-5) There is the opportunity for non-Jews to be brought into the polity of the people of Israel, without becoming Jews, by submitting to the authority of the King of the Jews. It is Messiah who is put to death to atone and to redeem Israel (and the nations) from all her (and their) iniquities. (cf. Ps. 130:8; Is. 53:10) The core of the message to be proclaimed is "Messiah — i.e. Yeshua of Nazareth, the King of the Jews — crucified."


God calls Himself "the God of the Hebrews" (e.g. Ex. 3:18), and, hundreds of times, calls Himself "the God of Israel." More than any other way, this is the way the God of the Bible identifies Himself. He calls Himself by the name He gave to Jacob, i.e. Israel. And, as Yeshua said, "Salvation is from the Jews." (Jn.4:22) 


But that salvation is not in Judaism, it is in the king and the kingdom that God entrusted to Israel. God did not give Israel a religion. God gave Israel life. "I have set before you life and death, blessings and curses. Now choose life, so that you and your children may live." (Deut. 30:19b)


The Scriptures do not establish a religion, they explain what it is to live in obedience to, and in harmony with, one's Creator and Redeemer. The Scriptures give no name for this. Nor do they sanction or establish any religious system as a part of private life, rather than the whole of existence. 


'Ah,' some will say. ''That is true, but a little too simplistic, a little too naive. Religion is simply a practical container for the Divine revelation.'  


Yes, that is exactly what it is. And that is the problem. Religion is a structure or form that people themselves create. Since they created it, they control it. 


Custom and tradition are fine, or at least they can be. They are, after all, inevitable components of human society. But there is a problem when custom and tradition are substituted for a living encounter with the great King over all the earth. There is a problem when custom and tradition are given equal authority to, or pre-eminent authority over, God Himself. There is a problem when custom and tradition prescribe what God has not, and compel conformity, where God does not. There is a problem when custom and tradition obscure or replace the Biblical message.


God is perfectly able to prescribe in minute detail exactly what He wants. He did that for the sacrifices, the procedures of purification, the Tabernacle, the Temple, etc. Where He has not given such detail, it is because He chose not to. Some men assume for themselves the right to give and then legislate the detail they find lacking. God has not given that authority to any man or group of men. The authority to decide cases according to His Word is not the same as the authority to add to and subtract from His Word. The authority to apply His Word is not the same as the authority to change it.


God spoke to Jeremiah about the structures men build to contain what He has given to them. “For My people have committed two evils: They have forsaken Me, the fountain of living water, to hew out for themselves cisterns, broken cisterns that cannot hold water." (Jer. 2:13) 


The fountain of living water is an inexhaustible, fresh supply of life. It cannot be contained in the forms men make. It will not submit to the authority of the keepers of the cisterns. It will not reside in their broken cisterns. 


God is the fountain of living water, not a finite, captured supply. He wants people to drink directly from Him, not from the residue in man-made forms. The man-made forms enable people to live a religious life without God. That is their great evil.


The Scriptures establish — for the individual, family, community, and world — proper values and standards, permitted and prohibited behavior, justice and injustice, individual and community welfare, the proper and improper use of authority and power, the rights and responsibilities of wealth and property, and the proper training of future generations. In sum, they teach the correct purpose and course of human existence. What can men pretend to add?


How then should those who submit to the sovereignty of Yeshua live? How should they serve/worship/work for him? That is, what are we to proclaim, teach, and live? The answer is simple. The kingdom of God is coming, on the shoulders of God's Messianic King, and "whoever claims to be living in him ought himself also to walk just as he walked. " (1 Jn.2:6)   


The religious systems of men are false substitutes for God's kingdom. The modern "gospel" often includes only a fraction of the Biblical message. Worse than that, it creates a religious fog that obscures and distorts the message of what God really wants, and will establish, upon the earth. "He has shown you, O man, what is good. And what does the LORD require of you? To do justice and to love mercy and to walk humbly with your God." (Mic. 6:8)








ENDNOTE: The word "Christian" does appear three times in most English translations of the Messianic Writings, but in each case it is evident that this was not something which the disciples called themselves, but rather a term which Gentile unbelievers called them. (cf. Acts 11:26; 26:28; 1Pet. 4:16) Actually, the Gentile unbelievers did not call the disciples "Christians." They called them "Chrestians/Chrestianou," either mocking them, or just trying to sensibly designate them — thinking they were followers of some "Chrestos," a common slave name. 


"In all three NT passages the uncorrected Codex Aleph reads 'Chrestian.' We know from many sources that this variant was widely current in the 2d century. ... On the whole it seems probable that this designation, though bestowed in error, was the original one. ... The Christians originally called themselves 'Disciples' ..."* 


The Roman historian Suetonius referred to the edict of the Emperor Claudius in the year 49, saying, "Since the Jews constantly made disturbance at the instigation of Chresto, he expelled them from Rome."** In the second half of the second century, Justin, in his First Apology (1:4) refers to Chrestotatoi (Chrestiani in Latin), as the name by which the disciples were accused.*** 


Christos, as it is used in the Messianic Writings, was not a Greek word. It is a Jewish-Greek word used by the translators of the Septuagint to signify Mashiakh. Christos was only familiar and meaningful to those who knew the Septuagint. Chrestus, on the other hand, was familiar to everyone, and it therefore had meaning, though the meaning was not to be found in the Scriptures. 


"Christos," was formed from an existing Greek word, "chrioo," that meant to smear, as in smearing oil on a leather shield to keep it from drying out and cracking. "Christos" is what we call an adjective, describing the object that was smeared. It did not refer to a person. The Greek word referred only to a physical action and physical condition. It carried no meaning beyond that.


Because the ho Christos of the translated Hebrew scriptures made no sense to the general Greek and Roman population, they "corrected" it to Chrestos, which was meaningful to them. Sometime much later, most likely in the third or fourth century, because the Chrestianou of the earlier Greek and Roman population no longer made sense to Christian scribes, they "corrected" the Biblical text to Christianou, which they found meaningful.


In the Hebrew Biblical world, the physical action and condition are simply a symbolic representation. The King, or High Priest, was anointed with oil as a representation of his being set apart to God for a unique high position and work. The oil is "the anointing oil of the Lord." (cf. Lev.10:7) Years and years after any physical trace of the oil is gone, the individual remains "the anointed of the Lord" for a specific high purpose. The physical anointing with oil was a symbol, and only incidental as a representation of the calling. As far as we know, Cyrus was not physically anointed with oil, and yet he is still called christos. In fact, the Mashiakh is not physically anointed at all. He is anointed with the Spirit of the Lord. (cf. Is.61:1; Mt. 3:16)


If "Christos" had been an existing word that described something in the Greek world similar to the Hebrew Biblical concept, then the word probably could not have been used. It would have been necessary to invent or commandeer another word, since whatever "christos" would then have referred to in the Greek world would have been inescapably incompatible with Mashiakh, the Anointed One of the God of Israel. The Greek world had a pantheon of gods, approved behavior such as infanticide and homosexuality, and had no interest or place for the King of the Jews. 


"Christos" could be used, and was used in the Septuagint, precisely because, in the Greek world, it was devoid of content related to anyone like Mashiakh. There are other significant Hebrew Biblical concepts for which the same can be said of the Greek or Jewish-Greek words by which they are represented. The words don't mean anything in the new context; they only represent something from the original context.


Herein lies a very serious flaw in the modern theological approach to contextualization. God created Israel as the context for revelation. Often, the Hebrew Biblical concepts cannot be contextualized into other cultures. They must be pointed to, or encapsulated.








*"Christian," ISBE, Vol. 1, The Howard-Severance Company, Chicago, 1915, P.622


** C. Suetoni Tranquili, De Vita Caesarum, Bk. 8,B.G. Teubneri, 1907, P.218 


***Christian Greek and Latin Writers, Vol. V, Harper & Bros., NY, 1877, P.5








[Much of this paper is taken from a section of a book I am currently writing, The Separation of Church and Faith.] 





