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Al OrdGle Grows in BrOOKIYD

like to read the Warcrrower.* Why? Maybe I'm a
glutton for punishment, but I think it’s more because
I like to keep up with the latest spin out of Brook-
lyn. The members of the Governing Body of
Jehovah’s Witnesses are masters of spin—so good, in fact, they
could give the White House “spin lessons!” If you ever have
wanted to be able to respond to some of the ridiculous excuses,
deflection of blame to one’s op-
ponents, and absolutely shameless
dishonesty that passes for “press
conferences” these days, you'll
understand my desire to respond
to the “spinmeisters” in Brooklyn.

One of their favorite ways of
pulling the wool over their read-
ers’ eyes is to “hide in plain
sight”—they’ll publish an article
or a senes of articles harshly criti-
cal of others for doing the very
things the Watchtower Bible and
Tract Society (WTBTS)** does
on a far grander scale. The very
brazenness of this approach blinds
people to the irony of it! This July
15, 1999 issue of the Warcrrower
is a great example of the WTBTS’
habit of exempting themselves by
blaming others and, as such, is
begging to be responded to! What
a duplicitous mess!

Superficially, the main theme
of this WarcHrowzr is Bible prophecy—and why it can be trusted—
compared to the man-inspired predictions of pagan oracles that
cannot be trusted and have led people to ruin. Some of you may
now understand why I knew this was going to be a doozy before
reading a single word! I was not disappointed.

The assertion is made on page four, without a hint of irony:

*King or commoner, ancient or modern—man has
felt the need for trustworthy predictions regarding the

'Eenie, meenie, chili beanie, the spirits are about to speak ... "

by Joy A. Veinot

future ... Throughout the ages, millions have attempted
to peer into the future by consulting what they per-
ceived as being divine.”

God Speaks Through Us
1 do not find the WarcuTower to be a bastion of truthfulness, but

boy, they hit the nail this time! Oracles purporting to share trustwor-

thy predictions of the future are as
popular in our day as ever. In fact,
the Warcurower itself is one of the
more popular oracles of our time.
Millions of people around the
world devoutly consult every issue
of the Warchrower, because they
perceive this very human channel
to be “divine.” Where do these
folks get thatidea? Right from the
pages of the WircHtowsr maga-
zine, of course. Almost from itsin-
ception, the WarcHrowsr has
claimed to be God s channel, pass-
ing along the very words of God
to mankind on earth.

“Jehovah's witnesses are
deeply grateful today that
the plain facts showthat God
has been pleased to use
them ... Jehovah thrust out
his hand of power and
touched their lips and put
his words in their
mouths.”!

“... Jehovah God has ... provided his visible orga-
nization, his 'faithful and discreet slave,' made up of
spirit-anointed ones, to help Christians in all nations
to understand and apply properly the Bible in their
lives. Unless we are in touch with this channel of
communication that God is using, we will not progress
along the road to life, no matter how much Bible
reading we do.”?

(Continued on next page)
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“Oracle” (Continued from page 1)

Please note it is not the Bib/e that helps

folks to “progress along the road to life,"
but the organization/Oracle that interprets
the Bible for its readers.

“... Jehovah God caused
the Bible to be written in such
a way that one needs to come
in touch with His human chan-
nel before one can fully and
accurately understand it. True,
we need the help of God's holy
spirit, but its help comes to us
primarily by association with
the channel Jehovah God
sees fit to use.™

Ignorant Pagans Consulted Oracles
About Every Little Thing
“Take the ancient Greeks as

an example. They had scores
of sacred oracles, such as
those of Delphi, Delos, and
Dedona, where they would go
to inquire of their gods with
regard to political or military
developments [sic] as well as
such private affairs as travel,
marriage and children.”*

The ancient Greeks had to go to
Delphi, et al; they didn’t yet have the
Warcrtower and Awake! available to or-
der their everyday lives. If they were alive
today, they could save themselves the trip!

Move Over Jay Leno

We all need some comic relief, and the
Waichtower Society Oracle always seems
willing to oblige. See if you can keep a
straight face while reading this:

“Modesty on the part of the
faithful and discreet slave
class, commissioned to provide
the Christian household with
food at the proper time, pre-
vents it from presumptuously
running ahead and wildly
speculating about things that
are still unclear. The slave
class strives to avoid being
dogmatic™ (WarcHTower, June
1, 1997, pl14).

The WTBTS does nothing but specu-
late wildly about things that are unclear.
Here is a rule of thumb—the more obscure
the issue, from a Biblical standpoint, the
more wildly the speculation is bandied
about.

A Lot of Bullwinkle

In our century, the Brooklyn Oracle
has kept its readers informed (or shall I say
misinformed) about everything—from the
destruction of the British at the hands of

the Nazis,® to which sexual techniques are
proper within marriage (which, if violated,
might result in the humiliated perpetrator
being banned from the congregation).* One
friend of mine, who was a Jehovah’s Wit.-
ness (JW) for many years, said she used
sit cringing in embarrassment when suche
topics were discussed in the Kingdom Hall
... right in front of the children! (To be hon-
est, I would not give, in this publication, a
detailed report of the sexual rules that were
openly dictated to JW husbands and wives
in their Kingdom Halls. For quite a few
years, husbands and wives were encouraged
to rat on each other to the elders if these
rules were broken!)

The Ann Landers of False Prophets

Actually, the WTBTS has offered a
cornucopia of marital advice to its seekers.
Hapless JWs were informed on p323 of the
November 1, 1938, Warcrrower, that they
were forbidden "by the Scriptures” to marry.

“Should they marry now?

If in obedience to the divine
command the Jonadabs or
great multitude will marry and
rear children after Armaged-
don, would it not be scripturally
proper for them to begin doing
so immediately before Arma-
geddon? and [sic] should the
Jonadabs now be encour-
aged to marry and rear chil-
dren? No, is the answer, sup-
ported by the Scriptures.”

Some 50 vears later, page 17 of the
June 8, 1998, Awake! helpfully alerted its
readers that some would depart from the
faith and forbid marriage, teaching doc-
trines of demons. Oh, dear. Here we go
again. “Hide in plain sight”—claim that
those who prohibit marriage have departed
from the faith and are teaching doctrines of
demons without even mentioning their own
teaching of this demonic doctrine in the
past. Nor do they explain why they still fol-
low other teachings of their second WTBTS
President Joseph Rutherford since, by their
own reckoning, he had departed from the
faith! In actuality, by any reasonable reck-
oning, President Rutherford was never in
the faith to begin with.

Nowadays, of course, JWs are not for-
bidden to marry, but those who do are
strongly encouraged to follow the detailed
instructions the Oracle/Organization pro-
vides concerning weddings—who should
be invited, what type of music is appropri-%
ate, and how extravagant a “Christian” re-
ception should be. (I'm not making this up!)
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[ could give similar examples all day, but I shall, instead, get back
to the July 15, 1999, WarcaTowsr, p4:
“Not just kings and military leaders but entire tribes
and city-states sought guidance from the spirit
~ realm through these oracles.”

_-enie Meenie Chili Beanie ...

The ancient oracles were a form of occult spiritists, offering
guidance from entities in the spirit realm ... exactly the same as
the Warcnrower! The WTBTS condemns Spiritism, yet most of
their important present-day teachings were communicated to them
from the spirit realm,

President Rutherford gave the Jehovah’s Witnesses their name,
set up the egregious two-class system of believers, “realized” Jesus
was an angel named Michael, set up the onerous field-service
policy, etc., yet he openly admitted he received his instructions
from “angels.”

I will quote several of many instances where Rutherford cred-
ited angels as the teachers of the anointed:

“No credit is due and none should be given to any
man for what appears herein. The Revelation is God's,
given to his beloved Son for the benefit of his servants
and sent to them by the angels of the Lord."

“Certain duties and kingdom interests have been
committed by the Lord to his angels, which include
the transmission of information to God's anointed
people on the earth for their aid and comfort.”®

“... the interpretation of prophecy does not proceed
from man ... the Lord Jesus, the chief one in Jehovah's
organization, sends the necessary information to his
people by and through his holy angels.™

The Spirits Are About To Speak

. Angels are not the only “spirits” that have been alleged to
have communicated “truths” through the Brooklyn Oracle. Have
you ever heard of necromancy? It is communication (or attempted
communication) with the dead and is expressly forbidden by God
in such Scriptures as Deuteronomy 13. Yet, after first WTBTS
President Charles Taze Russell died, the Oracle claimed that Russell
was:

“still managing every feature of the harvest
work” from “beyond the veil.”"

More recently, the 1988 book, Revelation It’s Grand Climax
At Hand!, informs us on p125 that dead members of the 144,000
anointed class “may be involved in the communicating of divine
truths today” to the “John class on earth” (or the anointed still alive
on earth).

Is the leadership in Brooklyn perhaps acting in ignorance—
unaware of God’s prohibition of necromancy? No. They condemn
it in others all the time!

The 1991 Brochure, Spirits of the Dead, states on page three
that:

“Countless millions [of people in pagan cultures]
believe that dead people pass on to the spirit world,

where they are able to observe and influence the lives
of people on earth.”
And, on p11 of the March 8, 1994, Awake/, we are told:
*... communication with the dead is impossible. Ac-
cording to the Bible, any alleged communication with
the dead is actually communication with demons
... God's Law made the practice of spiritism [sic], in-
cluding every form of divination, astrology, and
mediumship, a capital offense.”

The Brooklyn Oracle is not just a spirit medium, but a hypo-
critical one at that! At least these “countless millions” of pagans
don’t claim that the God of the Bible has “put his words in their
mouths.” And, they certainly are unaware of the Bible’s prohibi-
tion against such things!

Not Friendly Spirits ...

Okay Boomers—what question did Rocky pose when
Bullwinkle claimed to be channeling spirits? He asked, “Are they
friendly spirits?” Now that’s a smart squirrel! A channel is only as
trustworthy as the spirit he is channeling, right? After all, an un-
friendly, lying spirit will speak lies through his mouthpiece, and
we would be foolish to listen to him! So, before taking any advice
offered by an alleged channel (and the WTBTS is one of many we
could choose from today), we should first determine whom he is
channeling! Suffice it to say I do believe the leaders of the WTBTS
have been visited and taught doctrine by “angels,” and I believe
they have channeled these “angels™ through the Oracle in Brook-
lyn. I just don’t think the visitors were GOOD angels, but fallen
ones, known as demons. Good angels do not pass on false teach-
ings and false prophecies, but demons do!

Bible Prophecy vs. Predictions of Man
Back to page four of the July 15, 1999, Warcarowsr:
“Some scholars go so far as to equate Bible proph-
ecy with the predictions given by ancient oracles.”

Remember the modus operandi of the WTBTS—"hide in plain
sight.” The Watchtower Society constantly and shamelessly equates
Bible prophecy with the man-made or “angel-inspired” predictions
given in their publications. And then, when “God’s prophecy” fails
(as it always does), they pretend it is no big deal. “There have
been mistakes,” they say.!!

But it’s an extremely big deal to claim to be channeling the
true God and channel false information! The Bible calls this type
of “mistake” false prophecy and warns us not to listen to such people
(Deut. 18:21-22). For a recent, well-known example, we refer to
the Society/Oracle’s longstanding declaration under “Why Awake!
Is Published" (found on page four) that it was no less than the:

“Creator’s promise” that “a peaceful and secure
new world” would appear “before the generation that
saw the events of 1914 passes away.”"?

This presumptuous proclamation appeared in every issue of
Awake! until the November 8, 1995 issue, when the Oracle was
forced to change the “Creator's promise” after it had become clear
even to them that He had no intentions of keeping it!

Was it really the “Creator’s promise” that the elderly genera-
tion would absolutely, positively, without a doubt, survive Arma-
geddon and live to enter a beautiful “peaceful and secure new
world"? No, it was the Brooklyn Oracle/Organization who made
this rash promise, but they equate their own prediction with Bible
prophecy—putting their words into the very mouth of God—and
sullying His reputation in the process. After all, if the “Creator’s
promise” is not kept, that makes the Creator a covenant breaker!

Paying Dearly for Worthless Information
“Those consulting the oracles at Delphi paid
dearly for worthless information, thereby filling
the temple of Apollo and additional edifices with
great treasures."™
The Watchtower Bible and Tract Society pulls down big bucks
with their magazine peddling scheme—enough to buy up much of
(Continued on page 14)
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ne only has to glance at the shelves of the local Chris-
) tian bookstore to surmise that the topic of spiritual war-
fare is a hot one. It seems many authors are expounding
on the best way for Christians to gain victory over sin and Sa-
tan. One such writer is Neil T. Anderson, former Professor of
Practical Theology at Talbot Seminary, Christian counselor,
and head of Freedom in Christ ministries. Anderson’s best sell-
ing book, The Bondage Breaker, seeks to give believers the
tools they need to overcome
“negative thoughts, irrational feelings, and habitual sins.™

Anderson seeks to show Christians a theology right out of the
New Testament that breaks the bondage of Satan in their lives. He
does this by describing a believer’s identity in Christ and how this
knowledge can lead to victory over the wiles of Satan.

While Anderson does a thorough job of helping Christians
understand who they are in Christ, he also delves into the issue of
spiritual warfare. He believes demonic control is at the heart of all
habitual sin and proceeds to give the methods by which this de-
monic influence can be combated. Here is where I
must differ
with Ander-

In this
—
_4 -
_J

article, T will
critique some
of the strate-
gies Ander-
son offers. I
will show that

inherent nature to sin, there must be another cause for Christians
caught in the “bondage” of habitual sin. That cause, he believes, is
demonic. Once a believer commits some sin, it opens the doorway
for demonic infestation (my word) which can bind the believer
into a habitual pattern of sin. This also can occur if the believer ha
ancestors who had participated in some sin pattern such as alcos
holism or witchcraft. From this, the Christian can inherit “demonic
strongholds that are passed on from one generation to the next”
that will keep him from gaining victory.

Unless the demons are dealt with, there can be no victory.
Unlike the deliverance movement devotees, who say someone other
than the individual affected must deliver the host from its demon,
Anderson says each Christian has the ability to exercise this con-
trol over the demonic by using a series of prayers and affirmations
called the “Steps to Freedom in Christ.” This demonic element can
cause believers to be powerless to control their compulsions. They
must go through the steps in order to be free and then they are still
susceptible to demonic control if another door is opened for de-
monic infestation. There is never a point when a believer is not
subject to potential satanic bondage, says Anderson.

“It is my observation that no more than 15 percent

of the Evangelical Christian community is completely
free of Satan’s bondage.™

The ways a believer can open himself up to demonic control
are myriad and listed in what Anderson calls a “Non-Christian Spiri-
tual Experience Inventory” which includes being in a cult, hypno-
sis, Ouija boards, etc. It’s important to note these activities may
have been experienced before salvation and that the “bondage of

demonic control” must

Anderson’s A Critique of the sﬁllbeag?ltwimﬂ#n
i f th Si years after someone i:
Ztla?n“;ni(:: is n(; Sp"' itual Warfare of saved. Also, the de-
only absent Neil T. Anderson ;nco‘ui;l: b_o::l.lz;ge can
from Scrip- 4 s inherited from an
ture, but it ac- £ Ll by Jonathon Miles ancestor. For this rea-

tually  has
more in com-
mon with the occult. I DO NOT mean by this that Anderson is
practicing the occult. On the contrary, I have found him to be a
very sincere Christian counselor with a genuine desire to help strug-
gling Christians. Be that as it may, he is misguided in his theology.
This is due to some misinterpretation of Scripture, an over-reli-

ance on experience, and an occult view of reality creeping into his
Christian worldview.

Freedom and Bondage

Before I begin to evaluate Anderson’s views, it is necessary
for me to outline his basic teachings in the Bondage Breaker. Ander-
son begins by denying that a Christian has any sin nature. Ander-
son states,

‘I have been spiritually circumcised. My old unre-
generate nature has been removed."

‘When you came into spiritual union with God
through your new birth, you didn't add a new divine
nature to your old, sinful nature. You exchanged na-
tures ™

Christians must reprogram their mind to the fact that they do
not need to follow the old patterns of sin—they are new creatures
in Christ.

Since (according to Anderson) believers no longer have any

son, Anderson asks many of his patients if they are adopted, for
they may have garnered a spirit from their unknown parentage.

Can A Christian Lose Control to Demons?

The first problem I see with Anderson’s theology is the ques-
tion of exactly how much influence can Satan have in the life of a
believer? As stated above, Anderson contends Christians can be-
come so demonically influenced that they can lose control of their
actions.’ He justifies this with several Scriptures that he cites as
proof that Satan (the demonic) can take control of a believer, While
it is beyond the scope of this article to refute the idea of Christians
being possessed,® I would like to address a few of the verses he
employs:

1. Luke 13:10-18: A woman was crippled due to some
demonic influence. Anderson contends that, since
she is a “daughter of Abraham,” this indicates
she is a Christian.

2. Luke 22: 31-34: Jesus tells Peter that Satan has “de-
manded to sift you like wheat.”

3. James 3:14-17: James indicates that if we are bitter,
that “wisdom” is “demonic.”

4. Ephesians 4:26-27: Paul admonishes us not to let
Satan have a foothold. Anderson points out that in
the Greek, “The word ‘foothold’ literally means

Page 4
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5. Acts 5:3: Peter tells Ananias that Satan has filled
his heart to lie to the Holy Spirit.

First, concerning the “daughter of Abraham,” there is no in-
dication this term refers to one who had believed in Jesus. It is an
‘ndication of her heritage. She is Jewish. The context is completely
fewish. She is in a synagogue and what is in question is whether
Jesus should perform the work of healing on the Sabbath.

Second, the statement that Satan wants to test Peter does not
indicate any possession. Anderson goes completely beyond the
context and into speculation when he concludes Peter had, “given
a foothold to Satan through pride when he debated with the dis-
ciples about which of them was the greatest ..." * The text does not
even indicate which disciples were debating. It only mentions there
was a dispute among them (Luke 22:24). One wonders why the
others also did not garner a demonic infestation.

Asto the “demonic” wisdom in James chapter three, one must
only appeal to grammar to refute this one. The word for “demonic”
(Greek = daipoviddnE, daimoniddes) is used as an adjective. It
can be translated “devilish.” James is merely contrasting heavenly
wisdom which is “peaceable, gentle, reasonable,” etc.

Furthermore, in one of his anecdotes, Anderson relates how a
prostitute challenged the faith of one of his students. This young
man then acquired this “demonic logic" and fell into heresy.® This
clearly is not the context, since James says the devilish wisdom
comes from “bitter jealousy” and “selfish ambition” not from
being questioned by a prostitute!

To question the allowing of a “foethold,” we can appeal to
linguistics. The word “fopon” (Greek = TomoVv) can be translated
“place,” but it can also have the idea of “opportunity” as it does in
Romans 12:19 and 15:23. We are admonished not to give Satan an
opportunity in our lives.

The last reference is a little more difficult since we have to
look at the verses that follow Acts 5:3. In verse three, Peter asks
Ananias why “Satan has filled your heart to lie to the Holy Spirit?”
In verse four, Peter says Ananias literally “purposed in your heart”
to do these things. Here it is Ananias who has done this on his
own! How can this be? Anderson interprets verse three to be say-
ing Satan occupied (filled) Ananias’ heart and caused him to do
these things. Instead of “Satan filled his heart,” Anderson says
Satan filled him with “Satanic deception™ and “ [ Ananias] allowed
Satan's deception to fill (control) his heart.” He underscores this
by saying the word used for “filled” (Greek = £nifpwoey,
eplérosen) is used for the filling of the Holy Spirit. There are two
problems with his argument. First, the text does not say Ananias’
heart was filled with Satan, but rather that Satan filled Ananias “fo
lieto the Holy Spirit.” 1 think this refers to Satan filling (influenc-
ing) Ananias to do something—namely the desire to lie to the Spirit.
This is not possession but rather temptation. Furthermore, if Ander-
son insists on using the connotation of “eplérosen” in regard to
being “filled with the Spirit” in the same manner as being “filled
with Satan,” then this defeats his assertion that Ananias has lost
control. When a believer is filled with the Spirit, there is no loss of
control. We still have free will to obey or disobey God, but this is
contrary to Anderson’s point when he says:

“Those who say a demon cannot influence an
area of a believer's life, [sic] have left us with only
two possible culprits for the problems we face: our-
selves or God. If we blame ourselves, we feel hope-
less because we can't do anything to stop what we
are doing."?

This is the real danger I see in Anderson’s theology. There is
no personal responsibility for habitual sin. The person who struggles
with sin is not met with the crushing conviction of their own sin-
fulness and their need for dependence on the Spirit (without whom
none can do good). Instead, the person is told demons have con-
trol. If someone feels the deep conviction that, * *...nothing good
dwells in me, that is, in my flesh ... ,”"' | am in this flesh and
basically depraved” they are counseled that such thinking is from
Satan:

“Instead of recognizing that their [believers'] minds
are being peppered by the fiery darts of the enemy,
they think the problem is their own fault. ‘If these foul
thoughts are mine, what kind of person am |?" So they
end up condemning themselves while the enemy con-
tinues his attack ™"

I think the answer to the question, “What kind of person am 17"
is that, while we live in these unredeemed bodies, we are depraved.
But for the power of the Holy Spirit, we are incapable of doing
good—as Paul says, “nothing good dwells in me, that is, in my
flesh.” Anderson, however, teaches the believer has become in-
herently good, saying

“The Bible doesn't refer to believers as sinners, not
even sinners saved by grace the Bible never refers to
believers as sinners."®

So, therefore, any thoughts of imperfection are condemned as
demonic. As to the issue of personal responsibility, Anderson an-
swers the objection by saying he does not allow anyone to use the
old Flip Wilson cliché, “The Devil made me do it.”

“| never tolerate someone saying, ‘The Devil made
me do it.' No, he didn't make you do it; you did. Some-
where along the line you chose to give the Devil a foot-
hold. He merely took advantage of the opportunity you
gave him.""

Anderson previously defined a “foothold” as being infesta-
tion even to the point of losing control. If this is the case, then all
that has been done is to move the culpability one step further. If
Anderson is correct, then the Devil didn’t make you do it. You
allowed the Devil in, and then he made you do it! He goes so far as
to interpret Paul’s admonishing believers to “not let sin reign in
your mortal body’" within this construct:

“| personally believe that the word sin in Romans
6:12 is personified, referring to Satan ... Satan is sin
... |l would have a hard time understanding how only a
principle [sin] would reign in my body in such a way
that | would have no control over it."'¢

This is simply bad hermeneutics. There is nothing in this text
or its context to indicate Paul means this. Paul is personifying rhe
sinful life as having the ability to reign (like a king) in the life of a
believer. Again, this is succumbing to temptation not possession
by Satan.

[ see one other point of confusion in Anderson’s definition of
demonic infestation. Anderson voices the same doctrine as deliv-
erance teachers: he makes the distinction between demonic con-
trol and demonic ownership, indicating that demons may infest
(my word) a Christian but not possess a Christian.

My problem with this is that the characteristics Anderson gives
a person under the control of a demon are exactly the same as
those of the unsaved demon-possessed in the Bible. There is no
difference in the extent of control. Perhaps an analogy would be
helpful. If I have a title to a car in my name, | own the car. I have

(Continued on page 11)
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n his book Creation and Time,' Dr. Hugh Ross presents a

wealth of information relative to the creation-date contro-

versy. This respondent is not trained or equipped to ad-
dress the scientific arguments and evidence which Dr. Ross
amasses. However, it is within my field to address the claims and
analyses of Ross in the chapter titled, “Biblical Basis for Long
Creation Days.” To this end, I will present a portion of Ross’ claims
and arguments according to the section divisions found in his book
beginning on page 45. Below each brief paragraph taken from Ross’
book, I will address his claims and arguments in one or more para-
graphs. It is advisable that the reader obtain a copy of Ross’ book
and, at the very least, thoroughly read this chapter.

Let me also assert up front that I do not seek to attack Dr.
Ross in any personal way. If there is anything said in my responses
that may be taken as a personal attack, | humbly apologize in ad-
vance. Like Dr. Ross, [ am interested in discovering the truth and
not in attacking a brother in Christ. The views expressed in this
response are not necessarily the views held by Southern Evangeli-
cal Seminary or any other faculty members or staff. These are my
own personal views and reflect my own position.

1. The length of God’s days. The same author of
Genesis (Moses) wrote in Psalm 90:4, “For a thousand
years in your sight are like a day that has just gone by,
or like a watch [for hours] in the night"[NIV] Moses
seems to state that just as God's ways are not our ways
(Isaiah 55:9), God's days are not our days ?

The implication Ross is attempting to impress upon the reader
is that since Moses apparently used the word “day” in Ps. 90:4 in a
figurative sense, the idea of “day” in Genesis does not necessarily
indicate a literal 24-hour period. However, rather than mitigate
against the short-day view, this passage actually strengthens the
idea that Moses understood “day” to indicate a short rather than
long period. The point of the simile in Ps. 90:4 is that a thousand
years are to God as a very short period of time. In fact, the text
says, “For a thousand years in your eyes (is) as a day recently
which passes by, and a watch in the night.”

The translation is rather awkward English, but it is translated
this way to attempt to give the sense of the Hebrew sentence. The
expression “a day only recently which passes by” is taken from
the construction in the middle of the line, kyém ‘etmél ki ya'bor
(recently which passes by): “As a day (k‘yom) recently (‘etmdl)
which (ki) passes by (va ‘bor). The word ‘etmél, translated here as
“recently,” is often translated “yesterday” and indicates a time
passed as recently as yesterday. The Brown-Driver-Briggs lexi-
con indicates that the word often means “only lately.” The Theo-
logical Wordbook of the Old Testament (TWOT) states the word
is translated “literally ‘yesterday {and) the day before,’ idiomati-
cally ‘formerly, recently, before’. ™ This indicates Moses is com-
paring the long span of one-thousand years to a very short span of
only yesterday or the day before.

If the word “day” in this context means “/ong period of time,”

by Thomas A. Howe, Ph.D.

then the simile loses its meaning. What it then would mean, would
be that, to God, a thousand years is as a long period of time. But to
us a thousand years is a long period of time. Why would God tell
us that to Him a thousand years is a long period of time? As Ross
rightly affirms, “God's days are not our days.” Moses is trying to
contrast the relation of time to us and to God. What Moses is say-
ing is that, to God, a thousand years is as a short period of time, as
yesterday or the day before that has recently passed by. This idea
is strengthened by the fact that he even compares a thousand years
to a specific short period, the “watch,” which Ross points out is
four hours. If we should conclude that the word “day” in this con-
text does not mean a short period of time, should we not also con-
clude that a “watch” does not indicate a short period of time? But
this is clearly not what the use indicates here. Moses is counting
on the reader to understand “day” as a short period of time in order
to contrast our notion of time with God’s. To God, a thousand
years is like four hours. If this is the way Moses is using the words
here, then this actually argues against Ross’ assertion because it
strengthens the idea that Moses understood the word “day” to in-
dicate a short period of time. \

2. The Hebrew words yom, ‘ereb, and boger. The

Hebrew word y6m, translated day, may be (and is) used

in biblical Hebrew as it is in modern English: to indi-

cate any of three time periods: (a) sunrise to sunset,

(b) sunset to sunset, (c) a segment of time without any

reference to solar days (anywhere from weeks, to a

year, to several years, to an age or epoch). This does

not mean, however, that yom can be interpreted as

referring to an indefinite time or infinite time *

Of course, there is no question whether the word can be so
used. The question is, how is it being used in the creation narra-
tive. The standard young-earth claim is that the word yém always
indicates a 24-hour day when attached to an ordinal (second, third,
fourth). Ross’ response to this claim is that in Hos. 6:2 we find the
statement, “after two days he |God] will revive us [Israel]; on the
third day he will restore us.” Since Ross understands this to be an
instance in which an ordinal (third) is used with the word “day” to
indicate a period not equal to 24 hours, he takes this to be a counter
example to the young-earthers’ claim about the use of the word
“day” with ordinals.

First of all, the notion that this is not a reference to a 24-hour
period is Ross’ interpretation of the passage. Simply because com-
mentators generally interpret this figuratively does not necessarily
settle the question. Perhaps it does mean literal days. It may be
that this prophetic pronouncement is a reference to the resurrec-
tion. After the second day, God will revive us in the revived Mes-
siah; and on the third day God will restore us in the restored Mes-
siah. So, it may be that this is a prophetic reference to the literal
days of the death, burial, and resurrection of Messiah. Simply be-
cause Ross interprets these references figuratively does not neces-
sarily mean they are figurative. This passage is just as problematic
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for Ross as it is for the young earther. Consequently, it does not
shed light upon other problematic verses.

Second, it seems to be hermeneutically suspect to demand the
narrative passages in Genesis 1 ought to be understood in light of
a poetic usage in a prophetic book which was written several hun-

ired vears later. Could Moses or his audience have been expected
0 anticipate the use of Hosea? But, even if Moses’ audience did
understand this kind of usage, it is a dubious practice to take the
figurative expressions in poetry to inform the literal passages of
narrative. The figurative is built on the literal, not the literal on the
figurative. We should not use the figurative expressions of poetry,
assuming they are figurative, to tell us what the literal passages
must mean, Poetry is predisposed toward figurative expression,
while narrative passages are predisposed toward literal usage.

Third, the metaphor of the poetic passage in Hosea 6 counts
on the understanding of “day” as a short period of time in order to
be significant. If the word “day” in Hosea indicated a long period
of time, then the force of the metaphor is lost. The reason this
statement is an encouragement to the people of Israel is because it
promises deliverance and redemption will come shortly—as ifin
only a day. If the word “day” is understood to indicate a long
period of time, then the encouragement is lost: “Affer two long
periods of time God will revive Israel; on the third long period of
time he will restore us.” It makes better sense in the context to
understand the reference to “day” as indicating a short period of
time: “Afier two short periods of time [even as short as two single
24-hour periods] He will revive us, on the third short period of
time [even as short as one 24-hour period] he will restore us.”

Fourth, in this same section Ross asserts,

Young-earthers also hold the view that the Hebrew
word ‘olam (as opposed to yom) would have been used
to indicate a long time period. However, Hebrew lexi-
cons show that only in post-biblical writings did ‘olam
only refer to a long age or epoch. In biblical times it
meant “forever,” "perpetual,” “lasting,” “always,” “of
olden times,” or “the remote past, future, or both.” But
the range of its usage did not indicate a set period of
time.®

Ross has misrepresented the situation. Concerning ‘olam,
TWOT, the very work from which Ross quotes. asserts,

There are at least 20 instances where it clearly re-
fers to the past. Such usages generally point to some-
thing that seems long ago, but rarely if ever refer to a
limitless past. Thusin Deut. 32:7 and Job 22:15 it may
refer to the time of one’s elders.”

Deuteronomy and Job are hardly “post-biblical writings,” and
the “time of one’s elders” would certainly seem to indicate a set
period of time. In fact, TWOT later states that, “In Isa 58:12,
61.4, Mic 7:14; Mal 3.4, and in the Aramaic of Ezr 4:15, 19 it
clearly refers to the time just before the exile. ”® It would seem
such a specific designation could be understood to indicate a set
period of time, and TWOT goes so far at to assert that some pas-
sages of the Bible use the word “of a not-so-remote past.”

Once again, it seems that Ross’ argument has served to miti-
gate against his own view. But there is another problem with the
long-day view that is not considered by Ross or any other day-age
theorist of which I am aware. This is the question of what to do
with the word “night”! If the word “day”™ (yém) should be taken to
refer to a long period of time, should not the word “night” (layla)
also be taken as a long period of time? If so, does this suddenly
double the amount of time since now we not only have long days
but also long nights? Additionally, why would Moses even make
reference to the “night” if he were referring to a long period of
time that included a multitude of days and nights? It seems to stretch
one’s hermeneutical credulity to argue the word “night” should be
taken figuratively like the word “day;” and vet, the long-day theo-
rist must give account of its presence. If he argues the word “day”
is figurative for a long period of time, and yet, the word “night” is
not . . . this seems to require some fantastic hermeneutical gym-

nastics! If the word “day” in verse five, “And God called the light
Day, and the darkness he called Night,” is taken literally, why is
it taken figuratively in the very same verse? Some have argued
that the word “day” in the phrase is figurative even for the short-
day theorist, since the early part of verse five uses the word for the
daylight period, while the word “day” in the phrase, “And it was
evening and it was morning. The first day,” takes the word as a
24-hour period, not simply the daylight hours. However, an argu-
ment could be made that this is in fact a reference to the daylight
hours, since God works in the light, not in the dark. The short-day
theorist can account for the uses of both words “day” and “night”
without doing violence to the text or to the principles of gram-
matical-historical interpretation. It would seem the long-day theo-
rist cannot account for the use of the word “night” without engag-
ing in some hermeneutical slight of hand.

3. The function of a chronology. A study of other
chronologies in the Bible reveals a common charac-
teristic: They record sequences that are both signifi-
cant and discernable to the reader . . . For the creation
days, long time periods during which increasingly com-
plex life-forms were created, indeed, are verifiable and
essential to validate the supernatural accuracy of the
writer's statements. But if all creation were completed
in six 24-hour days, the most sophisticated measuring
techniques available, or even foreseeably available,
would be totally incapable of discerning the sequence
of events. Thus a major use of the chronology would
be thwarted.'

In this section, Ross seems to be arguing that if the creation
were completed in six, 24-hour periods, there would be no means
to verify the sequence of events since present or foreseeable tech-
nology could not discern the sequence, and what appears to be a
major use of chronology would be undermined. Since the people
in Moses’ day did not have technology even approaching the tech-
nology available today, and since even our modern technology
would be incapable of discerning the sequence of events if the
creation were completed in six, 24-hour periods, then the creation
must have been over long ages. Otherwise, the major use of chro-
nology would be thwarted.

However, this leaves open the possibility that if the technol-
ogy were to be developed that could discern the sequence, then the
verifiability of the chronology would be possible, and the “major
use of the chronology” would be available, and this argument
against short days would be eliminated. So, the argument here is
not against any inherent problem with short days or with the text,
but with our present and foreseeable technological capabilities to
verify the chronology. Of course, the argument assumes biblical
chronology has the function Ross thinks it has (a dubious assump-
tion at best).

Ross’ own examples, however, argue against his point. He
uses Dan. 11:2-35 as a example of the discernability of chronol-
ogy that validates the message of God’s spokesmen:

... and Daniel 11:2-35 (a prediction, since fulfilled,
of the chronology of victories, defeats, and intrigues of
various kings and kingdoms of the Greek and Roman
eras). The supernatural accuracy of such chronologies
not only proves their inspiration but also gives assur-
ance for today and hope for tomorrow."'

The problem with Ross’ point is that the people to whom the
prophecy of Daniel was originally given could not possibly have
verified the sequence of events since they were still future. Later
generations could look back on those prophecies and the history they
foretold and verify the chronological accuracy. Analogically, although
the people of Moses™ time (or of our time) who cannot verify the
sequence of events in a six, 24-hour-period creation week due to lack

(Continued on next page)
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“Ross" (Continued from page 7)

of technology, that technology may be developed in the distant fu-
ture by which the chronological accuracy could be verified. Simply
because the prophecy could not be verified by those who lived be-
fore the historical fulfillment does not mean the “major use of the
chronology” was thwarted. It mearly meant the verification was yet
future. So, likewise, just because the chronology of the short cre-
ation week could not be verified in the past, and may not be verifi-
able in the present or foreseeable future does not mean the “major
use of the chronology™ has been thwarted. Rather, it may mean it
will be verified at some point that is still future for us. In fact, the
only way Ross can conclude the major use of biblical chronology
has been thwarted is at the end of time when there is no more time
left in which the chronology could be verified.

Ross’” argument goes like this:

A major use of biblical chronology is to be verified in
its accuracy.

A six, 24hour-period creation week is a chronology
that couldbe verified by present or foreeable technology.

Therefore, the major use of biblical chronology is
thwarted

However, a slight alteration in Ross’ argument reveals its fal-
lacious nature.

A major use of biblical chronology is to be verified
inits accuracy.

A six, 24-hour-period creation week is a chronology
that cannot be verified by technology, YET!

One day it will be verifiable by future technology.

Therefore, a six, 24-hour-period creation week does
not thwart a major use of biblical chronology.

Ross begs the question when he says, “For the creation days,
long time periods during which increasingly complex life-forms
were created, indeed, are verifiable and essential to validate
the supernatural accuracy of the writer's statements.”? Long
time periods and the creation of increasingly complex life-forms
are only “essential to validation of the supernatural accuracy of
the writer's statements” if one assumes the validation must have
been done in the past, or must be done in the present or in the
foreseeable future. Perhaps the validation awaits some distant fu-
ture time when the technology for such verification is available,
Just like the prophecies awaited their fulfillment in history before
they were chronologically verifiable.

Additionally, Ross seems wrongly to assume sequences are
only significant and discernable to the reader if their chronology
can be verified. The sequence of events can be significant to the
reader for reasons other than their chronological verification. This
1s true for us as we read passages that prophecy events which are
yet future. They are significant, because the point of the chronol-
ogy has a meaning apart from its verifiability. Ross’ appeal to
Acts 6 is a case in point. Concerning Acts 6 Ross asserts,

Recorded events not intended to be time
discernable to the reader are presented without the
use of sequence markers. For example, in Acts 6 Luke
does not indicate the order in which the first seven
deacons ofthe church were chosen, He lists the names
in random order because there was no special signifi-
cance to the order of their selection.™

Ross assumes that because he cannot discern a significance
to the sequence in the list, there must not be one. How does he
know these names are listed in random order? Luke does not say
he listed them in random order, and there may be a special signifi-
cance to the order that no commentator has, as yet, discovered. To
illustrate this point, consider the observation made by one com-
mentator on 1 Corinthians. Hans Conzelmann claims that there is
no discernable significance to the order of chapters 12, 13, and
14." Because he cannot see the special significance to the arrange-
ment, he assumes there must not be a significance. However, the

significance is there, it has merely escaped Conzelmann’s notice.
Chapter 12 delineates and describes some of the gifts in the church
and encourages each member to be content with the gift the Holy
Spirit has given. Chapter 14 describes the proper way of exercising
the gifts in the church, and the gifts to which the church ought to
give priority. Chapter 13 comes between 12 and 14 in order to d¢
lineate the proper motive for exercising gifts in the church, namely,
love. The sequence is discernable and significant. Ross, like
Conzelmann, has confused “discerned’ with “discernable.” Al-
though the sequence may not be discerned as yet, does not mean it
is not discernable. So, even without specific sequence markers, a
sequence may be significant and discernable in itself, but not to us
as yet. So also with the short creation week. The sequence may not
be discerned by us, but that does not mean it is not discernable in
itself. The “major use of the chronology” is not thwarted merely
because 1 am deficient in my ability to discern it.

4. The unusual syntax of the sentences enumerating
specific creation days. Looking at the word-for-word
translation of the Hebrew text, one finds this phraseol-
ogy: “and was evening and was morning day X." The
New International Version phrases the time markers this
way: "And there was evening, and there was morning—
the Xth day.” The word arrangement is clearly a depar-
ture from simple ordinary expression. It creates ambigu-
ity. If “day X" were intended as the noun complement for
the one evening and morning together, the linking verb
should appear just once, in plural form (as the King James
Version renders it). "And the evening and the morning
were the Xth day.” We would expect the literal Hebrew to
say, “and were evening and morning day X." But it does
not. This syntactic ambiguity does not constitute a proof.
However, it does suggest that “day” here is to be taken in
some unusual manner.'®

When Ross says the “arrangement is clearly a departure from
simple ordinary expression,” what standard is he using to measure
what is “simple” and “ordinary”? It may be a departure from simple
ordinary English expression, but that does not mean it is not simple
and ordinary Hebrew. Ross also asserts, “We would expect the
literal Hebrew to say, ‘and were evening and morning day X.'
But it does not.""® The problem with this and the above statement
is that Ross is imposing expectations of English syntax upon the
Hebrew language. Although Ross may be “expecting” the literal
Hebrew to be expressed according to English syntax, Moses can-
not be expected to employ such expressions.

Actually, Ross’ literal translation, “and there was evening
and there was morning—the Xth day,” is inaccurate. The word
hayah is not an impersonal verb like yés, (there is). If the verb
were “there was,” one might expect yés to have been used. A
more accurate translation of the passage is, “And it was evening,
and it was morning, day Xth.” So, Ross’ expectation that there
should have been a plural copula does not make sense at all.
Why should we expect “the literal Hebrew to say, ‘and were
evening and morning day X'.” If “evening and morning” are
understood collectively as parts constituting the whole, then
we would not necessarily expect a plural copula. In fact, He-
brew syntax would not expect a written copula at all. Hebrew
regularly omitted the verb in sentences that have the simple
idea of “is.” An English equivalent to the Hebrew might be,
“And it was evening, and it was morning. This was the first
day.” The syntax does not, in fact, suggest the word day is to be
taken in an unusual manner.

5. The uniqueness of the seventh day. Of the first six
creation days Moses wrote: “There was evening, and
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there was morning — the Xth day.” This wording indi-
cates that each of the first six creation days had a be-
ginning and an ending. However, no such wording is
attached to the seventh creation day, neither in Gen-
esis 1-2 nor anywhere else in the Bible. Given the par-
allel structure marking the creation days, this distinct
change in form for the seventh day strongly suggests
this day has (or had) not yet ended.”

Once again, | think Ross has employed an argument that miti-
gates against his own view. It is precisely the lack of temporal
markers that indicates the uniqueness of the seventh day. The other
six days do have temporal markers, so we should conclude they
are not like the seventh day. Therefore, they must have been short
periods of time in contrast to the seventh day which indicates a
long period of time. But, if the seventh day is supposed to be unique
in that it was a long period of time, what would be unique about it
if the other six days were also long periods of time? Additionally,
the seventh day, in fact, is not a “creation” day. It is a day of rest in
contrast to the creation days. Nevertheless, the uniqueness of the
seventh day does not argue for the meaning of the word “day” in
the other instances precisely because the wording associated with
the other six days is not used in reference to the seventh day. It is
because the seventh day was unique that the repetitive expression,
“and it was evening, and it was morning, day Xth,” is not used.
One reason the seventh day is unique is its spiritual significance.
The lack of temporal markers indicates the rest of God never comes
to an end. Moses may have deliberately omitted the literal refer-
ences in order to allow for this spiritual application.

Another point to consider is the age of Adam when he sinned
in the garden. If the days of the creation week were long periods of
time, then Adam must have been several thousand years old be-
fore he sinned. Adam could not have sinned during any of the
seven days of the creation week because 1) he was not created in
the first five days: 2) the description of the events of the sixth day
do not recount a fall (Gen. 2); 3) it was after the end of the sixth
day that God pronounced all things “very good™; 4) it could not
have been on the seventh day that Adam sinned, since this was the
day of rest. It must have been after the seventh day that Adam and
Eve sinned. Now, if each of the seven days of the creation week
were long periods of time, then Adam could not have sinned until
at least after the end of the sixth day, and most probably after the
end of the seventh day. But, if the days were long periods of time,
then in order for Adam to live through the sixth and seventh days,
he must have been several thousand years old before he sinned in
the garden. But this is clearly unbiblical.

6. The events of the sixth day. Genesis 1 tells us
that the land mammals and both Adam and Eve were
created on the sixth day. Genesis 2 provides fur-
ther amplification, listing events between Adam's
creation and Eve's. First, God planted a garden in
Eden, making “all kinds of trees to grow out of the
ground.” Then Adam, after receiving instructions
from God, worked and cared for the Garden of Eden.
After that, he carried out his assignment from God
to name all the animals . . .

Ross goes on to talk about Adam’s supposed interaction with
the plants and animals such that “Adam has sufficient interac-
tion”" to discover he needed Eve. Of course, the text does not say
Adam discovered he needed Eve. The text clearly says God was
the one who said “It is not good for man to be alone.”

Again, another problem is Ross’ interpretation of the text. First
of all, the text does not say God caused plants to grow up from
seeds. Rather, it says He planted a garden. Competent gardeners
can plant a garden in a single day with full-grown plants. Could
not God have created plants full-grown and planted a garden with
mature plants? In fact, this would seem to be necessary, otherwise

Adam would have had no food while waiting for the plants to grow.
Second, the text does not say Adam actually “worked and
cared for the Garden.” Assuming this is even an accurate transla-
tion, the text simply says this was why God put him there. It does
not say whether he had actually begun to do any gardening.*
Third, Ross’ claim that Adam and Eve received instructions
“still later on the sixth day”®' is clearly a case of eisegesis*. The
text does not say anything about God instructing Adam and Eve
“in their responsibilities in managing the plants, animals, and
resources of the earth.” After God brought the animals to Adam
to name them, verses 19-20, God put Adam into a deep sleep and
formed Eve from Adam’s rib, verses 21-22. Verse 23 records
Adam’s response to Eve, and verse 24 records the proverb about
the relationship of the man and his wife. Verse 25 simply says,
“And the man and his wife were both naked and were not
ashamed.” Chapter three begins with the introduction of the ser-
pent and the events leading to the Fall. There is no verse that says
anything about further instructions given to Adam and Eve; and
the events beginning at 3:1 could not have taken place on the sixth
day, since this would indicate the Fall took place on the sixth day,
before the day of rest, and before God pronounced all things good.
Ross is reading into the text information that simply is not there.

7. The wording of Genesis 2:4. This verse, a sum-
mary statement for the creation account, in the literal
Hebrew reads, "These are the generations of the heav-
ens and the earth when they were created in the day
of their making.” Here the word day refers to all six
creation days (and the creation of the universe that
took place prior to the first creation day).?

This objection is without substance secing that we have al-
ready shown the use of the word “day” with ordinals. This is a
case in which the word “day” is used figuratively. No one disputes
the fact the word can be used figuratively and is so used in certain
places in Genesis. However, just because it is used figuratively in
certain instances, does not mean it must be taken as figurative in
every other instance. Merely because it is used figuratively in Gen-
esis 2:4, it does not mean it is figurative in Genesis 1.

Once again, Ross has made a point that actually argues against
his own position. The fact the summary describes the creation week
with the word “day” rather than a word that would normally indicate
a longer period of time, such as ‘olam or 'ad (which is used in Job
20:4 to refer to the period of time since the “establishing of man on
the earth”), implies the creation week was a short period of time.
God created the heavens and the earth in a period of time that can be
characterized by the use of a word that in its normal, grammatical,
historical use indicates a short period of time. In fact, the figurative
use of the word “day”” would naturally imply the period of time re-
ferred to would be characterized as a short period of time. For ex-
ample, the “day of the Lord’ is not a period of judgment that lasts
thousands of years. Rather, the period of God’s judgment is a short
period of time, perhaps lasting only a few months or a few years
(maybe only 3% years). The period of time which the old-earthers
would seek to pack into this word would necessarily involve hun-
dreds of thousands, perhaps, millions of years. The word “day” is
totally inappropriate for such a characterization.

Additionally, this is in fact a summary statement, not a
literal description of the events of creation. Like the first sum-
mary statement in Gen. 1:1, the word “heavens” does not liter-
ally mean only heavens, but it is a figurative use for the uni-
verse as distinct from the earth. Additionally, it is a misinter-
pretation of the passage to say that the universe was created
before the first creation day. If the universe was created before
the first creation day, then the first creation day wasn’t the
first creation day. Either verse one is a summary statement, or
the creative acts of verse one are included in the first creation day.

(Continued on next page)
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8. Biblical figures of speech for the earth’s age. In
describing the eternity of God's existence, several Bible
writers often compare it to the longevity of the moun-
tains or the “foundations of the earth . . . "The brief span
of a 3,000-year terrestrial history (in the context of the
wisdom literature) seems an inadequate metaphor for
God's eternality. The fact that the Bible does consider
the antiquity of the founding of the earth a suitable meta-
phor for God's eternality suggests the biblical view of a
very ancient earth.?

Even if this were true, this still does not address the idea of
long creation days. It could be the case that God created the heav-
ens and the earth in six, literal, 24-hour days a long, long time ago.
However, the operative term here is “seems.” The question is, to
whom does the metaphor “seem” or not “seem” to be adequate? Is
what seems to be inadequate to Ross the measuring rod of what
kind of metaphors the Bible must be allowed to use? A 3,000-year
terrestrial history might certainly have “seemed” an adequate meta-
phor to the these ancient people! Our modern, temporal references
are not an appropriate measuring rod by which to measure what
would and would not have been adequate for these ancient people.
However, from where does Ross get this “3,000-year terrestrial
history”? This is a straw-man argument. Young-earthers do not
hold this view, and it is not a necessary concomitant to a young-
earth position. Ten-thousand years is young in comparison to the
millions and billions of years of evolutionists, but such a time does
not mitigate against a young-earth position, and it seems to me to
be quite an adequate metaphor. I am not advocating a 10,000-year
terrestrial history, [ am merely saying young-earthers are not com-
mitted to a three- or four-thousand-year-old earth. One-hundred-
thousand years would be young in comparison to the millions and
billions of years advocated by evolutionists and old-earthers.

9. Explicit statements of earth’s antiquity. Habakkuk
3:6 directly declares that the mountains are "ancient”
and the hills are “age-old.” In 2 Peter 3:5, the heavens
(the stars and the universe) are said to have existed
‘long ago."*

The appropriate response to this assertion is, So? It is cer-
tainly unfortunate Moses’ audience did not have Habakkuk and 2
Peter as grids through which to interpret Genesis 1. The terms “an-
cient,” “age-old,” and “long ago” are relative to the writers of these
biblical passages, not to the assumptions and world view of the
modern, empirical scientist. To the ancient Hebrews, 10,000 years
might have scemed “ancient,” “age-old,” and “long ago.” That is
equally true to us today. We often refer to materials which were
written 1,000, 2,000, or more years ago as “ancient” writings. This
does not imply that we believe them to be millions or billions of
years old. Just because 10,000 to 20,000 years seems to be a short
span of time in light of modern science and technology, that does
not mean the ancient Hebrews had this perspective. Once again,
Ross is imposing his modern perspective upon the biblical text.

Conclusion

Contrary to Ross’ conclusion, several of his arguments do not
“come from Bible passages directly addressing the length of the
creation day.” Rather, they come from Ross’ misinterpretation of
these passages. Several of his arguments actually mitigate against
his own position. Interpretation is always done from the assump-
tions and presuppositions of the interpreter, and Ross is no excep-
tion. He has come to the text with his old-earth perspective and
imposed it upon the text, sometimes reading into the text in order
to make it fit with his assumptions.

There is no doubting or questioning his sincerity and his or-
thodoxy. Ross is attempting to defend the accuracy of the biblical
text and the truth of Christianity against the attacks of evolution-
ists and atheists, and his scientific arguments are formidable and
beyond the expertise of this author. However, his handling of the
biblical text is woefully inadequate and fraught with errors. The
implication that holding a young-earth position requires one to
“sacrifice his rational mind,”* and the charges of being “anti-intel-
lectual”?® and “distorting the gospel”? are out of sync with his claim
to desire a meeting of the minds in the “spirit exemplified by the
Jerusalem council” which, Ross says, “refrained from humiliating
and rejecting those who promoted error.”* Ross needs to look more
carefully at the various textual elements. Contrary to Ross’ claims,
the actual Bible text seems to point to a young earth.

*eisegesis 1s an improper method of exposition by which the ex-
pounder introduces his own ideas into the interpretation of a
text. (Webster s Dictionary)

The Journal would like to thank Thomas A. Howe, Ph.D.
for his contribution in this issue. Dr. Howe is Professor of
Bible and Biblical Languages at Southern Evangelical Semi-
nary in Chariotte, North Carolina.
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“Bondage” (Continued from page 5)

the free will to do what 1 want with my car. I can drive it where |
want. I have control of its movements. I can gas it up. I can sell it.
Now, let’s assume someone steals my car and gets away. The au-
thorities have given up the search. The insurance company has
paid the claim. The thief is home free. Now, the question is: Does
the thief have the free will to do what he wants with my car? Yes.
He can drive it where he wants. He has control over its move-
ments. He can gas it up. He can even sell it on some black market.
The thief does not own my car legally; but practically, what is the
difference? Anderson’s definition of demonic control of believers
sounds just like demonic possession of New Testament unbeliev-
ers. There is no Biblical precedent for this. There is no demonic
possession of believers in the New Testament! There is no instance
in the New Testament of someone becoming a believer and then
being delivered from a demonic spirit—even in the cases of people
who, according to Anderson’s theology, were in a position to open
the door to demonic control such as the Philippian jailer who was
a converted pagan (Acts 16:34) or the myriad of Corinthians who
were involved in all manner of “non-spiritual” practices includ-
ing idolatry before their conversions.!’

Indeed, one of the real problems with Anderson’s “Steps to
Freedom in Christ" isthe deafening silence of any Christian epistle
on this subject. There are no instructions for ridding a believer of
demons. If these steps are so vital to overcoming sin and living
victoriously, one would expect them to be mentioned in the New
Testament. They are not there. Instead, what we have are warn-
ings and exhortations—*“flee sexual immorality” (1 Cor. 6:18),
“be nourished up in ... good doctrine” (1 Tim. 4:6), “... turn away

from evil, and do good ...” (1 Pet. 3:11).

It seems Anderson’s spiritual warfare is analogous to the old
children’s game of imaginary bacteria called “cooties.” You could
catch “cooties” just by being next to someone or being near a place
where someone with “cooties” had been. They could get on you

and then you had them until you got rid of them. Anderson’s view
of the spiritual is similar. He asserts a young student “caught”
(again my term) “demonic logic” simply by being challenged by
an ungodly woman. Christians can “catch” a demon by commit-
ting some sin. They even can be hereditary. Anderson alleges one
pastor “caught” a demon when
“He attended a Buddhist funeral ... participated in

the ritual by taking off his shoes, which is an act of

worship in many Eastern religions. That night demons

mocked him in his devotions."'®

This is absolutely foreign to the Bible. In fact, it’s contradic-
tory. Paul tells those who might unknowingly eat food that had
been sacrificed in worship to an idol that “an idol is nothing.”"*
He is not concerned about the Corinthians “catching” a demon,
but rather that they do not undermine the faith of a weaker brother.
No demonic “cooties” here.

So then, I find Neil Anderson’s understanding of the nature
of demons and their ability to control believers to be without Bib-
lical precedent. It is not part of a Christian worldview. Demons
may attack and influence believers, but they do not latch on to
places and people simply by contact, nor is there any evidence
they possess Christians.

Occult Practices Slipping Into The Church
I said previously I DO NOT believe that Neil Anderson is an
occultist, or that he is purposely trying to bring occult teachings
into Christian theology. I find him to be a man who genuinely
cares about the faith. His sincerity is not in question; his theology
is. Occult ideology has been rearing its ugly head in the church
since the late eighteen hundreds when the New Thought move-
ment began to influence Christians. At that time, it was beaten
back by sound theology and preaching.
Today, however, the church has largely abandoned the prac-
(Continued on next page)

The Place of Neil T. Anderson's World View

BIBLICAL WORLD VIEW - NEIL 1. ANDERSON CULT WORLD VIEW
Positionally: Holy Positionally: Holy
NATURE OF MAN Inherently Good
Practically: Depraved Practically: Good
SPIRITS Evil spirits can influence but not Evil spirits can control believers if | Spirits can control (channeling, etc.)
possess believers given access persons who allow their influence
SIN (EVIL) A lack of goodness Synonymous with Negative energy
(a privation) Satan and his demons associated with spirits
SPIRITUAL CONFLICT Demonic influence is combated by | Demons are driven out by the power Spirits can be manipulated by
the Holy Spirit through prayer of words and formula prayers formula words (spells)
Believers are accountable Some believers, by virtue of Occultists can have more power by
LIMITS OF SPIRITUAL POWER for their individual sins, not the generational curses, (from relatives | virtue of generational affiliation from
sins of their ancestors in the occult), must overcome relatives in the occult
special demonic influence
Demons limited to possession of s Spiritual energy and spirits can
LOCATION OF SPIRITUAL unsaved persons or animals and | Demons infest persons, both saved indwell persans and
POWER never objects and unsaved, and objects reside in objects
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“Bondage” (Continued from page 5)

tice of teaching theology among its laymen and has opted for a
more experiential approach. Because the average Christian does
not have the tools of philosophy, theology and Bible interpreta-
tion to discern what is and is not coherent with the Christian
worldview, the occult has been slipping into the church—espe-
cially in spiritual warfare, where experience has largely replaced
Bible study. I think this is the case with Anderson, I think he con-
fuses the Christian worldview (as defined by the Bible) with the
occult worldview that surrounds us every day and depends so
heavily on subjective experience. One only has to read a few pages
of Anderson’s book to see his reliance on what he calls “case stud-
ies.” They are used not only as examples of his principles of bond-
age and freedom but also as proof of his views of the demonic *

I want to illumine how this theology fits more neatly into the
occult world than it does into the Christian. We already have men-
tioned one example—that of believers being possessed and losing
control of their bodies. In the occult, anyone who opens up to the
control of spirits may be overtaken. New Age channelers describe
this very experience.” On the other hand, the Bible indicates be-
lievers are sealed with the Holy Spirit. Demons are not barred from
possessing a person by the force of a formula prayer but by the
present, indwelling Spirit of God from whom no one can sepa-
rate.?

There is a problem with the occult concept of sin as well. Most
believers take the typical Augustinian view of sin (evil) as a priva-
tion. It is the lack of something. It is the taking of something good
and corrupting it. Anderson, however, makes sin synonymous with
Satan. Believers do not continue habitual sin without demonic pres-
ence. In the occult, evil is not really a moral category, but rather,
the opposite side of a coin. George Lucas, an advocate of the oc-
cult teacher Carlos Castaneda, described this idea when he spoke
of the philosophy behind Star Wars. He stated that he wanted to
show there was a good side and a bad side of the same force, but
that “the world works better if you're on the good side."®

In the occult, this energy and the spirits allegedly can be ma-
nipulated by words used in combinations called spells. These spir-
its are conjured, controlled and manipulated by these spells. The
Christian worldview says, while demons are real, they are not
“forces” to be manipulated by words. They are spiritual beings
dealt with through the power of the Holy Spirit through prayer.
The power rests with God—it is only exercised through the be-
liever. I think Neil Anderson would agree with the above state-
ment. However, his understanding of demonic combat includes
formula prayers that he offers as a way to rid believers of demons.
He offers prayers for bondage to homosexuality, for those who
have had an abortion, and for substance abuse—different prayers
for different occasions.* Some might object by saying these are
only suggestions what to pray, but Anderson never indicates this.
He only says to rid oneself of the particular bondage, pray the
prayers in the book. This even includes prayers for breaking in-
herited curses from ancestors:

“In order to walk free from past influences, make
the following declaration and pray the following prayer: |
here and now reject and disown all the sins of my an-
cestors. As one who has been delivered from the power
of darkness and translated into the kingdom of God's
dear Son, | cancel out all demonic working that may
have been passed on to me from my ancestors."?

Compare this with the occult view that says someone who is
descended from a line of occultists may inherit special power. Once
again, we can look at Lucas’ Star Wars as an example. Obi Wan
says "the force [which can be either good or evil] is strong in Luke's
family,” and therefore, “he has great power."** The Bible, however,
never speaks of anyone inheriting a proclivity to sin from their
parents. One verse that is often misapplied to support this, how-
ever, is Deuteronomy 5:9. The King James Version says,

“.. for I the LORD thy God am a jealous God,
visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children
unto the third and fourth generation of them that hate
me. n

The problem with this argument is that this verse talks about
God'’s punishment? for sin. Nothing whatsoever is mentioned about
*demonic working.” The consequences of the fathers’ sins are for
the children to deal with. Moses even told them that if they failed
to drive out the pagans, then their children would suffer the wrath
and be carried into captivity. This is exactly what happened to
Israel, but there are no demons here.

The last thing I will mention 1n regard to the occult creeping
into Anderson’s worldview is his idea of the transfer of demonic
influence. Anderson believes being in the presence of the non-
spiritual can cause one to acquire demonic influence. Just taking
shoes off at a Buddhist funeral or having read books on parapsy-
chology can generate demonic attack. He even has a prayer to des-
ignate a specific room or portion of a room as a place of spiritual
safety from the demonic.” One might have to pray these prayers
in every room. There is simply no record of this kind of spiritual
consecrating in the Bible. The Temple was made holy when the
LORD made it a place for his name, not when Solomon prayed the
prayer. Likewise, if this theology was true, then one should find
Paul warning the Corinthians of “catching” a demon, since Corinth
had dozens of places dedicated to false Gods. Anderson even indi-
cates objects can be inhabited by demons.”

Paul, himself, would have been in danger of acquiring de-
monic influence when he debated with the philosophers on Mars
Hill which was dedicated to the gods and had many pagan stat-
ues—including “an altar ... TO AN UNKNOWN GOD.”° How-
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ever, in the occult, this view is very prevalent. In Raymond
Buckland’s book, Buckland’s Complete Book of Witchcraft (St.
Paul Minnesota: Llewellyn Pub., 1993), there are special prayers

. to consecrate an event, a place, or even an object.”' This is not part
of the Christian worldview. The New Testament indicates demons

* are spiritual beings and it gives examples of them possessing un-
saved people and animals but never objects. Holiness and evil are
not forces or energies but moral categories determined by God.
Our prayers are not spells—not cause and effect, but they are com-
munication with and petition to our Creator. The power of the Spirit
is infinite to protect, and that power is not dependent upon a spe-
cial prayer. This is not to say we do not pray, but the results are
due to God who knows what we need even before we pray. The
power and results of prayer are not dependent on some mecha-
nism of the words we pray. These teachings are more akin to the
occult.

This occult-like worldview is dangerous to evangelism and
apologetics. I saw this not too long ago while I was in a bookstore.
I was picking up some occult books as primary sources for re-
search. As a Christian occult researcher, I know evil does not re-
side in the pages of the books, but rather in the ideas. The ideas are
demonic, not the pages. There was young Christian woman (at
least she had a book bag from a Christian ministry in the area) who
saw my books and proceeded to make a beeline as far away from
me as possible, presumably because she thought I was involved
with the occult. Now, if I had been a warlock, what should she
have done? Run away, afraid of catching demonic cooties? No.
She should have talked to me and bore witness to Christ unafraid
of my books or my ideas, because she had the truth. If we run from
*he non-spintual people for fear of being contaminated, the Gos-
pel is stifled. May it never be.

If Anderson’s Demonology is not found in Scripture and his
ideas seem to fit more comfortably into the occult—as I have put
forth—then we are left with this assessment: His arguments are, at
worst, dangerous; at best, they are a waste of time. Paul gives us a
good principle for deciding what is important to pursue as a Chris-
tian: “No soldier in active service entangles himself in the affairs
of everyday life, so that he may please the one who enlisted him
as a soldier.” Paul offered this to Timothy as a guide for his
Christian life. Later in verse 23, he gives some of those entangling
things—“foolish and stupid arguments.” In other words, I think
he was telling Timothy not to get caught up in things that are non-
Biblical and have no bearing on the Gospel. I think, in all love,
that Anderson’s teachings fit into this category. They are not found
in Scripture and they have more in common with the occult than
sound Christian doctrine.

Taking 2 Timothy 3:15 seriously, Jonathan is both a student and a teacher.
He currently is working on his Master of Divinity in Apologetics at Southern
Evangelical Seminary. He teaches Bible and English at North Hills Chris-
tian School, Salisbury, NC. He is the most recent addition to the team of
Midwest Christian Outreach, Inc. in Salisbury, NC.
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“Oracle” (Continued from page 3)

Brooklyn as well as “additional edifices” around the world. As far as
having “paid dearly for worthless information,” the Watchtower QOracle
has taken my poor JWs to the cleaners! Much worse than being merely
“worthless” though, the WTBTS dispenses dangerous information—
that takes lives. Many JWs have given up their lives or the lives of
their children, following the Brooklyn Oracle’s dangerous dictates
concerning blood transfusions. Where do you go to complain when
you discover you've sacrificed your health on the altar of false Bible
interpretation? Money is only money, but where do you go to get
your child or your spouse back?

Spiritual Poison
Recall the Oracle claims to “help Christians in all nations to un-
derstand and apply properly the Bible in their lives.” The “advice”
given by the Oracle regarding spiritual matters is just as hazardous.
Many Jehovah’s Witnesses have sacrificed their time, foregone higher
education, and worn out their shoes trying to please the harsh task-
masters of “God’s Oracle” so as to earn eternal life.
“Itis for the reward of eternal life that every last per-
son on earth should now be working ... The man who
does not shrink back from the hard work of being a Chris-

tian will come in line for the splendid and ultimate re-
ward—eternal life.""

Even more blasphemous, JWs have actually been taught it
is their aftitude toward the Watchtower Society s leadership in Brook-
lyn (the Oracle) that will determine their eternal destiny!

“Your attitude toward the wheatlike anointed 'broth-

ers' of Christ and the treatment you accord them will be
the determining factor as to whether you go in ‘ever-
lasting cutting-off or receive ‘everlasting life’.""*
In contrast to this blasphemy, the Bible says:
“... The witness is this, that God has given us eter-
nal life, and this life is in His Son. He who hasthe Son
has the life; he who does not have the Son of God does
not have the life” (1John 5:11-12).
Salvation/eternal life is a free gift (Ephesians 2:8-9), not an earned
reward, and it is your relationship with the Son of God that deter-
mines whether you have it or not.

“Virtual” Indwelling = “Virtual” Salvation

On page 14 of the July 15, 1999, Warcrrower, the Oracle de-

clares the necessity of
“making Jesus so real to them [new converts] that he
virtually dwells in their hearts.”

“Virtually dwells in their hearts?" The word “virtual ” 1s defined
as “existing in effect, though not in actual fact or form.” That’s not
good enough. Romans 8:9 teaches us that if Chnist does not dwell in
you, you do not belong to Him (cf. 2 Cor. 13:5)! All the door-to-
door preaching, all the sacrificed time and holidays, all the slavish
devotion to Christ’s self-proclaimed “brothers,” and all the best in-
tentions in the world to please God will have no effect. If you do not
have the indwelling Christ, you cannot please God! Yet, sadly, the
Brooklyn Oracle denies this wondrous reality to the average JW.
They teach the “born again” experience (the indwelling spoken of
by Jesus at John 3:3) is limited to the ancinted—the elite, upper-
class JWs who have Jesus as their mediator—as opposed to the lower-
class “Great Crowd” JWs who have no mediator at all!'* However,
even the anointed are not encouraged to be truly indwelled by Christ’s
Spirit, but to understand it figuratively. The Oracle has declared a
literal indwelling would be impossible, and the Watchtower Oracle’s

rationalistic suppositions trump the Bible’s straightforward dec-
larations every time!"’

So, since the Bible’s criterion is “impossible” in the mind
of the indoctrinated JW, the Oracle offers their own criteria for
the faith. Ergo, a JW thinks he is a Christian if he is associated
with the WTBTS, faithfully goes door to door, doesn’t smoke,,
sports a “theocratic” hairstyle, and keeps a myriad of other
“commands of men as doctrines” (Matthew 15:9). This “vir-
tual safvation” of the Watchtower more rightly should be called
“slavation” since it places the individual under virtual slavery
to the masters in Brooklyn. He may need your help to see that
his virtual salvation is no salvation at all.

But that is not all—the overburdened JW can’t just keep
all of the rules—he has to keep all the rules with the right mo-
tivation! This same July 15, 1999, Warcatower (on pages 12
and 19), bludgeons the poor JW with the news that, if “they are
serving God for selfish reasons,” he or she certainly won’t make
it at all. Such selfish motivators as hope of survival, the prom-
ise of Paradise earth, or concern merely “to gain personal sal-
vation” will sweep away any good points he or she may feel
they have racked up. Can you feel in your spirit the hopeless-
ness of their plight? Itis highly probable, Christian friend, that
the JW at your door knows in his heart he is not succeeding in
his quest to “earn” eternal life, whatever “face™ he puts on for
your benefit.

Today, as I write this, press coverage continues about the
murderous and suicidal rampage in Atlanta. It was obvious to
me from the words Barton used in his explanatory note that he
was a Jehovah’s Witness, or at least he had been studying with
them and taking in their views. The Washington Post confirmed
my opinion, saying that Barton’s

“letter referred twice to ‘Jehovah,' reflecting what
acquaintances and a relative described as Barton's
recent attraction to the Jehovah's Witnesses and
decision to leave his Baptist church ... the couple
had fought about Mark’s recent insistence that Leigh
Ann become a Jehovah's Witness, which she re-
fused to do.” 1®

Listen to the language Barton used to describe his inner
turmoil:

“| have been dying since October. | would wake
up at night so afraid, so terrified, that | could not be
that afraid while awake. It has taken its toll. | have
come to hate this life in this system of things. | have
come to have no hope. | killed the children to ex-
change for them five minutes of pain for a lifetime
of pain. The fears of the father are transferred to
the son_ It was from my father to me and from me to
my son. He already had it. | had to take him with me
... | really wish | hadn't killed [Leigh Ann] ... She
really couldn't help it. | love her so much anyway. |
know that Jehovah will take care of all of them in
the next life ... Please know that | love Leigh Ann
[Barton's wife], Matthew, and Mychelle with all my
heart. If Jehovah is willing, I'd like to see them all
again in the resurrection to have a second
chance.”

He bludgeoned his wife and kids to death with a hammer,
and yet, he believed he had done them a favor, preventing a
lifetime of fear and pain.

Am I saying JWs are violence-prone maniacs? Should you
make sure little Johnny is safely out of range the next time they
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visit at your door? No, not at all. I'd have to guess that my JW

friends are about as bloodthirsty as Jimmy Carter and not nearly as

vicious. It would be terribly unfair to fault all JWs for the actions

of one, just as it would be unfair to blame all born-again Christians
« for the antics of TV preachers and other high-profile evangelicals
as the WTBTS always does! ©'°

But I do think it is fair to note the man’s inner anguish, while
he outwardly presented a “normal face” to the world around him.
From what ex-JWs have told me, his inner despair and hopeless-
ness is far from unique among JWs. Rather than being Jehovah’s
happy people, as they boast.” many JWs are dragging their sag-
ging spirits door to door right along with their bloated book bags.
They need a friend to come along side of them and point them to
Jesus whose says “my yoke is easy and my burden is light.” Per-
haps you can be that friend.

So, the next time a JW comes to your door, why not invite
them to take the Bible test to check the authenticity of his or her
faith. 2 Cor. 13:5 tells us to “examine yourselves to see whether
you are in the faith.” What is the Bible s criterion? “Christ is in
you”—not virtually, not almost, not let’s pretend—but actually in
you, “unless, of course, you fail the test”!

The flimflam Oracle in Brooklyn offers a flimflam salvation.
The cover of the March 1, 1979, Warcurowsr tells the reader to
‘PUT FAITH in a VICTORIOUS ORGANIZATION." The Apostle
Paul warned the Corinthians about false teachers who would at-
tempt to draw devotion away from Christ and toward them. His
words about them at 2 Cor. 11:20 are just as true today as they
were in his time;

“You even put up with anyone who enslaves you
or exploits you or takes advantage of you, or pushes
himself forward or slaps you in the face.”

JWs are enslaved to the Oracle of Brooklyn. Who knows?
Maybe God will use you to set one free. But whether they listen to
you or not—LOVE them, PRAY for them. and be as kind to them
as you can be.

Love to all,

*The Warcarower and Awake/ magazines are the two bi-monthly
publications of the Watchtower Bible and Tract Society (also
known as Jehovah’s Witnesses) which keeps the members abreast
of the Oracle’s (WTBTS) latest political, military teachings, as
well as such private affairs as travel, marriage and children.

**The Watchtower Bible and Tract Society is the government (or
clergy) of the Jehovah’s Witnesses.

ENDNOTES:
1. Warcarower, January 15, 1959, p41. Also see the WTBTS book, Holy Spirit—
The Force Behind the Coming New Order, 1976, p175-176. Interestingly, the
WTBTS attempts to excuse its many false prophecies by denying they ever claimed
to speak the words of Jehovah. For example, the footnote of the March 22, 1993,
Awake/ states:
“Jehovah's Witnesses, in their eagerness for Jesus’ second com-
ing [sic], have suggested dates that turned out to be incorrect. Be-
cause of this, some have called them false prophets. Never in these
instances, however, did they presume to originate predictions ‘in the

name of Jehovah.' Never did they say, ‘These are the words of
Jehovah'."
2. Warcatower, December 1, 1981, p27.
3. Warceirowzr, February 15, 1981, pl7.
4. Warcarower, July 15, 1999, p4.
S. Joseph Rutherford, Joseph Rutherford Uncovers Fifth Column (Brooklyn, NY:
Watchtower Bible and Tract Society, 1940), pl5.
6. Warcrrower, December 1, 1972, p734-736; WarcHtower, November 15, 1974,
p703-704; Warcarower, December 15, 1969, p765-766.
7. Joseph Rutherford, Light I (Brooklyn, NY: Watchtower Bible and Tract Soci-
ety, 1930), p6.
8. Joseph Rutherford, Preparation (Brooklyn, NY: Watchtower Bible and Tract
Society, 1933), p36.
9. Thid., p28.
10. Charles Taze Russell, Studies in the Scriptures, vol. T, The Finished Mystery
(Brooklyn, NY: published posthumously by Watchtower Bible and Tract Soci-
ety, 1917), p144.
11. Warcatower, December 1, 1981, p28.

“True, since the light shines forth progressively, and because
there have been mistakes due to human imperfection and weak-
ness, these Christians have had, on occasion, to reevaluate view-
points and teachings.”

12. What did that generation see in 19147 Absolutely nothing! It is now taught
Jesus had come invisibly in that year, and the elderly anointed “saw™ it happen
through the tumultuous events occurring at the time. But that is an outright lie.
The anointed of that day continued to believe as they had for 40 years, that Christ
had come invisibly in 1874. This can be found in the WTBTS book Prophecy by
President Rutherford which was published in 1929. On page 65, it declares:

“The Scriptural proof is that the second presence of the Lord
Jesus Christ began in 1874."”

Note this book was published 15 years after 1914!

It was not until 1943, with the publication of the WTBTS book The Truth
Shall Make You Free, that it was “seen” that Christ had really come in 1914, and
not 1874. There were no “events™ that convinced any of the anointed—it was a
“revelation” from the Oracle that persuaded them.

13. Warcarower, July 15, 1999, p5.

14. Warcatowes, August 15, 1972, p492.

1S, WarcsTower, August 1, 1981, p26.

16. Warcarower, February 15, 1991, pl8 states:

"Nevertheless, in a preliminary way, the great crowd have already
‘washed their robes and made them white in the blood of the Lamb.’
(Revelation 7:14) Christ does not act as Mediator of the new cov-
enant toward them, yet they benefit from this covenant through the
work of God's Kingdom.”

and the Warcatomer, April 1, 1981, p12 contains:

“"Although dedicated and baptized, those of the ‘great crowd’ rec-
ognize that they have not been taken into that covenant for the
Kingdom. They are not spiritual Israelites, forasmuch as they have not
been taken into the ‘new covenant,’ which is made with spiritual Israel-
ites through the Mediator Jesus Christ.”

17. The members of the WTBTS are extreme rationalists. Their Jehovah is always
limited by what they understand to be possible! (He is a limited little god who has
a body, does not know for sure what you're going to do tomorrow, and may store
some of his knowledge in the brains of trusted angels. He needs angels to inform
him of what is going on in the world!) Hence the idea of only a “virtual” indwell-
ing. (According to the 1988 WTBTS publication Insight on the Scriptures, vol. 1,
p613, they do believe in demon possession in which a demon can have “captive
control and influence a person.” So then, the WTBTS teaches one can be indwelled
or controlled by demons, but a person certainly cannot be indwelled or controlled
by their limited little god Jehovah!)

18. Amy Goldstein, Sue Ann Presley, and Hanna Rosin, “Killer Wrote of Fear,
Hopelessness,” Washingron Post, (Sat., July 31, 1999), pAOl.

19. JWs are no more evil than other people, but neither are they morally superior as
the Watchtower Society continually boasts in their publications. Such a claim puts
a terrible added burden on the individual JW to keep up the appearance of being
morally superior to outsiders, and to hide, even from their closest friends in the
organization, the problems they have in their personal lives and in their families.
20. Not only must JWs hide their sins and moral failures, they must also
pretend to be happy all of the time, in order to live up to the felicitous image
the Oracle demands they project to the world. Psychologist and former JW,
Dr. Jerry Bergman, wrote a book, Jehovah's Witnesses and The Problem of
Mental Illness, detailing how this life of pretense takes a grievous toll on
the mind of an individual JW, causing rampant depression and other mental
problems among Jehovah’s Witnesses.
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