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Luke’s gospel reveals his concern for the poor, sick, and outcast, thus offering a clue to
why Paul called him “the beloved physician” (Col. 4:14). He was faithful not only to
Paul, but to the greater cause he served—the publication of “good tidings of great joy”
(Luke 2:10).1

The author of the Gospel of Luke is more interested in persons, especially those in
trouble, than in ideas. He also is a skilled writer, and the literary quality of the Gospel of
Luke is the highest of all four gospels. Luke often is the most interesting gospel to read.
But he is also a serious historian who places Jesus within the context of world history. He
presents Jesus and the church as the fulfillment of the history of salvation.2

BETHSAIDA [beth SAY ih duh] (house of fishing) — the name of one or
possibly two cities in the New Testament:

1. Bethsaida, which was later called Julias, was situated three kilometers (two miles)
north of the Sea of Galilee and east of the Jordan River (see Map 6, C–2). The name
Julias was given to it by the tetrarch Philip (Luke 3:1), after Julia, the daughter of Caesar
Augustus. In the wilderness near Bethsaida, Jesus fed the 5,000 and healed the multitudes
(Luke 9:10–17). It was also in Bethsaida that He restored sight to a blind man (Mark
8:22).

2. The gospels of Mark, Luke, and John seem to speak of another Bethsaida which
was the home of Philip, Andrew, and Peter (John 1:44) and perhaps of James and John
(Luke 5:10). This city was situated northwest of the Sea of Galilee in the fertile plain of
Gennesaret (Mark 6:45, 53) near Capernaum (John 6:17) in the province of Galilee (John
12:21).
Some scholars argue that there was only one city called Bethsaida. The Jewish historian
Josephus identified the Bethsaida developed by Philip as being near the Jordan in “Lower
Gaulanitis.” Yet, the gospels seem to indicate that there was another Bethsaida west of
the Jordan River (for example, see Mark 6:45, 53). Philip, Peter, and Andrew were from
“Bethsaida of Galilee” (John 12:21). Bethsaida–Julias could not be considered to be “of
Galilee.” The close connection of Bethsaida with CHORAZIN (Matt. 11:21) and
CAPERNAUM (Matt. 11:23) as the center of Jesus’ ministry in Galilee is strong evidence
for another Bethsaida situated closer to them.3

1Ronald F. Youngblood, general editor; F.F. Bruce and R.K. Harrison, consulting editors,
Nelson’s new illustrated Bible dictionary: An authoritative one-volume reference work on
the Bible with full color illustrations [computer file], electronic edition of the revised
edition of Nelson’s illustrated Bible dictionary, Logos Library System, (Nashville:
Thomas Nelson) 1997, c1995.
2Ronald F. Youngblood, general editor; F.F. Bruce and R.K. Harrison, consulting editors,
Nelson’s new illustrated Bible dictionary: An authoritative one-volume reference work on
the Bible with full color illustrations [computer file], electronic edition of the revised
edition of Nelson’s illustrated Bible dictionary, Logos Library System, (Nashville:
Thomas Nelson) 1997, c1995.
3Ronald F. Youngblood, general editor; F.F. Bruce and R.K. Harrison, consulting editors,
Nelson’s new illustrated Bible dictionary: An authoritative one-volume reference work on
the Bible with full color illustrations [computer file], electronic edition of the revised
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Although the New Testament makes no references to the Roman or Gentile calendar,
it does refer to the reigns of rulers. The most specific example is Luke 3:1, which speaks
of “the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar.” This refers to the time of the rulers
then in office in Judea and the surrounding territories and to the beginning of the ministry
of John the Baptist. This must have been in A.D. 28–29, assuming that Luke used either
the Julian calendar, which began in January, or the regnal calendar, which began in
August. The most general references speak not of the year but of the reigns of emperors
Caesar Augustus (Luke 2:1) and Claudius Caesar (Acts 11:28), of provincial governors
Quirinius (Luke 2:1–2) and Gallio (Acts 18:12), of King Herod (Matt. 2:1; Luke 1:5), and
of the ethnarch Aretas (2 Cor. 11:32).

One New Testament calendar problem is that the Gospels of Matthew, Mark, and
Luke portray Jesus as having celebrated the Passover with His disciples on the eve of His
betrayal (Matt. 26:19–20; Mark 14:16–17; Luke 22:13–15), whereas the Gospel of John
pictures the Jews as not having celebrated the Passover at this time (John 18:28). Many
attempts have been made to reconcile this problem.
Possibly, the solution is that the first three gospels reckoned their timetable of the
crucifixion events according to the Galilean method (beginning the day at sunrise) which
was used by Jesus, the disciples, and the Pharisees. But John may have reckoned
according to the Judean method (beginning the day at sunset), a system used by the
Sadducees. If this is true, different calendar systems may have been in use at the same
time within the nation of Israel.4

Matthew 2:237

"And he came and dwelt in a city called Nazareth, that it might be fulfilled
which was spoken by the prophets, "He shall be called a Nazarene"
From all the above, it is evident that after Jesus was born in Bethlehem,
Joseph and his family stayed there till the visit of the Magi, many months
after the birth. They abandoned Bethlehem almost immediately after the
departure of the Magi, and went to Egypt to avoid the wicked plans of
Herod. When Herod died, they moved back to Israel. Their initial purpose
was to settle in Judea again, but after being warned by God, they went to
Galilee and they finally dwelt in Nazareth.

edition of Nelson’s illustrated Bible dictionary, Logos Library System, (Nashville:
Thomas Nelson) 1997, c1995.
4Ronald F. Youngblood, general editor; F.F. Bruce and R.K. Harrison, consulting editors,
Nelson’s new illustrated Bible dictionary: An authoritative one-volume reference work on
the Bible with full color illustrations [computer file], electronic edition of the revised
edition of Nelson’s illustrated Bible dictionary, Logos Library System, (Nashville:
Thomas Nelson) 1997, c1995.
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2. Luke 2:39
As it clear from all the above, Mary, Joseph and Jesus settled in Nazareth
after they first went to Egypt, which happened when Jesus was not too much
less than two years old. Bearing this in mind, it is now time to have a look at
Luke 2:39:
Luke 2:39
"So when they had performed [Greek: "teleo" meaning "finish8"] all things
according to the law of the Lord, they returned to Galilee, to their own city
Nazareth"
The fact that this verse comes just after the records of the visit to the Temple
(Luke 2:21-38), forty one days after the birth9, may be confusing for some.
The reason is because if we take what is said in Luke, isolated from what is
said in Matthew, we may conclude that Luke says that Jesus, Joseph and
Mary returned to Nazareth immediately after their visit to the Temple (forty
one days after the birth), while Matthew says that they returned there after
they came back from Egypt (many months after the birth). However, a
conclusion like this, cannot be right since it violates a very fundamental
principle of Bible study. According to this principle: to arrive at right
conclusions, ALL the references about the same event have to be taken into
account. Instead therefore of taking Luke separately from Matthew, we have
to put them TOGETHER. If we do that, we will see that Matthew 2 cannot
be but between the visit to the temple (Luke 2:21-38) and the return to
Nazareth (Luke 2:39). God having given analytically the fulfilment of
various prophecies in Matthew, and having also given analytically the
fulfilment of the necessary legalistic requirements in Luke, summarises all
these accomplishments in Luke 2:39 by telling us what happened after
Joseph, Mary and Jesus fulfilled everything i.e. "WHEN THEY HAD
PERFORMED [FINISHED] ALL THINGS ACCORDING TO THE LAW
OF THE LORD". To "ALL things according to the law of the Lord10", are
included both the legalistic requirements (Luke 2:21-38) and of course the
various prophecies, the fulfilment of which is given in Matthew (Matthew
2:15, 2:17, 2:23). Luke 2:39 does not tell us what happened immediately
after the visit to the Temple, but what happened after ALL things that the
Word of God said about this stage of Jesus Christ's life were fulfilled. After
ALL these things were fulfilled, Jesus, Joseph and Mary indeed returned to
Nazareth (Luke 2:39, Matthew 2:23)
3. Conclusion
After all the above we are now in a position to give a summary of the events
regarding the birth of Jesus Christ:
1. Jesus was born in Bethlehem of Judea (Matthew 2:1).
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2. In the night of the birth, he was visited by the shepherds (Luke 2:8-18).
After the birth the family continued to stay in Bethlehem and they moved to
a house.
3. Jesus was circumcised on the eighth day from the birth (Luke 2:21).
4. Jesus was presented to the Lord in the Temple, forty one days after the
birth. There, the legalistic requirements for the purification of Mary were
also fulfilled.
5. The Magi came to Jerusalem after "having seen his star in the east"
(Matthew 2:2). In Jerusalem, they met Herod who enquired accurately of
them the time that the star appeared (Matthew 2:7). From this, he determined
the age of the child which then he used to define the age limit for the
children that he commanded to be killed (Matthew 2:16). Since this age limit
was two years old and under, it can be concluded that when the Magi visited
Jesus, he was no more than two years old, though not much less than it.
6. God warns Joseph to flee to Egypt (Matthew 2:13). The prophecy of
Hosea 11:1 is fulfilled.
7. Herod kills all the children in the district of Bethlehem from two years old
and under (Matthew 2:16). The prophecy of Jeremiah 31:15 is fulfilled.
8. Herod dies, and Joseph returns from Egypt. Joseph, Mary and Jesus
having fulf illed everything that the law of the Lord said about this period of
Jesus' life, returned to Nazareth (Matthew 2:23 and Luke 2:39). 5

The Journal of Biblical Accuracy
Vol.1, Issue 10

Judas: When did he die?
In footnote 1 of issue 4 of the Journal of Biblical Accuracy (April
1996), I discussed very briefly a passage from I Corinthians 15
according to which the resurrected Christ appeared to the twelve.

I Corinthians 15:3-5
"For I delivered to you first of all that which I also received: that
Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures, and that he was
buried, and that he was raised again the third day according to the
Scriptures, and that he was seen by Cephas, then by the twelve......."
(NKJV-NIV)

5 http://www.goldinc.com/Tour/Greece/Publications/JBA/jbaindex.htm (Journal of Biblical Accuracy)
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For many, this scripture has been a stumbling block since, according
to tradition, Judas died before the crucifixion and therefore, if this
tradition was right, then here the Word of God should have written
"eleven" instead of "twelve". In that footnote, after admitting that my
analys is was not detailed, I promised that I would return for a more
detailed examination of this topic in a future issue.
The investigation below starts by confirming that the "twelve" of the
above passage are the well known "twelve" that included Judas. After
that, we continue with a detailed analysis of the gospel records that
refer to the post-resurrection appearance of Jesus that happened at the
evening of the "first day of the week". Though this appearance is not
the appearance to the twelve, it is very important to examine it since,
as we will see, Judas was there when it happened. Apart from this, the
examination of this appearance is necessary for a good understanding
of the gospel record of the appearance to the twelve. After that, the
investigation will continue with the examination of the traditional
view and the passage of Matthew 27:3-5 that is used to support it.
Finally, the article will close with the study of another passage that
will help us to specify the time of Judas' death more accurately.

1. "The twelve" of I Corinthians 15:5
According to the above given passage of I Corinthians 15, the
resurrected Christ appeared to the twelve. To reconcile this reference
with the tradition according to which Judas died before the
crucifixion, it has been suggested that the twelve here are the old
eleven disciples plus Matthias that substituted Judas in Acts 1:26.
However, a conjecture like this is not supported neither from the
references of the Word of God regarding the time that Matthias was
counted as one of the twelve nor from the passages of the gospels that
refer to some of the post- resurrection appearances of Jesus Christ.
But let's examine this issue more analytically.
It is evident that there is no change in a specific group of people if
there is no change in its composition. The original composition of the
group of the "twelve" disciples is given in Matthew 10:1-4 as well as
in Mark 3:14-18 and in Luke 6:13-16. Luke 6 for example tells us:

Luke 6:13-16
"And when it was day he called his disciples to himself; and from
them he chose twelve whom he also named apostles: Simon, whom he
also named Peter, and Andrew his brother; James and John; Philip and
Bartholomew; Matthew and Thomas; James the son of Alphaeus, and
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Simon called the Zealot; Judas the brother of James, and Judas
Iscariot, who also became a traitor."
(NKJV-KJV)

As it is evident from this passage, the original composition of the
group of the twelve included Judas Iscariot. Thus, whenever we read
"twelve" we should understand it as a term that denotes the group of
the above twelve people, except if there is a change in the
composition of this group. In this later case, when the reference is to
events before the change the number "twelve" should be understood
as the group of the above twelve men, while when the reference is to
events after the change, the meaning has to be adjusted
correspondingly. In our case, the event that the Word of God speaks
about in I Corinthians 15:5 is the resurrection of Jesus Christ and his
appearances that followed it. Therefore, the simple question that has
to be asked is what was the composition of the group of the twelve at
the time of the resurrection? Was Matthias numbered with the eleven
at that time? The exact time and the process that was followed for the
inclusion of Matthias in the group of the remaining eleven disciples is
given in Acts 1:15-26. From this record we learn that sometime
between the ascension and the day of Pentecost, Peter proposed the
substitution of Judas by someone else. The candidates were two: the
one was "Joseph called Barsabas" and the other was Matthias. How
the choice was made and who was chosen is described in Acts 1:24-26

Acts 1:24-26
"And they prayed and said, "You, O Lord, who know the hearts of all,
show which of these two You have chosen to take part in this ministry
and apostleship from which Judas by transgression fell ["by
transgression fell" = Greek: parabaino = "transgressed". So also in
Matthew 15:2, 3 and II John 9] that he might go to his own place."
And they cast their lots, and the lot fell on Matthias. AND he was
NUMBERED with the eleven apostles"

Now, since only at that point Matthias was numbered with the eleven,
this obviously means that he wasn't numbered before1. Therefore,
whenever we meet the expression the "twelve" and the reference is to
events that happened before Acts 1:26 what is meant is the twelve of
Luke 6:13 that included Judas. On the other hand, when this
expression refers to events that happened after the inclusion of
Matthias then what is meant is the new composition of the group that
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excluded Judas and included Matthias. Bearing this in mind we should
not have any problem to understand who are the twelve of I
Corinthians 15. The corresponding passage refers to the appearance
that happened before "Matthias was numbered with the eleven".
Therefore, since at that time Matthias was not yet one of the twelve,
the expression "by the twelve" of I Corinthians 15 refers to the usual
twelve of Luke 6:13 that included Judas2.
Further evidence regarding the presence of Judas after the resurrection
is given by the gospel records of two of the post-resurrection
appearances of Jesus.

2. The appearance "at the evening of the first day of the week"
This appearance is described in three out of four gospels. For a
complete picture it is needed to examine each of these records
carefully and to start with let's go to John.

2.1 The witness of John
The witness of John to this appearance is given in John 20:19:

John 20:19
"Then, the same day at evening, being the first day of the week, when
the doors were shut where the disciples were assembled, for fear of
the Jews, Jesus came and stood in the midst, and said to them "peace
be with you"

Though this verse does not specifically state who of the disciples were
present at this appearance, verse 24 of the same chapter tells us who
was not present:

John 20:24
"Now Thomas, called the twin, one of the twelve, was not with them
when Jesus came."

So from the above record we can conclude that in the appearance that
happened at the "evening of the first day of the week" (i.e. at the
evening of what we call "Easter Sunday") Thomas was certainly not
there. This information has vital significance for the right
understanding of the corresponding records of Mark and Luke and
thus we should keep it in mind.

2.2 The witness of Luke
Having examined the witness of John, let's examine the witness of
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Luke about the same appearance. The four gospels complement each
other and to have a complete picture of something we should examine
all the available records making sure that all of the them refer to the
same event. One of the most frequent reasons of errors in the division
of the Word of God, that is especially relevant in the gospels, is the
confusion of similar things as identical. Indeed, it is not at all
necessary, because two records are similar (the healing of a blind man
for example) these records to refer to one and the same event.
Whether they do so or not is something that has to be determined after
a careful examination of the context of the corresponding records.
Returning to our topic, the witness of Luke to the post-resurrection
appearance that occurred at "the evening of the first day of the week"
is given in chapter 24. Verse 1 informs us that the day is "the first day
of the week". Then verse 13 tells us that two of the disciples3 "were
travelling THAT SAME DAY [i.e. the first day of the week] to a
village called Emmaus which was seven miles from Jerusalem".
Somewhere in this journey Jesus joined them and verses 15-31 give a
description of the wonderful fellowship that they had together and
how at the end "their eyes were opened and they knew him; and he
vanished from their sight" (verse 31). When these disciples arrived at
Emmaus was "towards evening" as verse 29 says. After they
recognised Jesus these two disciples "rose up that very hour and
returned to Jerusalem, and found the ELEVEN and those who were
with them gathered together". Bearing in mind that Emmaus was no
more than just 7 miles from Jerusalem and that when they arrived at
Emmaus was "TOWARDS evening", but not evening, we can
conclude that by the time they arrived at Jerusalem it was already
evening, "the evening of the first day of the week". What happened at
that evening is given in verses 33-36:

Luke 24:33-36
"So they [the two disciples that had just arrived at Emmaus] rose up
that very hour and returned to Jerusalem, and found the ELEVEN and
those who were with them gathered together, saying the Lord is risen
indeed, and has appeared to Simon!" And they told about the things
that had happened on the road, and how he was known to them in the
breaking of bread. Now as they said these things, Jesus himself stood
in the midst of them, and said to them, "peace to you"

Since this appearance happened at the evening of the first day of the
week, it is therefore the same with the one that John speaks about.
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Thus, the events described by John and Luke are not only similar
BUT ALSO identical. However, while John tells us that Thomas was
not there, without telling us who was there, Luke adds to our
knowledge that present at this appearance were "THE ELEVEN and
those who were with them". For many years, I used to read this
passage and to think that the reason that the text speaks for eleven was
because Judas was already dead, as tradition teaches. However, the
record of John shows very clearly that the disciple that was absent in
this appearance was not Judas BUT THOMAS. In turn, this means
that Judas was present at this appearance and saw the resurrected
Jesus. This also confirms the record of I Corinthians 15 according to
which Judas was alive after the resurrection.

2.3 The witness of Mark
The witness of Mark to the post-resurrection appearance that occurred
"at the evening of the first day of the week" confirms the conclusions
drawn from the combined examination of John and Luke.

Mark 16:9-13
"Now when Jesus was risen early on the first day of the week, he
appeared first to Mary Magdalene, out of whom he had cast seven
demons. She went and told those who had been with him, as they
mourned and wept. And when they heard that he was alive and had
been seen by her, they did not believe. After that, he appeared in
another form to two of them as they walked and went into the
country"
(NKJV-KJV)

These 'two of them" are the two disciples that were on their way to
Emmaus. The phrase "in another form" shows the variability of the
resurrected body of Jesus.

Mark 16:14
"Later he appeared to the ELEVEN as they sat at the table; and he
rebuked their unbelief and hardness of heart, because they did not
believe those who had seen him after he was risen"
(NKJV-KJV)

This record that again refers to the appearance at the evening of the
first day of the week4 speaks again for ELEVEN. Knowing that the
absent one was Thomas, it is clear that Judas was there.
From all the above it is clear that Judas was alive and saw the
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resurrected Jesus. It is therefore not strange that I Corinthians speak
for an appearance to the twelve. Even if I Corinthians 15 didn't say
anything about an appearance to the twelve, an examination of the
gospel records could very easily prove that Judas was still alive after
the resurrection.

3. The appearance to the twelve
After all this, the reader may ask where is the appearance to the
twelve? Though there is no reason to have a gospel record for every
post-resurrection appearance that the Word of God enumerates in I
Corinthians 15, the appearance to the twelve is also described in one
of the gospels, namely in John's gospel.

John 20:24
"Now Thomas, called the Twin, one of the twelve, was not with them
when Jesus came"

This "them" refers to the disciples that were present at the appearance
that happened at the evening of the first day of the week [John 20:19]
and which Thomas missed. According to the other gospel records, we
know that except of Thomas all the other eleven disciples were there.

John 20:25-26
"The other disciples therefore said to him, "we have seen the Lord."
So he said to them, "Unless I see in his hands the print of the nails,
and put my finger into the print of the nails, and put my hand into his
side, I will not believe" And after eight days his disciples were again
inside, and Thomas with them. Jesus came, the doors being shut, and
stood in the midst, and said, "peace to you"

Who were the disciples that were present at this appearance? They
were the eleven plus Thomas i.e. "the twelve". Evidently, it is this
appearance that the Word of God speaks about in I Corinthians.
Having confirmed from the above the appearance to the twelve and
that Judas was there when it happened, we will continue with the
examination of the passage the misunderstanding of which is
responsible for the tradition that supports that Judas died before the
crucifixion.

4. Matthew 27:3-5
The passage that is traditionally used to support that the death of Judas
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happened before the crucifixion is in Matthew 27 where, starting from
verse 1, we read:

Matthew 27:1-8, 11
"When morning came, all the chief priests and elders of the people
plotted against Jesus to put him to death. And when they had bound
him, they led him away and delivered him to Pontius Pilate the
governor. Then Judas his betrayer, seeing that he had been
condemned, was remorseful and brought back the thirty pieces of
silver to the chief priests and elders, saying "I have sinned by
betraying innocent blood". And they said, "What is that to us? You
see to it!" Then he threw down the pieces of silver in the temple and
departed , and went and hanged himself. But the chief priests took the
silver pieces and said, "It is not lawful to put them into the treasury,
because they are the price of blood." And they consulted together and
bought with them the potters field, to bury strangers in . Therefore that
field has been called the field of blood to this day....... Now Jesus
stood before the governor and the governor asked him saying........"

Far too often we read this passage with the preconceived idea that the
link that connects the above events is time i.e. we assume that this
happened first, then this happened second, third etc. However, a time
link is only one of the many ways by which we can connect various
events. In fact, it is very usual when we describe something very
important, instead of making continuous references to other events of
minor importance, to describe them by opening brief parentheses. By
this way we avoid the continuous detraction of the attention from
what we consider as the most important person or event of the story.
This is exactly what happens in our passage as well. The great topic of
Matthew 27 is not Judas and his story but Jesus Christ and his passion.
This is what the Word of God wants to point out and it is this
description that is made in a time sequence. Consequently, apart from
the story of the person on whom the Word of God focus i.e. Jesus
Christ, the stories of other persons or events have necessarily to be
restricted to brief parentheses. That is exactly what happens with
Judas. Verses 1 and 2 tells us that Jesus was delivered to the governor.
Then verse 3 opens a parenthesis to tell us what happened to Judas.
This parenthesis continues up to verse 5. Thus we learn that Judas
when he saw that Jesus was condemned, he repented and brought back
the thirty pieces of silver. Because the chief priests and the elders
didn't accept them, he threw them down and he left. Finally he
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committed suicide. Though these events are described in a time
sequence relative to what happened to Judas [i.e. first he regretted,
then he returned the silver pieces and then he committed suicide], they
are not described in a time sequence relative to what happened to
Jesus. They are a parenthesis that explains what happened to Judas.
We are not told WHEN it happened but WHAT happened.
This is more evident from verses 6-10 that consist another parenthesis
that tells us what happened to the thirty pieces of silver. Thus, we are
told that the chief priests took these thirty pieces and after they
consulted together, they bought with them the potter's field. Evidently,
to end up buying the field, it means that after they consulted together,
they went to the market, they found someone willing to sell a field,
they visited the field to see if it was the one that they wanted, they
reached a decision whether they will buy it or not, they agreed on the
price and finally they made the relative contracts. Those that have any
idea of the time that it is usually needed to only find the appropriate
property know that this requires several days, weeks and sometimes
months. If we were to read this parenthetical passage as many of us
read the one that precede it about Judas i.e. by taking everything in a
time sequence, then we would conclude that while Jesus was before
the governor (verses 1-2) Judas returned the money and hanged
himself, the priests took the money, consulted together, found
someone that was selling a field, saw the field, reached an agreement
about it and made the contracts5. All these are simply impossible to
happen when Jesus was standing before the governor and in fact
without any progress in his investigation6. Moreover, an interpretation
like this would contradict all that we have seen from the other gospels
and from I Corinthians that suggest that Judas was alive after the
resurrection.
However, the things are not like this. The great topic that the Word of
God describes in Matthew 27 is Jesus Christ and his passion. Thus, it
has to discuss other things in brief parentheses. Verses 1-2 tells us that
Jesus was brought to the governor. Then, verses 3-5 open a
parenthesis where we learn very briefly what happened to Judas. We
are not told WHEN Judas committed suicide but WHAT he did. Then
a new parenthesis is opened in verse 6 that continues till verse 10
where it is described again very briefly what happened to the thirty
pieces of silver. Again the topic is not WHEN these happened but
WHAT happened. Then, verse 11 takes us back to the point where
verse 2 stopped i.e. to the investigation of Jesus by Pilate. The
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parenthetical character of verses 3-10 and the fact that what is
described there is not given in a time sequence relative to the great
topic of the chapter: the passion of Jesus, is evident by just reading the
passage without verses 3-10:

Matthew 27:1-2, 11
" When morning came, all the chief priests and elders of the people
plotted against Jesus to put him to death. And when they had bound
him, they led him away and delivered him to Pontius Pilate the
governor.......Now Jesus stood before the governor. And the governor
asked him, saying, "are you the king of the Jews?" Jesus said: "You
say"
(NKJV-KJV)

As it is obvious the omission of verses 3-10 does not cause any lack in
our understanding of the great topic of the passage, and exactly this
was the purpose of God when He put these verses as a parenthesis.
To conclude therefore the record of Matthew does not specify when
Judas hanged himself but what he did. To learn WHEN he did it, we
need to consult the other records as well, to see what they say. With
the evidence that we have collected so far we know that Judas saw the
resurrected Christ and in fact we know that he was alive at least eight
days (John 20:26) after the first appearance to the eleven. On the other
hand, Peter in a speech given sometime between the ascension and the
day of Pentecost (Acts 1:15-22) said that Judas was dead. This means
that Judas hanged himself sometime between eight days after the
resurrection and the day that Peter spoke.

5. What's the difference if Judas died before or after the crucifixion?
For those that will ask this question, it has to be said that here we
didn't simply try to find the exact time at which Judas died. This alone
might have minor signif icance IF we didn't have problems with the
accuracy of the Word of God. Surely, I would have no problem if
Judas died before the crucifixion IF the Word told me so. In contrast,
I would have many problems if in one place the Word, as tradition
thinks, tells me that he is dead before the crucifixion and in another
I'm told that he is alive after the resurrection. Then, the examination is
no longer a simple examination of the time that Judas died but an
examination of the accuracy of the Word of God. The time therefore
that Judas died does make a difference, and in fact a very big
difference: the difference between an unerring Word of God, as
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indeed the Bible is, and a word that has errors as tradition makes the
Bible to look like.

Tassos Kioulachoglou

Footnotes
1. The Greek word that is translated as "numbered" in the above
passage is the verb "sugkatapsephizo". This verb is composed of the
words "sun" that means "together with", "kata", a usual Greek prefix
with a variety of meanings (for a list of the New Testament words
where this prefix is used see J. Strong: "The Exhaustive Concordance
of the Bible", numbers 2596-2736) and the verb "psephizo". This later
verb, that is responsible for the meaning of the word
"sugkatapsephizo", is used in Luke 14:28 where the NKJV translates
it as "to count" and in the well known passage of Revelation 13:18
where it is translated as "to calculate": "Let him who has
understanding calculate ("psephizo") the number of the beast....".
Obviously therefore, "sugkatapsephizo" means "to be numbered
with", "to be counted with" or "to be calculated with" and denotes the
inclusion of something/someone into a particular group (see also E.W.
Bullinger: "A Critical Lexicon and Concordance to the English and
Greek New Testament", Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids,
Michigan, This printing 1975, p. 540) (press here to return where you
stopped).

2. This does not mean that Matthias didn't see the resurrected Jesus. In
fact, in his proposal given in Acts 1:15-23 Peter says: "Therefore, of
these men who have accompanied us all the time that the Lord Jesus
went in and out among us, beginning from the baptism of John to that
day when he was taken up from us, one of these must become a
witness with us of his resurrection" (Acts 1:21-22). For Matthias to be
proposed (Acts 1:23) it means that he fulfilled all these requirements.
The fact that except of the twelve others also saw the resurrected
Christ is also confirmed by the gospels (see Luke 24:33-36) and by I
Corinthians 15:6 that speaks for an appearance to "five hundred
brethren". The point therefore is not whether Matthias was a witness
of the resurrection for he certainly was. What is the point is whether at
the time of the resurrection he was counted with the eleven. As we
saw, he wasn't (press here to return where you stopped).
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3. These disciples didn't belong to the group of the twelve (press here to
return where you stopped).

4. Though the verse does not specifically state that it was the evening
of the first day of the week, an examination of the appearance shows
that it was the first that was made to the group of the eleven. Since
according to the other gospel records the first appearance happened at
the evening of the first day of the week it is easy to infer that it is the
same with the one described by John and Luke (press here to return where
you stopped).

5. For the final stage of a transaction like this see Jeremiah 32:6-15
(press here to return where you stopped).

6. In verse 11, after the close of the parenthesis, the investigation of
Jesus is exactly at the same stage as in verse 2 i.e. Jesus is standing
before the governor (press here to return where you stopped).

Back to 1st year articles6

The two "fields" of blood
As you may remember last October's issue was devoted to the time that
Judas died. Though in that issue we covered, I believe, most that had to do
with the time aspect of Judas' death, we didn't touch every aspect of this
event. Among the aspects of the relative records of Matthew and Acts that
we didn't examined was the purchase of what is called "field of blood". This
name appears in two places of the New Testament: in Matthew 27:8 and in
Acts 1:19. Both of these records are given below together with their context:
Matthew 27:3-8
"Then Judas, his betrayer, seeing that he had been condemned, was
remorseful and brought back the thirty pieces of silver to the chief priests
and elders, saying, "I have sinned by betraying innocent blood." And they
said, "What is that to us? You see to it!" Then he threw down the pieces of
silver in the temple and departed, and went and hanged himself. But the
chief priests took the silver pieces and said, "It is not lawful to put them into
the treasury, because they are the price of blood." and they consulted

6 http://www.goldinc.com/Tour/Greece/Publications/JBA/jbaindex.htm
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together and bought with them the potter's field, to bury strangers in.
Therefore that field has been called the field of blood to this day."
Acts 1:15-19
"And in those days Peter stood up in the midst of the disciples (altogether
the number of names was about a hundred and twenty), and said, Men and
brethren, this Scripture had to be fulfilled, which the Holy Spirit spoke
before by the mouth of David concerning Judas, who became a guide to
those who arrested Jesus; "for he was numbered with us and obtained a part
in this ministry." Now this man purchased a field with the wages of iniquity;
and falling headlong, he burst open in the middle and all his entrails gushed
out. And it became known to all those dwelling in Jerusalem; so that field is
called in their own language, Akel Dama, that is field of blood."
For most people the two pieces of land referred in the above two passages
are identical and the "wages of iniquity" of Acts 1:18 are the thirty pieces of
silver of Matthew 27:3-5. However, we have the following reasons to
believe that none of these happens:
1. Different buyers
The buyers of the piece of land referred in Matthew 27 were different from
the buyer of the piece of land referred in Acts 1. Indeed, the piece of land
referred in Matthew, was bought BY THE CHIEF PRIESTS (Matthew 27:6-
7). On the other hand, the piece of land referred in Acts was bought by
JUDAS (Acts 1:18).
2. Different money
The money that was used for the purchase of the piece of land referred in
Matthew 27 was different from the money that was used for the purchase of
the piece of land referred in Acts 1. Indeed, the purchase of the former was
done with the thirty pieces of silver that Judas threw down in the temple
(Matthew 27:5-7). Therefore, the "wages of iniquity" that Judas used to buy
his piece of land (Acts 1:18) could not be the thirty pieces of silver, since he
threw them down in the temple and therefore it was impossible for him to
make use of them.
Regarding the identity and the source of the "wages of iniquity", the phrase
itself declares money that was obtained unrightseously. The same phrase is
also used in II Peter 2:15 where the same Greek words are translated as
"wages of unrightseousness". There, the reference is to the gifts that Balaam
loved (Numbers 22:7) and for which he disobeyed what God had
commanded him1. Generally therefore, the "wages of iniquity" is a title for
ill-gotten money. Regarding now our specific case of Judas, John 12:6
makes clear that he "was a thief, and had the money bag; AND HE USED
TO TAKE WHAT WAS PUT INTO IT". Therefore, since Judas was a thief
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that used to take what was put into the money bag, we can easily understand
that the ill-gotten money, the "wages of iniquity" of Acts 1:18, was no other
than money stolen from the money bag. It was with this money that Judas
bought his piece of land.
3. Different Greek words
Another point that makes clear that the two pieces of land are different, is
the fact that different Greek words, are used for each of them. Unfortunately
this is lost in the English transation that translates both of these pieces as
"field of blood". Nevertheless, the Greek text makes clear that only the piece
of land referred in Matthew could be characterised as a field. Indeed, the
Greek word that is used for this piece is the word "agros" that means "field".
However, the Greek word that is used in Acts 1:19 is the word "chorion" that
means "a particular place, landed property, estate2". Therefore whereas the
priests and the elders bought an "agros", a field, Judas bought a "chorion", a
property. Following the Greek text, what the priests bought was called
"agros of blood" while what Judas bought was called "chorion of blood".
4. Different reasons for their names
In addition to all the above, the two pieces of land were respectively called
"agros of blood" (Matthew 27:8) and "chorion of blood" (Acts 1:19) for
different reasons. Indeed, the "agros of blood" that the chief priests bought
was called like this because it was bought with the "price of blood"
(Matthew 27:7, 9) i.e. with the thirty pieces of silver paid for the blood of
the Lord Jesus Christ. However, the "chorion of blood" that Judas bought
was called like this because Judas committed suicide there (Acts 1:19).
5. Conclusion
From the above it is evident that Acts 1:15-20 and Matthew 27:3-8 speak for
two different pieces of land.
Matthew 27 speaks for a field, "agros", that was bought by the priests with
the thirty pieces of silver that Judas threw down. It was called "agros of
blood" because it was purchased with the "price of blood" i.e. with the thirty
pieces of silver paid for the blood of the Lord Jesus Christ.
Acts 1 on the other hand speaks for a property, an estate, a "chorion", that
was bought by Judas with the "wages of iniquity" i.e. with money stolen
from the money bag. It was called "chorion of blood" because Judas
committed suicide there.
Tassos Kioulachoglou
References
The Companion Bible: Kregel Publications, Michigan 49501, This printing
1994.
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Footnotes
1. For more about Balaam see Numbers 22, 23, 24 (press here to return where you
stopped).
2. See: E.W. Bullinger: "A Critical Lexicon and Concordance to the English
and Greek New Testament", Zondervan Publishing House, this printing
1975, p. 283 and Liddell - Scott: "A Greek - English Lexicon" (I quote this
by memory and for this I cannot give number of edition and page number)
(press here to return where you stopped).

7

Q: What is Q?
A: One of the most popular theories in New Testament study is that the Gospel of
Mark was written first, and that both Matthew and Luke were based upon Mark and
another source called “Q” which no longer exists. “Q” comes from the German word
“quelle” meaning source, and it supposedly contained matters in Matthew and Luke
that are not found in Mark.

The idea of a “Q” source is a relatively recent development in New Testament study.
In modern times, Matthew, Mark, and Luke have been referred to as the “synoptic
Gospels,” since they take a similar view of the life of Christ.

Many presuppose that the extensive agreements between these Gospels indicate
some type of literary collaboration, and for the last century New Testament scholars have
been attempting to explain this phenomenon. One factor that complicates matters is that
there are many instances in which one Gospel describes matters differently from either
one or both of the other Gospels.

The quest for a solution as to how these similarities and dissimilarities occurred is
known as the “synoptic problem,” while “source criticism” is the field of study devoted
to solving the problem.

The early church was not too concerned with this problem, assuming that the Gospel
writers recorded their information from personal memory and firsthand reports as
opposed to the need of copying each other or a common written source.

Matthew was the first Gospel to have been composed, according to the testimony of
Eusebius, an early church writer. Eusebius relates that Matthew wrote down his Gospel
as he was about to leave the land of Palestine. His account was largely drawn from his
own experience as a disciple of Christ.

Clement of Alexandria says that Mark based his Gospel on the reminiscence of Peter,
while Luke testifies that his work was drawn from a number of sources (Luke 1:1–4).

Even though there was almost universal testimony among the early scholars as to the
priority of Matthew, the nineteenth century saw the emergence of the theory of Mark
being written first, or “Markan priority.” Most books written on the synoptic problem
today assert this theory. Thus the need arises for the two-source theory, Mark and “Q,” to
explain the material found in Matthew and Luke but not in Mark.

7 http://www.goldinc.com/Tour/Greece/Publications/JBA/jbaindex.htm (Journal biblical Accuracy)
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There is good reason to question this theory that Matthew and Luke used “Q” in the
Gospel of Mark as sources. First, no such document “Q” has ever been found. Second,
there is no agreement of exactly what sayings should be in “Q.” Third, there is no
historical testimony for the existence of a Q-type document by historian or writer. And
fourth, as pointed out, the weight of historical evidence does not point to Mark as being
the first Gospel written, which is imperative for this theory.

ADDITIONAL REFERENCE SOURCES
William R. Farmer, The Synoptic Problem: A Critical Analysis, Dillsboro, Western North

Carolina Press, 1976
George Ladd, The New Testament and Criticism, Eerdmans, 1967
Simon Kistemaker, The Gospels in Current Study, Baker, 1972
Ned B. Stonehouse, Origins of the Synoptic Gospels, Eerdmans, 1963

Donald Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, 3rd rev. ed., Inter-Varsity Press,
1970

8

CHAPTER 7
The Historical Reliability of the New

Testament

The New Testament is primarily a record of the salvation work of Jesus Christ, the Son of
God. It is not primarily a historical record. Yet when the New Testament addresses itself
to historical issues, it is accurate and reliable.

Much of the older New Testament criticism did not have the vital testimony of
archaeological evidence available today. Archaeologist William F. Albright observed:

The form-critical school founded by M. Dibelius and R. Bultmann a generation
before the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls has continued to flourish without the
slightest regard for the Dead Sea Scrolls. In other words, all radical schools in New

8Josh McDowell, Answers to tough questions: Skeptics ask about the Christian faith
[computer file], electronic ed., Logos Library System, (Nashville: Thomas Nelson) 1997,
c1993 by Josh McDowell and Don Stewart.
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Testament criticism which have existed in the past or which exist today are
prearchaeological, and are, therefore, since they were built in der Luft [“in the air”],
quite antiquated today.

This chapter reviews some of the important archaeological discoveries that confirm
the New Testament view of the first-century world. We will first discuss the life and
work of New Testament archaeologist-historian Sir William Ramsey and then review
several important archaeological and historical finds that affirm the reliability of the New
Testament.

SIR WILLIAM RAMSEY
Sir William Ramsey is an example of how an honest scholar of history can change

his entire presuppositional perspective when faced by incontrovertible evidence from
history and archaeology. Ramsey began his historical research toward the end of the
nineteenth century. When he began his research he based it on the German (Tübingen)
liberal/critical school of thought, which taught that the New Testament was not written in
the first century and was not historically reliable. Instead, it was an invention of the
second-century church. Although the New Testament book of Acts contained a variety of
supposedly present-tense historical references, liberal critics rejected its historicity and
declared it a fabrication.

As a young historian, Ramsey determined to develop an independent historical and
geographical study of first-century Asia Minor. Assuming the unreliability of the book of
Acts, he ignored its historical allusions in his studies. The amount of usable historical
information concerning first-century Asia Minor, however, was too little for him to
proceed very far with his work. That led him, almost in desperation, to consult the book
of Acts. He discovered that it was true to first-century history. Here are Ramsey’s own
words chronicling his change of mind:

I may fairly claim to have entered on this investigation without prejudice in favor of
the conclusion which I shall now seek to justify to the reader. On the contrary, I
began with a mind unfavorable to it, for the ingenuity and apparent completeness of
the Tubingen theory had at one time quite convinced me. It did not then lie in my line
of life to investigate the subject minutely, but more recently I found myself brought
into contact with the Book of Acts as an authority for the topography, antiquities and
society of Asia Minor. It was gradually borne upon me that in various details the
narrative showed marvelous truth.

Ramsey’s studies led him to conclude that “Luke’s history is unsurpassed in respect
of its trustworthiness,” and “Luke is a historian of the first rank; not merely are his
statements of fact trustworthy...this author should be placed along with the very greatest
of historians.”

From the experience of Ramsey we see that the New Testament writer Luke, author
of a large portion of the New Testament (Luke and Acts) and an eyewitness of many
events during the growth of the first-century church, was a careful historian.

The fact that many historical details, national boundaries, and government structures
in Asia Minor were different in the second century from what they had been in the first
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makes it still more reasonable to conclude that the accurate author of Luke and Acts was
a first-century author, not a second-century one.

Acts 14:1–6, for example, was in disrepute historically for many years. The passage
implies that Lystra and Derbe were in Lycaonia but Iconium was not. Later Roman
writers (such as Cicero) contradicted the passage, asserting that Iconium was in Lycaonia.
For years this was used by the critical school to show the historical unreliability of Acts.

In 1910, however, Sir William Ramsey discovered a first-century inscription
declaring that the first-century Iconium was under the authority of Phrygia, not Lycaonia.
It was only in the second century that territorial boundaries changed and Iconium came
under Lycaonian rule. A first-century writer would be aware of this historical detail; a
second-century writer could have been ignorant of it. Ramsey’s discovery was another
confirmation of the historical reliability of the New Testament.

THE CENSUS IN THE GOSPEL OF LUKE
For years New Testament critics denied the historical reliability of the account

about the Roman census recorded in Luke 2. Critics saw this as an excuse invented for
Mary and Joseph to be in Bethlehem at the birth of Jesus. They believed that second-
century New Testament writers had to fabricate a fulfillment to the Old Testament
prophecy that the Messiah was to be born in Bethlehem. Luke wrote:

Now it came about in those days that a decree went out from Caesar Augustus, that a
census be taken of all the inhabited earth. This was the first census taken while
Quirinius was governor of Syria. And all were proceeding to register for the census,
everyone to his own city. And Joseph also went up from Galilee, from the city of
Nazareth, to Judea, to the city of David, which is called Bethlehem, because he was
of the house and family of David; in order to register, along with Mary, who was
engaged to him, and was with child. (Luke 2:1–5)

For many years there was no evidence of a census at that time. Jesus was born
sometime before 4 B.C. A census was taken under Quirinius in A.D. 6 or 7, but there was
no evidence for an earlier one that could correspond with the date of Jesus’ birth. Many
critics assumed that this was another historical error of some second-century writer who
called himself Luke and claimed to have “checked his facts.” However, what was
eventually discovered revealed Luke’s integrity and reflected poorly on the critics.
Biblical scholar Gleason L. Archer chronicles the problem and its solution:

Luke 2:1 tells of a decree from Caesar Augustus to have the whole “world”
(oikoumeneactually means all the world under the authority of Rome) enrolled in a
census report for taxation purposes. Verse 2 specifies which census taking was
involved at the time Joseph and Mary went down to Bethlehem, to fill out the census
forms as descendants of the Bethlehemite family of King David. This was the first
census undertaken by Quirinius (or “Cyrenius”) as governor (or at least as acting
governor) of Syria. Josephus mentions no census in the reign of Herod the Great (who
died in 4 B.C.) but he does mention one taken by “Cyrenius” (Antiquities 17.13.5)
soon after Herod Archelaus was deposed in A.D. 6: “Cyrenius, one that had been
consul, was sent by Caesar to take account of people’s effects in Syria, and to sell the
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house of Archelaus.” (Apparently the palace of the deposed king was to be sold and
the proceeds turned over to the Roman government.)

If Luke dates the census in 8 or 7 B.C., and if Josephus dates it in A.D. 6 or 7, there
appears to be a discrepancy of about fourteen years. Also, since Saturninus (according
to Tertullian in Contra Marcion 4:19) was legate of Syria from 9 B.C. to 6 B.C., and
Quintilius Varus was legate from 7 B.C. to A.D. 4 (note the one-year overlap in these
two terms!), there is doubt as to whether Quirinius was ever governor of Syria at all.

By way of solution, let it be noted first of all that Luke says this was a “first”
enrollment that took place under Quirinius (haute apographe prote egeneto). A “first”
surely implies a second one sometime later. Luke was therefore well aware of that
second census, taken by Quirinius again in A.D. 7, which Josephus alludes to in the
passage cited above. We know this because Luke (who lived much closer to the time
than Josephus did) also quotes Gamaliel as alluding to the insurrection of Judas of
Galilee “in the days of the census taking” (Acts 5:27). The Romans tended to conduct
a census every fourteen years, and so this comes out right for a first census in 7 B.C.
and a second in A.D. 7.

THE BURIAL PLACE OF JESUS CHRIST
Another detail of New Testament history that has been confirmed concerns the

burial place of Jesus Christ. Contemporary archaeologist and historian Edwin Yamauchi
reports:

The traditional site of Calvary and the associate tomb of Christ was desecrated by
Hadrian in A.D. 135. In the fourth century, Helena, the mother of Constantine, was led
to the site, where she then built the church of the Holy Sepulcher. Excavations in and
around the church have helped demonstrate that it lay outside the wall in Jesus’ day.
Shafts dug in the church show that the area was used as a quarry and was therefore
extramural, a conclusion also supported by Kenyon’s excavations in the adjoining
Muristan area. Thus there is no reason to doubt the general authenticity of the site.

In the course of repairs since 1954 remains of the original Constantinian structure
have been exposed. In 1975 M. Broshi found near St. Helena’s chapel in the church a
red and black picture of a Roman sailing ship and a Latin phrase
D o m i n e  i u i m u s, “Lord, we went” (cf. Ps. 122:1). These words and the
drawing were placed there by a pilgrim A.D. 330.

As for the actual tomb of Christ, quarrying operations may have obliterated the
grave. A bencharcosolium(flat surface under a recessed arch) must have been used
for Jesus. But early Christian pilgrims seem to have seen a trougharcololium(rock-
cut sarcophagus); this raises the question of whether they saw the actual tomb.

In 1842 Otto Thenius, a German pastor, was attracted to a hill 150 yards north of
the present walled city because of two cavities that give it a skull-like appearance.
The hill was popularized among Protestants as an alternative site for Calvary by
General Gordon in 1883. A seventeenth-century sketch of the hill demonstrates,
however, that the cavities were not yet present then. The nearby “Garden Tomb”
likewise has no claim to be the authentic tomb of Christ.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
After reviewing some highlights of the overwhelming evidence supporting the

historical reliability of the New Testament, we can come to the following conclusions:
1. Archaeological and historical evidence concerning the historical events, places,

names, and concepts mentioned in the New Testament conclusively affirms the basic
historical reliability of the text. In addition, the nature of much of the evidence supports
the biblical assertion that the New Testament writers wrote during the first century and
were either eyewitnesses of the events they described, or had carefully checked the facts
and evidence with eyewitnesses. Luke reminds us of this concern for historical accuracy.

2. Not only are the New Testament authors accurate in their general historical
observations, they are also accurate and meticulous in their recording of details.

3. Such concern for accuracy in general and in particular, which is exhibited by the
New Testament writers for their historical accounts, is commensurate with a fidelity for
truth in matters of teachings, moral, and spiritually significant issues. While historical
accuracy does not guarantee such fidelity, it is a correlative necessity that one who claims
to bring truth should tell the truth in all matters with which he or she deals. We should
expect no less than historical accuracy from those who wrote the New Testament and
claimed to represent the one who is the Way, the Truth, and the Life (John 14:6).

4. If we accept the promise of Jesus Christ to send the Holy Spirit as our guide,
teacher, and comforter, then we should not be surprised that the Holy Spirit guided the
disciples and New Testament writers. “But the Helper, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father
will send in My name, He will teach you all things, and bring to your remembrance all
that I said to you” (John 14:26).

We can trust the New Testament. Such accuracy is consistent with the inspiration
and fidelity to truth claimed by the writers of the New Testament.9

Gal. 1:19 But other—heteros, as at v. 6; here plainly = “other of the same order.”

of the apostles saw I none,—if, as is highly probable, this visit is to be identified with
that of Acts 9:26–30, it may seem strange that Luke should say that Barnabas brought
Paul to “the apostles,” whereas Paul himself declares that he saw only Peter and James. It
is quite possible, however, that Peter, who himself went shortly after on an extended
preaching tour, v. 32, may have been the only one of the Twelve in Jerusalem at the time,
and in that case Barnabas would introduce Paul to him as their representative. And if
James is to be reckoned an apostle, Luke’s words are quite consistent, for though he says
“

the apostles,” he does not add “all.” For the purpose of the historian it was not necessary
to amplify the narrative, but for Paul, whose aim is to show that he could not have been a
disciple of the Twelve, detail is essential.

9Josh McDowell, Josh McDowell’s handbook on apologetics [computer file], electronic
ed., Logos Library System, (Nashville: Thomas Nelson) 1997, c1991 by Josh McDowell.
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save James—lit., “if not,” = except; this may be taken as implying that James was an
apostle whether, a, in the more restricted sense, making him one of the Twelve, and in
that case presumably the son of Alphaeus, Matthew 10:3, or b, in the wider sense in
which the word is sometimes used, see note on v. 1. Or the words may be translated as
margin, “but only,” (cp. 2:9) when the meaning will be, c, “I saw no other apostle unless
indeed it be James, who, though not an apostle, is reputed to be a pillar in the church,” cp.
2:9.

Of these a is to be rejected, see below; b and c, which cover the same ground,
seem to express the writer’s meaning.10

10W.E. Vine, Collected writings of W.E. Vine [computer file], electronic ed., Logos
Library System, (Nashville: Thomas Nelson) 1997, c1996 by W.E. Vine Copyright Ltd.
of Bath, England.
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On an objection about Luke, Quirinius, and Herods:

[Updated Sept 1, 1999]

Robin Lane Fox, The Unauthorized Version: Truth and Fiction in the Bible, p. 28-29. (cited in
Lowder's pages on The Jury is In)writes ...
"The difficulty begins on one small point but spreads from it, like dry rot, to bring larger
constructions to the ground.
Why do I all of a sudden smell polemic? ;>) ...would you consider 'dry rot' a 'value laden' term? hmm...
Quirinius, the governor of Syria whom Luke's Gospel mentions, is known from a careful history of
affairs in Judea which was compiled by Josephus, an educated Jew, writing in Greek at Rome
between c. 75 and c. 80. Josephus had his own prejudices and areas of interest, but he worked with a
framework of hard facts which were freely available for checking and which he had collected
responsibly. According to Josephus, Quirinius was governor of Syria with authority over Judea in
AD 6, when the province was brought under direct Roman control. The year was a critical moment
in Jewish history, as important to its province as the 1972 to Northern Ireland, the start of direct
rule. On such a fact, at such a moment, Josephus and his sources cannot be brushed aside. There is
however, an awkward problem. Luke's Gospel links Jesus's birth with Quirinius
I may have a problem with the word 'with' but keep going....
and with King Herod, but in AD 6 Herod had long disappeared. He had died soon after an eclipse of
the moon which is dated by astronomers to 12-13 March 4 BC, although a minority of scholars have
argued for 5 BC instead.
So far, so good....
The Gospel, therefore, assumes that Quirinius and King Herod were contemporari es, when they
were separated by ten years or more.
I assume you mean contemporaries in offi ce--they were certainly contemporari es in life...Quirinius, at the
time of King Herod's death was doing military expeditions in the eastern provinces of the Roman empire
(Tacitus , Annals 3:48; Florus, Roman History 2:31), with some evidence indicating that he either was a co-
ruler with the governor of Syria (the somewhat inept Quintilius Varus) or at least placed in charge of the
14-year census in Palestine. Varus was famous for the later fi asco at the Teutoburger forest in Germany (9
ad) and at his appointment as Gov.. of Syria in 7 BC was largely 'untested'. The census was due in 8-7 BC,
and Augustus could easily have ordered his trusted Quirinius (fresh from subduing the Pisidian
highlanders) to assist in this volatile project. Herod I had recently lost favor of the emperor and was
probably dragging his feet on taking the census--a process with always enraged the di fficult Jews! This
would have pushed the timeframe into the 5 BC mark, which fits the general data.
There is no doubt about the Herod in question. When the great King Herod died, his kingdom was
split between his sons, two of whom did add Herod to their names. Herod Antipas locally in Galilee
as a tetrarch until 39, but Luke 1:5 connects the Annunciation with Herod `king of Judea':
This is correct...the Annunciation occurred around the census point, under King Herod--the reference in 1.5
is correct...so why did you use the word 'but'? Did you think the annunciation was under Antipas? King
Herod (I) was 'king of Judea' but was also 'king of galilee'..the terms would not have been understood as
restrictive (king of 'only') BEFORE the kingdom divided...
When he refers to Herod Antipas at 3:1, he correctly calls him tetrarch, not king. Herod Archelaus
ruled Judea until AD 6, but only as an ethnarch: like Matthew 2:22, Luke might have misdescribed
him as king, but, like Matthew, he would have called him Archelaus or Herod Archelaus.
You have confused something here. Both Luke 1.5 and 2.2 BOTH refer to King Herod the Great...3.1 refers
to Antipas...no problem so far
At 1:5 the Herod must be the great King Herod, just as Matthew's Gospel describes. In Matthew the
Nativity coincides with the great Herod, Massacrer of the Innocents, whose death is a reason for the
return from the Flight into Egypt.
Correct.
Luke's Gospel, therefore, assumes that King Herod and the governor Quirinius were
contemporaries, but they were separated by over ten years or more. The incoherent dating is only the
start of the problem.
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I think I already explained this above.
Also, it is worth noting that we have a MS that describes a soldier who was 'legate of Syria' TWICE during
this timeframe.
There are two main interpretations of this MS: one is that it refers to Q. Varus (placing Quirinius as a
procurator during the birth of Christ), and the other that it refers to Quirinius himself.
The first option is defended by Ernest Martin in CKC:90:

" A Latin inscription found in 1764 about one-half mile south of the ancient villa
of Quintilius Varus (at Tivoli, 20 miles east of Rome) states that the subject of the
inscription had twice been governor of Syria. This can only refer to Quintilius
Varus, who was Syrian governor at two different times. Numismatic evidence
shows he ruled Syria from 6 to 4 B.C., and other historical evidence indicates that
Varus was again governor from 2 B.C. to A.D. I. Between his two governorships
was Sentius Saturninus, whose tenure lasted from 4 to 2 B.C. Significantly,
Tertullian (third century) said the imperial records showed that censuses were
conducted in Judea during the time of Sentius Saturninus. (Against Marcion 4:7).
Tertullian also placed the birth of Jesus in 3 or 2 B.C. This is precisely when
Saturninus would have been governor according to my new interpretation. That
the Gospel of Luke says Quirinius was governor of Syria when the census was
taken is resolved by Justin Martyr's statement (second century) that Quirinius was
only a procurator (not governor) of the province (Apology 1:34). In other words,
he was simply an assistant to Saturninus, who was the actual governor as
Tertullian stated."

The second option is favored by William Ramsey (NBD, s.v. "Quirinius"):

"The possibility that Quirinius may have been governor of Syria on an earlier
occasion (*Chronology of the NT) has found confirmation in the eyes of a
number of scholars (especially W. M. Ramsay) from the testimony of the Lapis
Tiburtinus (CIL, 14. 3613). This inscription, recording the career of a
distinguished Roman officer, is unfortunately mutilated, so that the officer’s name
is missing, but from the details that survive he could very well be Quirinius. It
contains a statement that when he became imperial legate of Syria he entered
upon that office ‘for the second time’ (Lat. iterum). The question is: did he
become imperial legate of Syria for the second time, or did he simply receive an
imperial legateship for the second time, having governed another province in that
capacity on the earlier occasion?...The wording is ambiguous. Ramsay held that
he was appointed an additional legate of Syria between 10 and 7 bc, for the
purpose of conducting the Homanadensian war, while the civil administration of
the province was in the hands of other governors, including Sentius Saturninus (8-
6 bc), under whom, according to Tertullian (Adv. Marc. 4. 19), the census of Lk.
2:1ff. was held.

Under either of these scenarios, SOMEONE served twice, and under either of these scenarios, Quirinius
could EASILY have been responsible for the census.
And curiously enough, even if that were NOT the case somehow, the linguistic data of the last few decades
indicates that Luke 2.1 should be translated 'BEFORE the census of Quirinius' instead of the customary
'FIRST census of Quirinius'--see Nigel Turner, Grammatical Insights into the New Testament, T&T Clark:
1966, pp. 23,24 and Syntax, p. 32. This would 'solve the problem' without even requiring two terms of
offi ce for Q.
And, while we are talking about Greek here...the term Luke uses for Quirinius' 'governorship' is the VERY
general term hegemon, which in extra-biblical Greek was applied to prefects, provincial governors, and
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even Caesar himself. In the NT it is similarly used as a 'wide' term, applying to procurators--pilate, festus,
felix--and to general 'rulers' (Mt 2.6). [The New Intl. Dict. of New Test. Theology (ed. Brown) gives as the
range of meaning: "leader, commander, chief" (vol 1.270)...this term would have applied to Quirinius at
MANY times in his political career, and as a general term, Syria would have had several individuals that
could be properly so addressed at the same time. Remember, Justin Martyr called him 'procurator' in
Apology 1:34, which is also covered by this term.] My point is...nothing is really out of order here...
Luke's Nativity story hinges on its `decree from Caesar Augustus that all the world should be taxed.'
`Caesar Augustus' was the Roman Emperor, but if the Nativity took place in the reign of the King
Herod the Great, the Jews were still Herod's subjects, members of a client kingdom, not a province
under direct Roman rule.
You are somewhat mistaken here. It is true that Judea did not technically become a Roman province until 6
AD, but the facts prior to that indicate much tighter authority and control than your statement might lead
one to believe. Rome did a military conquest before Herod the Great was even born. Pompey attacked
Jerusalem and even invaded the Temple. was made a tributary (read: PAID TRIBUTE$) to Rome until
Caesar defeat ed Pompey in Egypt around 48 BC. Herod the Great's dad had aided Caesar in that endeavor
and so won the favor of Julius Caesar (and with it a procuratorship of, plus Roman citizenship and
exemption from taxes.) Then in 47 BC, the daddy Herod appointed the son Herod to be governor of
Galilee...still completely under Roman rule. He still had to be appointed tetrarch by Antony-- still a thrall,
eh?!. He was also proclaimed 'king' by the Roman leaders (Octavius and Antony) in 40 bc--but he had to
re-conquer the land from the Parthians, which he did in 37bc. As a 'client kingdom', they were still under
the authority of Rome (all of the rulers, for example, were appointed--including ALL the Herods--and
rati fied by Rome.)
Actually, when I keep reading your paragraph, it sounds like you are calling Luke mistaken in referring to
Rome as 'driving the issue' of the census. He is INDEED making that point, but HE is correct in that...The
client-kings WERE still subject to Roman enrollment decrees. [see Blaiklock, The Century of the New
Testament,(1962) and The Archeology of the New Testament (1970)]
The status of client-kings in the Roman Empire left them responsibility for their subjects' taxation.
Not decision-making authority--they couldn't say 'no', but local execution of the enrollment process-"yes".
Relations between the Emperor Augustus and King Herod had often been stormy and had even led
to threats of Roman interference which Herod and his envoys had to avert. However, their conflicts
never caused the removal of Herod's royal status, although this was the only way in which his
kingdom could have been taxed on the Roman model in accordance with orders from the Roman
Emperor. It is not just that Herod the Great never coincided with Quirinius the governor: he never
coincided with a Roman taxing of."
The relationship between Augustus and King Herod had its ups and downs, indeed, but the argument that
his Roman-granted title of king meant that his nation was exempt from taxes/tribute/census is just flat
wrong. As I hinted at up above, it had become a tribute-paying tributary since its conquest by Pompey
LONG BEFORE King Herod gets his title! (more below on this).
Augustus never issued a decree to tax the whole world.
Robin Lane Fox, The Unauthorized Version: Truth and Fiction in the Bible, p. 29.
"It is even doubtful if the Emperor Augustus ever issued a decree to Rome's provinces that `all the
world should be taxed.' Certainly, Romans did take censuses in individual provinces which were
ruled directly by their governors. They were not, however, co-ordinated by an order from Augustus
to all the world, at least so far as our evidence goes.
Read: argument from silence! (see below the points from Historian's Fallacies)
As that evidence extends through histories, local inscriptions and the papyrus returns of tax-payers
in Egypt, it is immensely unlikely that a new edict of such consequence has escaped our knowledge.
Who are you trying to kid? You and I are looking at the same sources, no doubt, and there are HUGE,
HUGE, HUGE gaps in the records! 'immensely unlikely'?!
In AD 6 we do know that Augustus was enacting a new tax on inheritance to help pay for his armies;
BTW, the taxation to support his army, is the main reason it is believed that Quirinius assisted in the taxing
of 8-5 BC...his extended military maneuvers on the Pisidian highlands (dating from around 12 BC) would
have required additional financing...
however, the tax affected only Roman citizens, not Jews of Nazareth, and there was no need for a
worldwide census to register their names.

PDF Creator - PDF4Free v2.0                                                    http://www.pdf4free.com

http://www.pdfpdf.com/0.htm


28

Remember, the census in AD 6 is NOT the one of Luke 2.2 (of 8-6 BC.)...but the census of AD 6 DID hit
the Jews pretty heavily...at least 600 talents as a nation acc. to Josephus (Antiq. 17.320; Jewish War 2.97--
cited in Jeremias' Jerusalem in the Times of Jesus: An investigation into the economic and social conditions
during the New Testament period,Fortress: 1969). As a national tax, it DID effect the Jewish folk--loads
like this are ALWAYS 'distributed to the people'(!) in addition to the already oppressive tax structure of the
Herods...
And Luke does NOT place the 'worldwide census' at the time of the AD 6 tax...but rather puts it some time
BEFORE the Syrian-based one in 7-5 BC...
But more accurately, Luke was probably not referring to a taxation census at all--simply a "registration".
Registrations were normally associated with (1) taxation (above discussion); (2) military service (Jews
were exempt) and (3) special government "ballots". We have conclusive evidence that an empire-wide (in
decree, not necessarily execution, of course) registration occurred in the time frame described by Luke!
Martin [CKC:89-90] summarizes the literary, archeological, and iconographic evidence for this:

" A sixth reason for placing the nativity of Jesus in 3 or 2 B.C. isthe coincidence
of this date with the New Testament account that Jesus was born at the time when
a Roman census was being conducted: "There went out a decree from Caesar
Augustus, that all the IRoman] world should be registered" (Luke 2:1). Historians
have not been able to find any empire-wide census or registration in the years 7-5
B.C., but there is a reference to such a registration of all the Roman people
not long before 5 February 2 B.C. written by Caesar Augustus himself:
"While I was administering my thirteenth consulship [2 B.C.] the senate and the
equestrian order and the entire Roman people gave me the title Father of my
Country" (Res Gestae 35, italics added). This award was given to Augustus on 5
February 2 B.C., therefore the registration of citizen approval must have taken
place in 3 B.C. Orosius, in the fifth century, also said that Roman records of his
time revealed that a census was indeed held when Augustus was made "the first of
men"--an apt description of his award "Father of the Country"--at a time when all
the great nations gave an oath of obedience to Augustus (6:22, 7:2). Orosius dated
the census to 3 B.C. And besides that, Josephus substantiates that an oath of
obedience to Augustus was required in Judea not long before the death of Herod
(Antiquities I7:4I-45). This agrees nicely in a chronological sense with what Luke
records. But more than that, an inscription found in Paphlagonia (eastern Turkey),
also dated to 3 B.C., mentions an "oath sworn by all the people in the land at the
altars of Augustus in the temples of Augustus in the various districts." And
dovetailing precisely with this inscription, the early (fifth century) Armenian
historian, Moses of Khoren, said the census that brought Joseph and Mary to
Bethlehem was conducted by Roman agents in Armenia where they set up "the
image of Augustus Caesar in every temple.''. The similarity of this language is
strikingly akin to the wording on the Paphlagonian inscription describing the oath
taken in 3 B.C. These indications can allow us to reasonably conclude that the
oath (of Josephus, the Paphlagonian inscription, and Orosius) and the census
(mentioned by Luke, Orosius, and Moses of Khoren) were one and the same. All
of these things happened in 3 B.C."

What this means is that we have very, very clear evidence of an empire-wide registration in the time frame
required! (How much more data do you need?!)
In Judea under Quirinius, we know from Josephus's histories of something more appropriate, not a
worldwide decree but a local census in AD 6 to assess Judea when the province passed from rule by
Herod's family to direct rule by Rome. Although this census was local, it caused a notorious outcry,
not least because some of the Jews argued that the innovation was contrary to scripture and the will
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of God. According to the third Gospel, the census which took Joseph to Bethlehem was `the first
while Quirinius was governor of Syria.'
I have already pointed out that 'first while' is probably a mistranslation of the text -- 'before' is more in line
with koine idiom (see the reference of N. Turner, above)
Quirinius's census was indeed the first, but it belonged in AD 6 when King Herod, the story's other
marker, was long since dead."
A couple of concluding points:

• That Augustus MIGHT HAVE issued a world-wide census decree (a record of which is only
preserved in Luke's gospel) is ALTOGETHER reasonable and plausible. The data about Augustus'
'propensity' to count and tax is well known. For example, he documents, in his own records, how
he counted the Roman nation some three times (Res Gestae Divi Augusti , 8--from Roman
Civilization--SourceBook II: the Empire, eds. Lewis and Reinhold, p 12)., and increasingly levied
detailed taxes throughout his reign--with the attendant increase in bribery and vice (see Gibbons'
Rise and Fall). As vain as he was, it would not be surprising at all for this to have occurred.

• It was also customary for the Roman empire to take a census when there was a change of local
government (e.g. when Archelaus was deposed in AD 6, one of Quirinius' first tasks was to
liquidate his estate and hold a census to determine the tribute load.) The implication of this pattern
for our discussion is that when Varus became governor of Syria in 7 BC, one of his first acts
would have been to take a census (the one which would have produced the trip from Nazareth to
Bethlehem for Joseph/Mary.)

• We KNOW Augustus instituted a 14-year census-cycle for EGYPT in 10/9 BC...(SourceBook II,
above, p. 388)...Not only does this give us more confirmation that Augustus was a "countin' sorta
guy'" but it may reflect a local execution of a 'worldwide decree' of Augustus.

• To assert that Augustus did not make such a decree is an affirmative historical statement. And,
"the burden of proof, for any historical assertion, always rests upon its author" (Hacket,
Historians' Fallacies, Harper: 1970, p 63.).

• And to argue that Luke was wrong because there was NO worldwide decree (because we don't
have a record of the speci fic decree) is to make a common mistake in historical method--arguing
from 'slim' silence (some silence-arguments can be made to work, though). Hacket again:

"evidence must always be affirmative. Negative evidence is a
contradiction in terms--it is no evidence at all. The nonexistence of
an object [read: "worldwide decree"-gmm] is established not by
nonexistent evidence [read: "we can't find the decree so far"-gmm]
but by affirmative evidence of the fact that it did not, or could not
exist [e.g. a document that says it did not happen--gmm]" (above,
p62)

• And, in spite of the above methodological and background problems, we DO HAVE CONCRETE
EVIDENCE of an empire-wide Augustian registration--literary, archeological, iconographic.

• To summarize this section on the 'the missing census of 7/5 BC': I HAVE affirmative evidence
and good arguments for such a census--

• Luke, a very, very, very reliable historian SAYS SO!
• Augustus was this 'type of person' with repeated, known actions along this line.
• These kinds of events occurred at major changes in ruling personnel--a situation that

obtained in Palestine at the time Luke indicates.
• Parallel events occurred in other Roman-controlled areas, in roughly the same time (i.e.

Egypt 10/9 BC).
• There is not a scrap of contrary data.
• Quirinius' participation is such an event (along with Varus) is not only possible, but

highly likely.
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• We have positive evidence of an empire-wide decree of Augustus within a year or two of
the required date. 11

There is extensive archaeological evidence for the accuracy of the gospel of Luke and the book of Acts,
both of which were written by Paul's disciple Luke. The following extensive quote from "Evidence that

Demands a Verdict" by Josh McDowell makes the extent of the evidence clear.12
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École Biblique et Archéologique Française
de Jérusalem

enquelle.htmenquelle.htm

In what year was Christ born?

M.-É. Boismard o.p.
professor emeritus of New Testament at École Biblique

The Christian era ("A.D.") was calculated in the 6th century by a Scythian monk called
Denis the Short, who believed he had worked out the year in which Christ was born.
Everyone agrees that he made a mistake and that Jesus was in fact born "B.C." But in which
year? The answer oft en given is 6 or 5 B.C., based on the information in St Matthew’s
Gospel, that king Herod ordered the massacre of all male children aged two years and under
in Bethlehem and the surrounding district. Since the historian Flavius Josephus puts the date
of Herod’s death in the spring of 4 B.C., Christ must have been born a year or two earlier.
But this date conflicts with the information given by St Luke, that Jesus was born at the time
of a census held when Quirinius was governor of Syria, which, once again according to
Josephus, took place in 6 A.D., so ten years after Herod’s death. Various attempts have been
made to bring the two items or information closer together, but in any case, a Roman census
would have been out of the question during the lifetime of Herod, who, though a vassal of
Rome, was a sovereign ruler in his own country. So we have to choose between Matthew and

11 Glenn M. Miller, 2/24/95 (updated 5/26/97) http://www.webcom.com/ctthttp://www.webcom.com/cttThe
Christian ThinkTank...[http://www.Christian-thinktank.com] (Reference Abbreviations)

12 McDowell, Josh Evidence that Demands a Verdict. San Bernardino, CA: Here's Life Publishers, 1979.
pp. 70-72
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Luke.
It would be surprising if no-one before Denis the Short had ever thought of giving the date of
Christ’s birth. In fact we find that a number of Christian writers of the 2nd and 3rd centuries
representing quite different parts of the Church (Irenaeus of Lyons, Hippolytus of Rome,
Tertullian in Africa, Clement and Origen at Alexandria, also a 4th century writer Epiphanius
of Salamis who quotes earlier sources) are in broad agreement about when Jesus was born.
They have different ways of calcul ating the date and different points of reference, but all
place Christ’s birth in either 4 or, more frequently, 3 B.C. Such quasi-unanimity is
impressive.
This dating finds confirmation in a source which has never been used in this context because
it is regarded as too recent. This is a group of Gospel Harmonies composed in the middle
ages but derived from written texts going back to the middle of the 2nd century, to a time
when the canon of the gospels had not yet been fixed. Three of these Harmonies give us the
text of Luke 2:1-5 in a form which is older than that which we read today: "At that time,
Caesar Augustus ordered that all men should come to their own town and bring the governor
a silver coin as a sign of subjection to the empire." This is not about a census, but describes
an act of submission to Rome. In fact, we can suggest exactly when the emperor Augustus
would have issued such an order. Josephus is still our informant. He tells us that, on Herod’s
death, his two sons came to Rome to obtain a settlement of their quarrel over their father’s
succession. While they were away, revolts broke out in Galilee, then in Judaea and
Jerusalem. Several adventurers procl aimed themselves "king" and wanted to recover their
independence from Rome, going as far in some cases as to forbid payment of taxes to the
empire. The governor of Syria, Quintilius Varus, had effectively to reconquer the country in
order to put down these revolts. This was in the last months of his term as governor, which
finished at the end of 4 B.C. It would have been at this time, and after these events, that the
emperor Augustus required all the men of Galilee and Judaea to come in person and make an
act of submission before the representative of Roman authority. This would bring us to 3
B.C., the date preferred by the earliest Christian writers as the birth of Christ.
In that case, 1997 marks the 2000th anniversary of the birth of Christ.
For a fuller discussion of this question, see the book which will soon be published: M.-É.
Boismard, L’Évangile de l’enfance (Lc 1-2) selon le proto-Luc (excursus I), Paris, Gabalda,
1997.

École Biblique et Archeologique Française de Jérusalem
(garuti@netvision.net.il). Last update 10 May 1997

13

At least a decade discrepancy in dates of Jesus’ birth
Luke 2:2 dates the nativity to the time of a Roman census when Quirinius was
governor of Syria, and Matthew 2:1 dates it when Herod was King of Judea. Wilson
notes (page 75) that, “Herod’s reign lasted from 37 BCE until 4 BCE, and Quirinius
was never the Governor of Syria during this period... Josephus, in his Antiquities,
mentions a census in Judea in 6 CE.”
Prof. John Dominic Crossan in his book The Historical Jesus: The Life of a
Mediterranean Jewish Peasant agrees with this criticism (page 372), “The Palestinian
census was undertaken by the Syrian legate, P. Sulpicius Quirinius, in 6 to 7 CE,
about a decade after the birth of Jesus.”

13 École Biblique et Archeologique Française de Jérusalem (garuti@netvision.net.il). Last update 10 May
1997
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Meier comments (page 212), “Luke’s solution is a worldwide census decreed by
Caesar Augustus when Quirinius was governor of Syria (2:1) – unfortunately, such a
census (which would have had to occur ca. 5 BC) cannot be documented in any other
ancient source. According to ancient records, Quirinius, who became governor of
Syria in AD 6, conducted a census of Judea, but not of Galilee, in AD 6-7. Attempts
to reconcile Luke 2:1 with the facts of ancient history are hopelessly contrived.” 14

A. N. Wilson, Jesus a Life
John P. Meier , A Marginal Jew: Rethinking the Historical Jesus

Michael R Swihart writes: Was there a second census under Quirinius that we know of?

The entire issue of the census has been perplexing because this period of time was what some scholars call
the "dark decade" i.e., 6 B.C. to A.D. 4 (Timothy Barnes, Journal of Roman Studies, LXIV [1974], 22).
This is because Josephus, Velleius Paterculus, Cassius Dio and other primary sources for this period are
wanting. Indeed, there are two folia missing from Cassius Dio's manuscript for this very period. Coupled
with this is the confusion concerning the transition of power of King Herod and his successors. Although
Josephus attempts to give good chronological bencemarks for the beginning of Herod's reign, such as the
Battle of Actium, Olympiads, Roman Consuls, he stopped cross-referencing with known benchmarks in the
latter part of Herod's reign until the tenth year of Archelaus in A.D. 6. Although Herod's death is placed in
4 B.C. by many scholars based mostly upon data from Josephus, this date has been recently challenged
(W.E. Filmer, "The Chronology of Herod the Great," JTS 17 [1966] 283-98; E.L. Martin, "The Nativity and
Herod's Death," Chronos, Kairos, Christos, Nativity and Chronological Studies Presented to Jack Finegan,
ed. J. Vardaman and E. Yamauchi, Eisenbrauns:1989, 85-92).

the time of Judas Maccabee until King Herod the Jews were governed by the priestly family of the
Hasmoneans. This dynasty seemingly ended when Herod came to power who was half Edomite and hal f
Arab. To solidify his power in the eyes of the Jews He married one of the surviving descendents of the
Hasmoneans, Mariame. Through this marriage he had two sons---Alexander and Aristobulus. It was
apparent that these two sons would someday carry on the Hasmonean rule. Yet, Herod had an older son by
a Doris, a commoner, Antipater, who saw these two as a threat to his own rule. So Antipater concocted
many false accusations against these two Hasmonean sons and finally Herod had them executed. When this
happened everything hit the fan so to speak. It was at this time that Augustus revoked Herod's award as
being "Caesar's Friend" and demoted him to being of subject class. Although this was due to mainly
intrigues with the Arabs and Augustus reconciled himself to Herod afterward, Herod was never restored to
"Caesar's Friend."

We should note that in the beginning of Herod's reign Herod was able to conduct his affairs without
Roman interference. He (and the Sanhedrin) executed Hyrcanus without permission from Rome. He put to
death Mariamme and the sons of Baba without consulting Caesar. And even Herod's son Alexander
admitted that Herod had power to execute him and his brother if he desired. But once Herod was demoted
by Caesar Herod no longer had power to execute in regard to capital crimes of high ranking individuals.
When Herod wanted Alexander and Aristobulus executed he had to have Caesar's represent atives in the
province of Syria hear the case and the trial was held in Beirut rather than at Jerusalem. And it was these
Roman officials who made the final decision. When later Herod wanted Antipater tried for high treason the
Roman governor Varus came to try the case.

At the death of Alexander and Aristobulus, Antipater became "co-ruler with his father and in no way
different from a king" (Josephus, Ant. XVII.2). This was in 4 B.C. Yet Antipater schemed to kill his father.
When Herod heard about it he recalled Antipater from Rome to try him. He was convicted of high treason

14 http://www.americanatheist.org/win97-8/T1/debunking.html
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and Herod sent a request to Caesar to have him executed. Herod at this time changed his will and
completely expunged Antipater's name from memory. It is assumed by many that shortly after this Herod
died and was succeeded by Archelaus. But when Archelaus assumed power he was reckoned by Josephus
as one who "had long exercised royal authority" (War II.26). Obviously, Archelaus reckoned his rule from
4 B.C. while Herod was still alive. And Herod remained alive another three years.

The point to note that obviously in 4 B.C. Herod's power in the eyes of Rome was greatly diminished and a
total lack of stability in Judaea at this time is evident. The very fact that Augustus conducted a registration
shortly thereafter shows that Caesar may have become concerned over the political stability of this region.
Some scholars believe that no such registration could have occured during Herod's rule for this would have
been a direct interference with Herod's affairs. But rather than this being an objection, this, in fact, is a clear
indication that an oath of allegiance was necessary at this time. Such an oath of allegiance was also
administered to the people of Judaea at the accession of Caligula to emperorship which also was prompted
by a change in government (Josephus, Ant. XVIII,124). Professor Burkhill, writing in the revised Schurer,
p. 376, states that "the oath of allegiance to the emperor which the people were obliged to take, presumably
on every change of government, was mandatory already in the days of Herod."

We should also note that Luke said that this particular enrollement involved the entire Roman world. This
places this special enrollment on a different level than those done in local regions for tax purposes. What
was going on at this time in the Roman world which would have demanded such an enrollment? In 27 B.C.
Octavian received the title Augustus. On the twenty fifth anniversary from this time Augustus Caesar
recieved the award Pater Patriae on Feb. 5, 2 B.C. Caesar himself wrote that "while I was administering my
thirteenth consurlship the senate and the equestrian order and the ENTIRE ROMAN PEOPLE gave me the
title Father of my country" (Res Gestae, VI.35). And there is evidence found in the Paphlagonia inscription
dated to 3 B.C. that an oath of obedience was taken by the inhabitants and that "the same oath was sworn
also by ALL THE PEOPLE in the land at the altars of Augustus in the temples of Augustus in the various
districts" (Lewis and Reinhold, Roman Civilizaton, vol. II.34,35). In 27 B.C. the Senate and the Roman
people gave their complete and absolute allegiance to Caesar and that was done by swearing an oath of
allegiance and registering that fact. At Caesar's silver jubilee the people of Rome again renewed their oath
of allegiance. Thus when Caesar received his title as Father of the Country in February 2 B.C. the oath and
registration had already been conducted and completed the year before.

Joseph mentions this oath and this quote needs to cited at length: "There was moreover a certain sect of
Jews who valued themselves highly for their exact knowledge of the law; and talking much of their contact
with God, were greatly in favor with the women of Herod's court. They are called Pharisees. They are men
who had it in their power to control kings; extremely subtle, and ready to attempt anything against those
whom they did not like. When therefore the whole Jewish nation took an OATH to be faithful to Caesar,
and [to] the interests of the king, these men, to the number of above six thousand, refused to swear. The
king having laid a fine upon them, Pheroras' wife {Herod's sister-in-law] paid the money for them. They, in
requital for her kindness ( for they were supposed, by their great inimacy with God, to have attained to the
gift of prophecy), prophesied that God having decreed to put an end to the government of Herod and his
race, the kingdom would be transferred to her and Pheroras and their children. Salome [Herod's sister], who
was aware of all that was being said, came and told the king of them. She also told him that many of the
court [of Herod] were corrupted by them. Then the king put to death the most guilty of the Pharisees, and
Bagoas the eunuch, and one Carus, the most beautiful young man about the court, and the great instrument
in the king's unlawful pleasures. He [Herod] likewise slew every one in his own family, who adhered to
those things which were said by the Pharisees. But Bagoas had been elevated by them and was told that he
should some day be called father and benefactor of the [new] king, who was to be appointed according to
their predicton, for this king would have all things in his power, and that he [the king] would give him
[Bagoas] the capacity of marriage, and of having children of his own" (Ant. XVII.41-45).

How did Josephus know that there were over six thousands Pharisees who refused to take this oath unless
there was some tally made and by their names was no signature. Orosius, living in the fifth century stated
from sources that he had available that "[Augustus] ordered that a census be taken of each province
everywhere and that all men be enrolled . . . This is the earliest and most famous public acknowledgement
which marked Caesar as the first of all men and the Romans as lords of the world, a published list of all
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men entered individually . . . This first and greatest census was taken, since in this one name of Caesar all
the peoples of the great nations TOOK OATH, and at the same time, throught the participation in the
census, were made apart of one society" (bk VI.22, VII.2).

To be a citizen of Rome was a prized possession and people wanted some kind of credentials to vouch for
the title (cf. Acts 22:25-28). These were recorded in the archives of their native cities (A.N. Sherwin-White,
Roman Society and Roman Law in the New Testament, 1963, 147). The registrations were checked and
adjusted as to present circumstances every five years. And we have clear evidence that Augustus had
offi cial censuses in 28 and 8 B.C. (Res Gestae II.8). The next five year period brings us to 3 B.C. And these
registrations required provinci als to be "registered at his native city" (Sherwin-White, 148). 3 B.C. was not
only a regular census year, but also coincided with the Oath of Allegiance to Augustus.

2 B.C. was the glorious Silver Jubilee of "Augustus" and it was also the 750th anniversary of the founding
of Rome. Roman officials from all over the Empire would be going to Rome for the celebrations. This
means that the governors would leave there provinces while lesser offi cials remained to conduct business.
This brings us to Quirinius who conducted the "enrollment." Luke says that he was governor. Yet,
Quirinius was not offici ally a governor until A.D. 6. But it does seem probable that Quirinius may have
been a provisional governor in 3/2 B.C. while the actual legate was away at Rome. Indeed, Justin Martyr
called Quirinius the "procurator of Syria" (Apology I.34). The Cambridge Ancient History tells us that
"Each province had its equestrian procurator who in the eyes of the provincials was almost as important as
the governor himself" (vol. X, 216). Quirinius in the records seems to have been a "man-Friday" by all
accounts. Tacitus said that his command in the war of the Homonadenses was a "special command." An
inscription mentions him "as holding an honorary municipal office at Antioch-by-Pisidia" (Sherwin-White,
165). He also became guardian of Gaius Caesar, the heir to the Empire when Gaius acquired residential
authority at Antioch over the eastern provinces in A.D. 1 (Tacitus, Annals III.48). Tacitus also said that
Quirinius was one who had "considerable talents for business" (ibid.). In A.D. 2 he married Aemelia
Lepida, a descendant of Sulla and Pompey. This no doubt gave him much more political standing and in
A.D. 6 he became legate of Syria upon the death of Archelaus, at which time Judaea was annexed. This
change in government gave reason for Quirinius's second census of Judaea mentioned in Acts 5:37. This is
why Luke distinguished the registration at the time of Jesus' birth as being the "first" one, while he was
[provisional] governor of Syria which Justin Martyr said was actually while he was procurator.

But who was the actual governor at this time? The early Christian apologistTertullian living in the late
second century, who was by profession a lawyer and well acquainted with Roman governmental affai rs,
said that the census that brought Joseph and Mary to Bethlehem was conducted when Sentius Saturninus
was governor of Syria (Answer to the Jews, ch. 8). What's more, he said it occurred in the 41st year of
Augustus answering to 3/2 B.C. Indeed, the early Christian sources were nearly united in stating that Jesus
was born in 3/2 B.C. The list includes Clement of Alexandri a, Origin, Africanus, Hippolytus of Rome,
Hippolytus of Thebes, and Cassiodorus Senator (Finegan, Handbook of Biblical Chronology, p. 229). This
is strong testimony indeed because these sources were able to consult the vast libraries at their disposals
which modern historians no longer have access. But the next best thing to having access to these vital
records is to accept the testimony of those who did! Modern scholarship has disgraced itself in an utter
unprofessional way by ignoring this testimony in favor of our present fragmentary knowledge for this
period. This entirely absurd! Modern scholarship has in its ego condemned itself to its own ignorance
without giving this testimony a fair appraisal. But such evidence banishes the utter nonsense that parades
around today in an ever increasing disunity.

Josephus tells us that Quintilius Varus had taken over the governorship when Antipater the heir to King
Herod had returned from Rome to Jerusalem and that he succeeded "Saturninus as governor of Syria" (Ant.
XVII.89). But coins have been have been found which show that Varus was legate of Syria in the 25th,
26th, and 27th years of the Actian Era (6 to 4 B.C.). This is where historians trip up and conclude that they
have proof that Herod must have died in 4 B.C. because Varus is shown to have been active in 4 B.C. But
the answer is dangling right before their eyes and they can not see it. An inscription known as the Lapis
Tiburtinus speaks of a governor of Syria during the time of Augustus who had been governor twice. Many
have tried to identify this inscription with Quirinius in order to show that he held offi ce before his 6 A.D.
tenure. But professor Syme has shown that Quirinius is impossible ("The Titulus Tiburtinus" in Vestia
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Akten, Munich:1972). L.R. Taylor suggests that Titius is the subject of this inscription, but Syme has
shown that Titius would have been much too old to receive the "ornamento trimphalia" given only after 12
B.C. Yet the inscription was found only a stones through from Varus' villa in Tibur. The reason some
scholars object to Varus is that the inscription refers to Augustus as divine which was bestowed on him at
his death in A.D. 14. whereas Varus died in A.D. 9. But because Varus was defeat ed in Germany, he was
never commerated while Augustus lived. Yet, when Tiberius came to power who was Varus' brother-in-
law, Tiberius went to the battlefield to bring back the the fallen Varus' remains and his memory was
restored as a defender of the Empire. Therefore, this objection is weak in the extreme.

With this missing piece of evidence the succesion of Syrian Governors can now be restored as follows:
Titius 13-7 B.C. Q. Varus 7-4 B.C. S. Saturninus 4-2 B.C. Q. Varus 2 B.C.-A.D. 1 G. Caesar A.D. 1-4.

We should also note that the War of Varus for which there is not the slightest evidence that it occurred in 4
B.C. happened as a result of the uprising at Passover soon after Herod died in which 3000 worshippers lost
their lives. In the summer and Autumn of 1 B.C. a full scale war broke out, causing Armenia also to rebel,
as well as uprisings in Arabia. It took 3 legions to quell this uprising. Scholars have had to down play this
uprising because Augustus would have received an imperial acclamation. He received one in 8 B.C. (14th)
and the next one in A.D. 1 (15th). The war which gave Augustus "acclamation XV" must have occured the
previous year in 1 B.C.

The chronology of Josephus concerning Herod's reign has been squeezed to make it fit the eclipse of 4
B.C. But this eclipse was only partial and partial eclipses rarely make headlines in ancient sources. The
Eclipse of Jan. 10, 1 B.C. not only was total, but allows for more time for the events between Herod's death
and Passover recorded by Josephus. Indeed, many a scholar has seen this one fact as an insolvable problem.
Professor Filmer and Ormond Edwards have shown that Josephus did not reckon inclusively and that the
capture of Jerusalem was not in 37 B.C. but in fact in 36 B.C. This means that Herod's 34 year reign from
that time comes to the year 2/1 B.C. Herod died probably in February, 1 B.C. It was only a month before
this that the Magi visited the now 15 month old child Jesus. The actual birth of Jesus was in early fall of 3
B.C. during the when Saturninus was legate of Syria as Tertullian says, Quirinius was procurator as Justin
Martyr says, who carried out the Empire wide "enrollment" for the Syria and Judaea. There are many other
pieces to the puzzle that fit better with this chronology but that gets into other areas beyond the scope of
this question.
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