Facing The Pentecost Qontroversy

Proofs that Pentecost is
Always on Sunday!

by Victor G. Lizzermann
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The Count to Pentecost:
When Does it Begin?

by Melvin B Schwartzbohn

Many of us havs been conditionad to
bealiava that the Feast of Waeks can onlv be
countad from the waekly Sabbath. In this
study vou will se= astounding PROOF that
ths count to Pentacostcan only besin on
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to do an in-depth study into the saclisst texts
of Beripturs, the mystery is zasily rasolved.
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text of Laviticns 23:11-16:
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Facing the Pentecost Controversy

by Larry and June Acheson

Introduction

e initially had no intention of addressing this issue, ibulune 2002 a
Wcouple of personal encounters prompted my desire to speéakndhe

reasons why June and | count to Pentecost as we davavdo make it

perfectly clear at the outset that if you choose tintto Pentecost every
year and if you do your best to set that day aside iordaoce with Yahweh's directive, then June and |
offer you no criticism, regardless of how you do it, pregg you are in fact doing yolnestto honor
Yahweh and His Word with the method you employ. Jumkldave attended various Sunday Pentecost
celebrations on several occasions, even though wernadiysdisagree with their method of counting to
that day. In spite of our disagreement, June and | apiptb& matter from the perspective that hopefully
we are all striving to please the Father, and wéalke our own ways of approaching a topic of such a
controversial nature. We believe we should allow oue Ifor each other and for Yahweh to rise above
this controversy.

Sadly, June and | have met individuals who are not derstanding of different views with regard to
the count to Pentecost, and this type of experiencenexzer more evident than it was over a year ago,
when one individual went so far as to call me (longatlisé) for the express purpose of informing me that
if I had reckoned Pentecost the whg counts to it, then | would have been given so much power
(emphasis his) that | would not have the “bad attitudat thow have. In a previous conversation, this
same individual informed me that the reason | haveewdived Yahweh'’s Spirit is because | don’t count
to Pentecost “correctly.”

Well, |1 don’t know if Yahweh's Spirit is leading Junadame to believe the way we do or not. All
we can do is pray that it is. That, in addition to stoglyis all any of us can do. As you may have
already discerned, the problems we have with the idalil just mentioned go way beyond how to
count to Pentecost!

| spoke with another individual last year who was mudarerunderstanding with regard to the
position that June and | hold concerning the count to Pestte¢te expressed understanding that this is
indeed a very controversial topic, and he agreed that hecemuch good logic on both sides that neither
side has just cause to castigate the other side fawvdlethey choose to count. This was refreshing to
hear. In the same year of 2002 we met with yet andtdiver in his home to discuss this issue. We
spent eight hours there, mostly listening to a Pentgmestentation that he has delivered to various
individuals and groups. Although we are not in agreement Wwith concerning the Pentecost
controversy, we are thankful to report that he wgentleman throughout the discussion, and we consider
him to be a good friend.

June and | are thankful that those who choose to ¢douPéntecost have chosen to obey Yahweh in
this area rather than observe the “holidays” of tleeldy such as Christmas, Easter, Valentine’s Day and
Halloween. We know that most of those who havesehoYahweh's holy days over the world’s
“holidays” have done so out of their love for Yahwélhus, even if we cannot agree on how to count to
Pentecost, can we at least agree that we’re allrgjrto please the Father out of our love for Him and His



ways? And even if we cannot agree on how to count hbePest, can we at least agree to love and
respect each other ftnying to do it correctly?

What June and | hope to accomplish in this study is this:

1) We want each of us to commit to greater understandin@eseptance of other views. It is our hope

2)

that each of us can somehow find a way to presusatelibse of differing persuasions regarding how
to count to Pentecost are counting the way they dause they love Yahweh and are acting on what
they understand to be true and proper. It is our desake dach of us come away with this
understanding of each other. From there, we hope lhat as will commit to pursuing scholarly
inquiry on this matter combined with thespectfulsharing of ideas and beliefs.

In response to those who have presented their posiidiave unfairly dismissed the way we count
to Pentecost as being “wrong,” we would like to respdgtfuiesent the logic we have for believing
as we do, not in an attempt to “slam” the other sidetdaemonstrate that we are not demented or
confused for counting to Pentecost the way we do! ®degnize that there are actually several
methods of counting to Pentecost employed by variousithdils and groups, but we will only deal
with the two most common teachings, one of which weqoed$y recognize, with all due respect, as
“having the most logic.”



). Let’s by to be a lattle more understanding towmds
each othes ...

et’s face it, the debate over when to begin the cauientecost has been brewing rioitiennia.

What has been gained? Very little is ever gained wiepresent our viewpoint from the “I'm

right and you're deceived” perspective. Sometimes we woidéahweh actually intendeébr
this particular debate to unravel just so He could wamh both sideswork things out. Certainly
Yahwehcould have inspired the writers of Scripture to have wrigemething like this: You shall
begin your count from the morrow after the weekly Sabbath that occurs during the
Feast of Unleavened Bread.” That would have cleared up a lot!

Conversely, Yahwebould have inspired the writers of Scripture to have wrigemething like this:
“You shall begin your count on the sixteenth of Abib.” That would have cleared up a lot,
too!

As it is however, we are left with no choice bugtowith what we have and pray that we are guided
by Yahweh's Spirit. We all have our own views as toatvive believe is the most sound logic, and
debating the issue with pointed fingers and condescendimdgswaoll not serve our purpose well, nor will
it reflect true, humble servants of Yahweh out doingwiigk. To both sides on this issue: If indeed our
position turns out being the “correct position,” lestsow loving patience, understanding, and acceptance
towards those of opposing views. We may not agree ontbh@aunt, but can’t we at least agree to love
each other in spite of our differences? How do we eptwe when we use trigger words in our speech,
such as labeling the opposing view as being the “wrong @osi

Top scholars confirm that this is an age-old controveYgyael Yadin, in his bookrhe Temple
Scroll, devoted an entire chapter to a discussion of this caspv

With all the grave implications of different calendah® prime issue, irrespective of which calendar
was followed, was over the day of the month on which the Pesttevas to be celebrated. This was
the subject of controversy within Judaism from time immeahoand became, as we have seen, a
source of bitter division between Jewish sects and normaiidaism in the latter part of the Second
Temple period (and continues to this day with the Sams and the Karaites).

Yigael Yadin was one of the most respected scholatteea?®' century. He was very much involved
in not only retrieving the Dead Sea Scrolls, but alseandating them. In his book, he made no attempt
whatsoever to “choose sides,” opting instead to preberdctual enigma. Here is what he wrote:

“Pentecost” is the shortened form of the Greek for fitieth day.” And “seven full weeks” is the
basis for the Hebrew name of this festival, the “Feh8Veeks.” Thus, with no mention of a day or
month, the only certainty being the fifty-day link betwé&tmtecost and the Waving of the Sheatf, all
depended, for accurate dating, on the interpretation of ftberow after the sabbath.” Which
sabbath of the month? And what was the meaning of the ‘iwabthath” in this context? It was the
different answers to these questions that contributdtktbasic rifts between the several Jewish sects
in antiquity. The rabbis, upon whose decisions rests rimendudaism, held that “sabbath” in this
context meant “Passover,” the day following the evening ritnainely, the fifteenth of the first
month. The “morrow” would therefore be the sixteenttheffirst month, and that should be the date
of the Sheaf-waving Feast, with the celebration of the Pesitdifty days later. The Sadducees, the
Samaritans and several additional Jewish sects, ortlibe land, gave the Pentateuchal words their

! Yigael Yadin,The Temple ScrglRandom House, New York, 1985, p. 87.
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plain and literal meaning, with ‘sabbath’ signifying simptiie sabbath day,” namely the sabbath
after Passover.

In providing us the recipe for this hot debate, Mr. Yaaloided becoming involved. Instead, he
described the setting, implying that the vague instructiong/ien to begin the count opened the door for
the debate that has ensued. Not only does the contraxessyhen to celebrate the Feast of Weeks exist
among the different sects within Judaism, but it also rangpant among other groups seeking to follow
the instructions as found in the Torah.

The late Samuele Bacchiocchi was a very well knownragpected Seventh-Day Adventist scholar
and author. In his bookod’s Festivalshe wrote:

... I concur with Alfred Edersheim: ‘The testimonies of pdges, of Philo, and of Jewish tradition,
leave no room to doubt that in this instance we are to uadersty the ‘Sabbath’ the Y%f Nisan,

on whatever day of the week it might fall.” This meé&mst Pentecost was celebrated by most Jews
fifty days after Passover, on whatever day of the wef P

Upon reading this remark by Bacchiocchi, those of persuasion say, “Yes! Great point, Mr.
Bacchiocchi!” However, it appears that even Mr. Bacotio was somewhat confused when it comes to
which side of the fence he wants to stand on, for netlt he wrote on page 233 of the same book:

At this point in my research | tend to support the reckoniihe fifty days of Pentecost from the
first Sunday after Passovér.

On the one hand, Bacchiocchi expressed support for beginéngaunt to Pentecost on the
sixteenth of Abib. On the other hand, he expressed sufgpdréginning the count on the morrow after
the weekly Sabbath occurring during the Feast of UnleavBresmtl. Obviously the count cannot begin
on both days. It’s either one or the other!

Before we dismiss Mr. Bacchiocchi as a confused wanseli@ar, please allow me to point out that
he was the first non-Catholic to graduate from thetiRced Gregorian University in Rome, and not only
that, but he received a gold medal from Pope Paul Védoning the academic distinctionsafmma cum
laude In other words, he was a pretty smart guy. He i@seived various degrees here in the United
States and authored at least ten books that we are afware

The point we are trying to make here is this: Someypsatvvy scholars have had a very tough time
dealing with this issue. Many scholars prefer to not tdbelPentecost debate with a ten-foot pole! Yet
here we are, somehow caught up in the middle of anrarmiébate that has never been fully settled, yet
many of us are convinced that have thoroughly investigated the matter to the pointweahave the
final answeras to which is the correct method. How arrogant neesametimes ... and how foolish we
must appear to Yahweh. We dare say that we have russasome folks within the Yahwist Movement
that, if it were up to them, yea if Yahweh gave them power to judge ... they would cast those of
differing persuasions into the Lake of Fire for not sgeeye to eye with them on how to count to
Pentecost. It is truly at times such as these tkadre most thankful that the Heavenly Father we prs
is a Mighty One of mercy ... Who examines our heartsumuterstands when an individual is doing his or
her best to worship Him in spirit and in truth ... everhdttsame individual is mistaken in some areas.

2 .
Ibid, p. 88.
¥ Samuele BacchiocchBod's Festivals in Scripture and Historipart | “The Spring Festivals,” Biblical Perspeesy Berrien
Springs, MI, 1995, p. 169.
* Ibid, p. 233.
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Yahweh understands our human frailties and fallacieis's .too bad that some of our fellow humans do
not.

We are therefore hopeful that we will all commit selves to better understanding and respect of
other positions, especially when it comes to matersontroversial as the count to Pentecost. What we
are about to present will include evidence supporting theéiposhat we embrace with regard to how to
count to Pentecost. One can hardly hope to studysthg iwithout arriving at a personal conclusion, and
we admit that we do hold a certain opinion. Yet, ashaee already shared, we respect other views as
well, especially when it is obvious that those who califfierently than we do are doing so with the full
intent of pleasing the Father, for that is our solgivation ... pleasing and honoring Yahweh. We are
also motivated to try and get along with others wh& se@lease and honor Yahweh ... even if we don't
agree on how to go about doing it!



2. Examining Levitieus 23

of the 2% chapter of Leviticus, specifically Leviticus 23:9-16. Howe\Leviticus 23 is not the
first passage of Scripture where we read about this. féde first read of Pentecost ixodus
23, where it is referred to as “the feast of harvestidrvest of wha?P That question is answered in the
next Scriptural reference to Pentecost. According todiEsd4:22, Pentecost is the celebration of the
firstfruits of thewheat harvest

A thorough investigation into the matter of how to caonPentecost must include an examination

22And thou shalt observe the feast of weeks, of the firstfruits of wheat harvest, and the
feast of ingathering at the year’s end.

Notice also that in addition to being termed “the feddarvest,” Pentecost is also referred to as “the
feast of weeks.” If one didn’t know anything else abBehtecost at this point, he might only be able to
perceive that it is a celebration of the wheat hstryalus he should discern that we are told to courdroff
unspecified number of weeks in order to determine which dagrey to set aside for that celebration.

Pentecost is also termed “the feast of weeks” in Denteny 16:9-10, where we read the following:

Seven weeks shalt thou number unto thee: begin to number the seven weeks from
such time as thou beginnest fo putthe sickle to the corn.

19And thou shalt keep the feast of weeks unto Yahweh thy Almighty with a tribute of a
freewill offering of thine hand, which thou shalt give unto Yahweh thy Almighty;
according as Yahweh thy Almighty hath blessed thee.

Our reading of this passage from Deuteronomy clearlyifsggetwo important factors in determining
“when” to initiate the count to Pentecost:

1) We are to count off seven weeks in order to arriwhiatspecial day.
2) We are to begin the count when the sickle is firsttpube grain.

Equipped with this knowledge, we can at this point discerme¢hson why Pentecost is known as the
“Feast of Weeks,” plus we know the count begins atraicetime ... a time when the grain was first
harvested. The question is, “When was the sickle gustto the grain? Does this refer us to a certain,
specific date on which to begin the count to Penteco®V&ll, as we've already covered, the answer is
no, it does not, anthat is the problem.

Now that we have examined these passages, it is times ftw turn to the 23chapter of Leviticus,
wherein lies the crux of this whole controversy. Tthatext of the passage we are about to read places it
within the Feast of Unleavened Bread, which tells us tleashould begin the count at some point within
that festival. What follows is Leviticus 23:9-16 as foumdhe New Revised Standakérsion

“Yahweh spoke to Moses: 1OSpeak to the people of Israel and say to them: When you
enter the land that I am giving you and you reap its harvest, you shall bring the sheaf
of the first fruits of your harvest to the priest. "He shall raise the sheaf before
Yahweh, that you may find acceptance; on the day after the Sabbath the priest shall
raise it. 2On the day when you raise the sheaf, you shall offer a lamb a year old,
without blemish, as a burnt offering to Yahweh. BAnd the grain offering with it shall
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be two-tenths of an ephah5 of choice flour mixed with oil, an offering by fire of
pleasing odor to Yahweh; and the drink offering with it shall be of wine, one-fourth of
a hin®. You shall eat no bread or parched grain or fresh ears until that very day, until
you have brought the offering of your Mighty One: it is a statute forever throughout
your generations in all your settlements. BAnd from the day after the Sabbath, from
the day on which you bring the sheat of the elevation [wave] offering, you shall count
off seven weeks; they shall be complete. %You shall count until the day after the
seventh Sabbath, fifty days; then you shall present an offering of new grain to Yahweh.

Since we have already determined that we are to ceuahsveeks to arrive at the day of Pentecost,
we need to find the day from which we begin numbering tiaeseks. The passage we just read from
Leviticus 23 is where we must turn to find the answer &b tfuestion. We are told in verse 11 that the
priest “raises” or waves the sheaf of the harvesbree¥Yahweh on the “day after the Sabbath.” This
phrase is rendered the “morrow after the sabbath” irkKthg James Version This is when the priest
waves this offering before Yahweh. Then, accordingeise 15, it is from this “Sabbath” that we are to
begin numbering the seven-week count to Pentecost,iisadso known, the Feast of Weeks.

This command seems very clear. Since the “day ditemieekly Sabbath” is always Sunday, it
appears obvious that we are to begin numbering the weeksimggon a Sunday. Furthermore, verse 16
tells us to countifty days. If we begin numbering our count to Pentecost on al&yrday 50 will also
be on a Sunday. Thus, many understand that Pentecakt &ibon a Sunday every year.

However, as alluded to by scholars such as Yigael Yapliotéd earlier), determining the date of
Pentecost simply isn’t that easy!

> An ephah is a Hebrew unit of measure equal to a 6iiter a bushel.
® Ahin is a Hebrew unit of measure equal to nearlysits.



3. VhAc Meaning of the Word “Sallath”

e are told in Leviticus 23:11 that the wave sheaf offering waged “on the day after the

sabbath.” In verse 15 we are told to count from the ‘aftgr the sabbath.” In verse 16 we are

told to count until the “day after the seventh sabbaththe word “sabbath” caanly refer to
the weekly Sabbath, then the Feast of Weeks musirfal Sunday every year.

However, as we have already learned from Yigaelirvae@xplanation of the debate, some Jews (the
Pharisees) understood the word “sabbath” to also refdret “high day” of festivals, and this is in fact
their understanding of Yahweh'’s intent in Leviticus 23:11-1%.other words, according to Pharisaical
understanding, when Yahweh said, “... day after the sabbltfheant”... day after the ‘high day
sabbath.™

Another sect of the Jews, the Sadducees, understoodthe'sabbath” to refer only to the weekly
Sabbath that falls during the Feast of Unleavened Breadother words, according to Sadducean
understanding, when Yahweh said, “... day after the sabbHidnfheant “... day after the ‘weekly
Sabbath.”

We all know (we hope) that the Hebrew word “Shablzai be used in reference to the weekly
Sabbath. This fact is not in dispute. The question @&sl o answer is, “Can the word ‘sabbathér
refer to anything besidabe weekly Sabbath?” The answer is “Yes,” and thefpsofmund within the
239 chapter of Leviticus, in reference to the Day of Atoeatn The Day of Atonement (Yom Kippur)
falls on the 18 day of the seventh month of Yahweh's calendar. THedsy of any given month may
fall on any day of the week, so it goes without saying that sucheascase with regard to the Day of
Atonement. Nevertheless, Yahweh refers to thisdaryeas being a “sabbath,” as shown below:

%Y ahweh spoke to Moses, saying: *"Now, the tenth day of this seventh month is the
day of atonement; it shall be a holy convocation for you: you shall deny yourselves
and present Yahweh'’s offering by fire; Hand you shall do no work during that entire
day; for it is a day of atonement, to make atonement on your behalf before Yahweh
your Mighty One. PFor anyone who does not practice self-denial during that entire
day shall be cut off from the people. ©And anyone who does any work during that
entire day, such a one I will destroy from the midst of the people. 3You shall do no
work: it is a statute forever throughout your generations in all your settlements. 21t
shall be to you a sabbath of complete rest, and you shall deny yourselves; on the ninth
day of the month at evening, from evening to evening you shall keep your sabbath.

The Hebrew word translated “sabbath” in reference tdne of Atonement is word #7676 Btrong’s
Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionargnaw), and is the very same Hebrew word translated “sabbat
Leviticus 23:11. As we can discern from the Day of Atonement, itlassified by Yahweh as being a
sabbath, even though it may fall on any day of the weBkus, we may reasonably conclude that the
word “sabbath” isiot restricted to being a reference to the weekly Sabbath.



U. Consisteney Dilemma

weekly Sabbatland the high-day sabbaths, a dilemma arises. As a propofen “Sunday only

I f we are to conclude that the word “sabbath” as foundemiticus 23:11-16 can refer to both the
Pentecost” put it,

If ... we insist on calling the first day of the feast of unleavbread (Abib 1%) a Sabbath, and
start the count on the day after, we must also calldabeday of unleavened bread a Sabbath.
Seven Sabbaths are to be complete (verse 15). Counting the last daype¢negdebread as a
Sabbath gives usight (8) Sabbath$,not seven, within the 50 day count. To have eight
Sabbaths is contrary to the command. This effectively shows theceounat begin on Abib
16°. Therefore, “Sabbath” and “Sabbaths” in Lev. 23:15 & 16 certainly appear ferrt the
weekly Sabbath.

Do we err by not knowing history and the traditions of men? OrtieiWord of Yahweh we
should know? (Mt. 22:29; Jn. 20:9; 5:39; Acts 17:10-13; Isa. 34:16).

If we (1) insist that the Feast of Unleavened Bread is a Sabbath2asth(t the count the next

day (the 18), then (3) we must recognize Abib 21 as a Sabbath, and (4) contrary to the
command, this gives us eight (8) Sabbaths within the 50 day count, as #ldsirdihe chart on

the following pagé.

In other words, as we believe the author of the abomeentary would submitonsistencyor the
lack thereof, is the dilemma encountered by those mhotain that the word “sabbath,” as used in
Leviticus 23:11-16, refers to the first “high day” of the FezfsUnleavened Bread. Or to put it another
way, if we were to insist that “morrow after the sahbaneans “morrow after the high day sabbath,” then
when we count “seven sabbaths” to Pentecost, we imtlatle that last “high day sabbath” of the Feast
of Unleavened Bread as one of the “seven sabbaths.hefauthor’s chart on the following page reveals,
the “morrow after the seventh sabbath,” if we were 1@@¥sistent with our interpretation of the word
“sabbath,” falls on day 39 of the count to Pentecost.

Therefore, according to the individual quoted abovendf is going to be 100% consistent with his or
her interpretation of the worsabbathin Leviticus 23:11-16, he or she must conclude that it can only
refer to theseventh-day sabbath Hence, the Feast of Weeks, or Pentecost, canfalhlgn a Sunday
every year.

” True in all years except when Abib™falls on the first day of the week.

® True in all years except when Abib™falls on the weekly Sabbath.

° Excerpt from a study entitled “Sabbaths in Leviticus 28;&n at the 1987 Unity Conference, author’s name withhy
request.
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Obviously, we should not begin the count on Abfh'46

Some individuals, in their zeal to promote the hehat Pentecost may fall on any day of the week,
insist that when the text tells us to count “seveéabaths,” the word “sabbaths” should here be interpreted
as meaning “weeks.” This is the position maintained by rabBimdaism, and many scholars promote

1% |bid. The above comment and chart is a reproductitinegpage from the study “Sabbaths in Leviticus 23,” givethe
1987 Unity Conference, author’s name withheld by request.
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this view as being a valid interpretation of the Hebrew wWehdbbath” (#7676 ifstrong’g, even though
there is a separate Hebrew word for “week” (shabuwa, #M%2Z8trong’y. Note, for example, the
commentary found ieil & Delitzsch’s Commentary on the Old Testarrtént

Thatrimaw (v. 15) signifies weeks, likeivaw in Deut. 16:9, anda caffato in the Gospels

(e.g., Matt. 28:1), is evident from the predicatenn, ‘complete,” which would be quite
unsuitable if Sabbath-days were intended, as a long peigtit tve reckoned by half weeks
instead of whole, but certainly not by half Sabbath-dagsensequently ‘the morrow after the
seventh Sabbath’ (v. 16) is the day after the seventk, weeafter the seventh Sabbéath.

The point made by Keil & Delitzsch is this: It dodsréally make much sense to say “seven
complete Sabbaths,” as it is generally understood thgtartial Sabbaths” could possibbe included in
that count! This begs the question, “Seven comdatiebaths ... as opposedwbat? Seven partial
Sabbaths?”

It's a “given” that all seven sabbaths would be “fulladsomplete” before the next day (Pentecost)
could begin! However, if one understood the word “shabbaianean “weeks then it makes sense, as
the intention is expressed that all seven weeks bgletenbefore the day of Pentecost can begin.

Notwithstanding, the dilemma encountered by Keil & 2ebh is the same as that encountered by all
who interpret the word “shabbatot” as meaning “weeks”: Himathey explain the fact that there is a
separate Hebrew word for weeks? If the concept ofes@ompletaveeks was intended in Leviticus
23, why wasn’t the proper Hebrew word for weeks inspired tworligen there?

Considering the fact that there is a separate Hetw@w for the word “week” that could have been
used (but wasn't), it is reasonable to conclude, based oevitience we've covered thus far, that the
phrase “seven complete sabbaths” was intended by trer wfiLeviticus 23:15.

1 |bid. The above comment and chart is a photocopyeohdtual page taken from the study “Sabbaths in Levitictis 23.
2 FromCommentary on the Old Testameviol. 1, by C.F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, Hendrickson Rlters, Peabody, MS,
2001, p. 615 (originally published by T. & T. Clark, EdinburyB66 — 91).



$. No Prducc Eaten Until the Dffering is Brought to
Yahweh

ur examination of Leviticus 23 would not be complete iflefe out a seemingly minor, yet very

significant command, found in verse 14. This command prolabiieg “bread, parched grain or

fresh ears” until the day on which the wave offeringY@hweh has been “brought.” Some
interpret this as meaning that absolutely no food consumgiallowed during the Feast of Unleavened
Breaduntil that offering is brought to Yahweh. However, theteahof the entire passage (vs. 10-14)
lends support to the understanding that this is a refetenpartaking of the grain of the new harvest.
Furthermore, there is a complete absence of histoecmence that anyone ever interpreted this
command in any other way.

In verse 10 we are told that when the children of Iseagtred into the Promised Land, and when
they reaped the harvest thereof, they were to brirfgeaf of the firstfruits to the priest. In verse 11 we
are told that the priest was to wave that sheaf befahweh to be accepted on the Israelites’ behalf. |
verse 12 we are told that on the same day the sheafvisdwa lamb of the first year was offered as a
burnt offering to Yahweh. Verse 13 lists the grain affgrand drink offering that were prescribed in
addition to the previous offerings. We are instructed),tireverse 14, to not eat bread, parched corn, or
green ears until that same day that the offering supht” unto the Almighty. Again, the context
implies that this is referring to food derived from thesh grain of the harvest, and that is how this
mandate has traditionally and historically been int¢egke

This brings us to a very significant passage relevanhis particular command. According to a
verse found in the fifth chapter of Joshua, when Braelites celebrated their first Passover in the
Promised Land, they ate from the fresh produce of thee“fam the morrow after the Passover.” Did they
“legally” partake of the food from that harvest? Hadythede provision for the Wave Sheaf Offering to
be made before indulging in the “produce of the land”? sbetdd Joshua 5:10-12 to see if we can get a
handle on this situation. Because #iag James Versiodoes a less than spectacular job of properly
translating this passage, we will be quoting fromNleev Revised Standard Version

%While the Israelites were camped in Gilgal they kept the Passover in the evening of
fourteenth day of the month in the plains of Jericho. "0On the day after the Passover,
on that very day, they ate the produce of the land, unleavened cakes and parched
grain. 2The manna ceased on the day they ate the produce of the land, and the
Israelites no longer had manna: they ate the crops of the land of Canaan that year.

The problem with the above passage as it relateset@wdbnt to Pentecost is this: No one was
supposed to eat from the new crop until the wave sheatirtdfwas made, and the wave offering wasn't
made until “the morrow after the Sabbath” (Lev. 23:1Epr example, if the Israelites’ Passover week
that year looked anything like the one shown on the foligwpage, they sinned a great sin, for they
would have eaten from the new crogforethe Wave Sheaf Offering was offered to Yahweh:
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Produce
Eaten
ABIB !
Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Sabbath
11 12 13 14 | 15 16 17
vE First|High
PAS Day
Sahbath
18 19 20 21 22 23 24
Last High
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As the above “potential calendar” illustrates, if theaelites ate from the new crop “on the morrowveraft
the Passover,” presuming that Passover fell on a Wednésatayear, they disobeyed the command to
not eat of the new crop until the Wave Sheaf Offerauktplace.

Those who believe the Wave Sheaf offering was affeva the morrow after the “High Day
Sabbath” -- instead of the regular “Weekly Sabbath&are iho better with the above calendar. Using the
same calendar dates as illustrated on the above caléinglamly thing they would change would be the
date on which the Wave Sheaf Offering was offered. erotvords, here is how thesalendar would
look:

Produce
Eaten
ABIB
Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Sabbath
11 12 13 14 | 15 16 17
SR L e
P Sahbath {@F
18 19 20 21 22 23 24
Last High
Day
Sabbath

Those who believe Pentecost may fall on any daheiiteek, as opposed to Sunday, do so because
they believe that when Yahweh commanded the Wave Sheafri@gfto be offered on “the morrow after
the Sabbath,” He was referring to the “high day Sabbati®bib 15. Therefore, the “morrow after the
Sabbath” will always be Abib 16. However, if Joshua amsdféliow Israelites ate of the produce of the
land on the morrow after the Passover, we need tothatéthe morrow after the Passover” wikver
occur on Abib 16! With this in mind, presuming that Abib 15 éerd “the morrow after the Passover,”
and presuming that the Wave Sheaf Offering was indeeddwvameAbib 16, Joshua and his fellow
Israelites clearly disobeyed Yahweh’s orders as fouhguticus 23:14.

Is there a way to make this scenario fit in such a seags to demonstrate that those Israelites ate the
produce of the land in compliance with Yahweh’s direx?ivYes, there is, and as it turns out this method
of reckoning requires that the Wave Sheaf Offering bered on the morrow after tiveeekly Sabbath
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Shown below is another version of a “potential cadgridwhich, as it turns out, is thenly possible
scenariothat keeps Joshua and the Israelites in compliande Y@hweh's commandment in Leviticus

23:14:
Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Sabbath
9 9 10 11 12 13 14
Produce R
Eaten s E
1 PAS #V
15 16 17 18 19 20 21
First High Last High
WA\ o Day
g BEUDath Sabbath

a

The day of the week on which Passover occurs is subjetiange from year to year. As illustrated
by the calendar above, it is suggested that Passovemféle weekly Sabbath during the year in which
Joshua and the Israelites entered into the Promisedl L&his being the case, if Yahweh intended the
Wave Sheaf Offering to be offered on “the morrow afterweekly Sabbath,” then it would have been
offered on Abib 15 that year. Thus, the Wave Sheaf @fewould have been offered both on “the
morrow after the Sabbatlaihd on “the morrow after the Passover” that year, &edeinigma is apparently
resolved by those who believe the count to Penteslustild be reckoned from the morrow after the
regular weekly Sabbath that falls within the Passovekwe

As can be expected, a flurry of protests to the abovweasoceare forthcoming from the “opposing
camp” — from those who believe the count to Penteslostild begin on the morrow after thegh day
Sabbaththat occurs during the Feast of Unleavened Bread. Hémnne such individual resolves the
problem:

Now notice carefully! God had commanded them to NEVER fetitecharvest of the land until
AFTER the wave sheaf offering, on the ‘morrow after the Stbli{Lev. 23:10-11,14). This
was a statute FOR EVER (verse 14).

But notice! When they entered the Promised Land, they ate ofhaheest ‘ON THE
MORROW AFTER THE PASSOVER! In other words, the morrafter the First Day of
Unleavened BreddRemember, Passover was celebrated at the END of theot&Nisan, at
evening, and was actually eaten on the 15th day of Nisansafiset. Thus it led right into the
First Day of Unleavened Bread (see Exodus 12:13-16). Thibysthrere were ‘seven’ days of
unleavened bread, including Passover, and not ‘eight’ days.

Therefore, as this mysterious verse in Joshua 5 showssithe ‘MORROW AFTER THE
PASSOVER'’ -- or the day after the First Holy Day of eémlened Bread -- when the Israelites
ate of the "old corn of the land, unleavened cakes, and pacdiedN THE SELFSAME
DAY" (Joshua 5:11). This verse indicates that they ate diaheest of the land that year, after
wandering 40 years in the wilderness and eating manna, on N16ANthe day of the wave
sheaf offering, the day after the first holy day of Uateed Bread! What could be clearer?
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Clearly, then, the ‘morrow after the Sabbath’ of Leviti@&11 and the ‘morrow after the
Passover’ of Joshua 5:11 are the SAME DAY -- the day #fierANNUAL SABBATH --
NOT THE WEEKLY SABBATH This verse PROVES it beyond doubt!

The author of the above commentary emphaticallyaéxp his position, dogmatically asserting that
“‘morrow after the Passover’” means “morrow after fingt day of Unleavened Bread.” Noticeably
lacking from this assertion is a quote from Scripture renethe first day of the Feast of Unleavened
Bread is ever termed “the Passover.” Instead, the Tarabistently places “the Passover” on Abib 14.
While we share the above author’s belief that thedtes lambs were killed in the late afternoon hotirs o
Abib 14, and that the actual Passover (passing over) took lplecethat night, after the beginning of
Abib 15, this is beside the point. The Torah clearly digscihat the 14 day of the first month (Abib) is
the Passover, and the following day is the Feast oéd¥ened Bread, as we have already read from
Leviticus 23:5-6:

°In the fourteenth day of the first month at even is Yahweh’s passover.
5And on the fifteenth day of the same month is the feast of unleavened bread unto
Yahweh: seven days ye must eat unleavened bread.

Yahweh's Torah establishes a clear line of demarchitween the Passover and the first day of the
Feast of Unleavened Bread. For us to label the fifteday of Abib “the Passover” is to ignore the
Scriptural instruction that the Passover is onftheteenth day of Abib. Although it is true that by the
time of the Messiah’s birth the Feast of UnleavenegaBrbecame known as “the Passovef’ [(uke
22:1), there is nothing in the more ancient writings &ig@ting such an understanding.

Furthermore, teaching others that Abib 15 is the Pasdmgs the question of what we are to call
Abib 14. Shall we label thebvoth “the Passover”?

Thus far we believe we have presented a fairly accaade in favor of believing that the Wave
Sheaf Offering was made on the morrow aftentbekly Sabbathwith Pentecost subsequently falling on
a Sunday each year. Therefore, we hope it is obvi@aismd have great respect for the logic of anyone
choosing to count to Pentecost from that day. Befaelose the lid on this case, however, we believe
there are several “loose ends” that are either noteaddd or are ngiroperly addressed by the “Sunday
Pentecost camp.” It is time to give these pointsattention they deserve.

THINGS WE ARE NOT TOLD

The “Sunday Only Pentecost Camp” does an outstandingf jobtlining why they begin their count
on the morrow after the weekly Sabbath that fallsrduar immediately before the Feast of Unleavened
Bread. They cite several valid texts of Scripture supmpttieir position, culminating with the example
from the book of Joshua that seems to seal the matteeir favor. However, over the years June and |
have received scores of literature from various groupbnimgf the very evidence we have already
provided ... yet for some reason they frequently leave owr giértinent information. In other words,
they don’t cover all the bases as they should. THeaT, giving us what is often a very biased “take” on

13 Dankenbring, William F., "How Do You ‘Count’ PentecostPtfiumph Prophetic Ministries (Church of God), page 7;
although this article is not dated, we accessed it omi2802 ahttp://triumphpro.com/how_do_you_count_pentecost.htm
Curiously, this article has since been modified and atdatto the following URL:http://triumphpro.com/pen-count.htnThe
most noticeable modification involves the author’sent belief that Yeshua was crucified on a Thursday.
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how they believe we should count to Pentecost, tifteyn depict those of opposing views as being mildly
confused at best, and hopelessly lost at worst. Asenaheady mentioned, one individual has already
gone so far as to tell me that | cannot have Yahw8hist working in me since, in his opinion, | don't
count to Pentecost correctly! It is to those whaelvel this way and treat others in this manner that we
are mainly addressing this study. We believe the begttavgroperly present the “other view” with
regard to counting to Pentecost is to simply point ourmétion that, for whatever reason, is not
addressed in the literature we are accustomed to receivimgtifie various individuals and groups. With
that in mind, we are devoting the rest of this study to addrg those “things we are not generally told”
by those who teach that we should count to Penteostthe morrow after the weekly Sabbath. We do
not intend for the rest of this study to detract frohatwve have already written, yet we hope it wilvser
to at least balance things out.



6. "My Referenee is More Relialle Than Youw Reference!”’

S mentioned in chapter one, the Pentecost Controvessyagad for millennia. The Sadducees
A (also referred to as the Boethusians) argued for a “Subdly Pentecost, whereas the Pharisees

pushed for a “Whichever Day It Falls On” Pentecost. dinestion naturally arises, “Which sect
of the Jews had the prevailing view?” Or, to put it aaothay, “Which sect was in charge?”

This question arises mainly because there is no reocotidei “New Testament” of there being a
controversy pertaining to how to count to Pentecostry \ittle is written about this feast day in the New
Testament, and what little isritten evades the issue of how they began their coline absence of
controversy lends support to the belief that therenivasie, at least not during that particular time frame.
In other words, whichever view was dominant had enough astmative authority to prevent its being a
point of contention during the days of Yeshua's ministryfact, since Yeshua Himself is not recorded as
having criticized the method routinely employed in countm&entecost, this can logically be interpreted
as His silent approval for whichever method was used. gliestion becomes, then, “WHICH method
was used?”

In order to answer that question, many simply choosamswer the earlier question; namely, “Which
sect of the Jews was in charge?” If the Pharisees wmecharge, then apparently everyone celebrated
Pentecost on “Whichever Day It Falls On.” If the Sadsiscwere in charge, then apparently everyone
celebrated it on “Sunday Only.”

It should come as no surprise that those who warglievie Pentecost should always be on a Sunday
are able to come up with evidence supporting3adduceess having been in charge. And of course
those who push the other view are able to produce evideppersing thePhariseesas having been in
charge. Is it possible to know which view is correct?

Well, let’s briefly examine this perspective of thgwment by quoting from some of the literature
we have received on this subject. The following inforomats found in a tract written by an individual
promoting a “Sunday Only” Pentecost:

The following information is fronThe New Bible Dictionaryby J.D. Douglas, Eerdmans
Publishing Co., Grand Rapids, Mich., 1964; ‘Pentecost,’ p. 964:

‘The Sadducees celebrated [Pentecost] on tHed&@ {nclusive reckoningfrom the first
Sunday after Passoveaking the ‘Sabbath’ of Leviticus 23:15 to be the weekly Sapktatir
reckoning regulated the public observance so long as the teropld st. The Pharisees,
however, interpreted the ‘Sabbath’ of Leviticus 23:15 asFeeest of Unleavened Breddf.
Lev. 23:7, and their reckoning BECAME normative in Judaism AFTE®. 70, so in the
Jewish calendar Pentecost now falls on various daysafieek’ €mphasis addéd

“As long as the temple stood, the public worship was reggilay the Sadducees, who
counted from the day after the weekly Sabbath during theoRars orFeast of Unleavened
Bread Yahshua and the Apostles participated in the normativicpubrship. It was only
later, after 70 C.E., that the Pharisees were abléehamge the time for the observance of
Pentecost.

“This, of course, was after the time of the ApostlelPaho was executed about 67 C.E.,
three years before the temple fell. Paul evidently obdePentecost in the normative public
worship as did most, if not all, of the Jews of his dagf is, counting from the morrow after
the weekly Sabbath. That there was at that time a wifitgbservance among both the
believing and unbelieving Jews is evident from reading thewstdn Acts chapter 2.

4 From the tract “How to Count to Pentecost: An ImpurBiblical Holy Day,” p. 7.



Facing the Pentecost Controversy 21

The author of the tract quoted above responsibly aitgedible reference in promoting his view that
the Sadducees were in charge of regulating public worshiphwrhitirn would indicate that they dictated
“how” to count to Pentecost ... at least until the yeQrCE. Nevertheless, the author does not mention
the fact that other references tell us exactlyappositestory ... that it was th@hariseesvho presided
over “how” to count to Pentecost. Let's examine th®rimation on this subject as found Trhe
Eerdman’s Bible Dictionary

Thus the Sadducees were the party of those with politicalrptivesse allied with the Herodian
and Roman rulers, but they were not a group with influence athengeople themselves. The
views of the Pharisees prevailed among the common pespléhat even though the two
groups differed with regard to items in the laws of puaity details of temple procedure during
the feasts, the Sadducean priests were compelled tate@ecording to the Pharisees’ viéws.

As we can see, accordingttos credible reference, it was tRhariseesvho were in control, not the
Sadducees.

Lawrence H. Schiffmdfi wrote an article entitled “New Light on the Phariseelnsights from the
Dead Sea Scrolls,” which appeared in the June 1992 isRiblefReview Here is an excerpt:

With new evidence from the Dead Sea Scrolls it is now plest»y demonstrate that for much
of the Hasmonean period Pharisaic views were indeed domim#ém Jerusalem Temple. In
short, the reports of the religious laws hatakhah attributed to the Pharisees in later talmudic
texts are basically accurate. Moreover, we can now provaeahge of the teachings attributed
to rabbinic sages who lived after the Roman destruction off @meple actually go back to
earlier, pre-destruction, Pharisaic traditiohs.

This is yet another unbiased scholarly testimony capdidterting that it was thehariseeswho
dictated how things were done, not the Sadducees. So sdutiof the Jews was dominant during the
period of the second Temple? Well, it seems to depend wpah “credible reference” one chooses to
believe! My ownpersonalobservation has been that those who count to Restti'om the morrow after
the weeklySabbatHhend to reject the scholarship of those who concluatetbi@Phariseesvere in control
of the Temple services, and those who count to Pertéons the morrow after the “higay” Sabbath
often reject the scholarship of those who concludethieeSadduceewere in control.

We’'re certainly not trying to take away from the senship of references whose authors have
claimed historical support for the “Sunday Only PositioAs we have already shown, references such as
the New Bible Dictionaryclaim that until the year 70 CE, all Jews observe@wantlay Only Pentecost.”

If we disagree with this claim, shall we proceed torddit the author? Or should we investigate to see
which reference offers the most accurate information?

Instead of taking the “My reference is more relialilantyour reference” approach, we suggest
examiningall the evidence in as unbiased a manner as possible. Instegth@to prove the other guy

5 The Eerdmans Bible Dictionargrticle "Sadducees," published by William B. Eerdmansishibg Company, 1987,

p. 902.

'8 Lawrence H. Schiffman is a professor of Hebrew andigodStudies at New York University, New York City. He
authored the booReclaiming the Dead Sea ScrqiBoubleday, 1995), which the Australian Broadcasting Corporhtds

“the leading overview of contemporary research into thieliSC He has also co-editdehcyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls
(Oxford University Press, 1998).

" From “New Light on the Pharisees — Insights fromDiead Sea Scrolls,” by Lawrence H. SchiffmBible Review

Volume VIII, Number 3, June 1992, p. 31.



22 Chapter 6

wrong or discrediting his references, our goal should be ¢araiely determine exactly how Yahweh
intends for His people to count to Pentecost based upoonglete examination of all facts, both
historicaland Scriptural.

We know some folks have belittled that fact that Jand | give such a high regard to historical
evidence. Some people have said things like, “Welh by Scripture and Scripture aldherlhis sounds
like such a noble and pious position to take, yet ifreadly and truly ponder such a response, we know
that such an individual iseally saying, “Well, I go by my interpretation of Scripture and my
interpretationof Scripture aloné

On the surface it seems quite virtuous to claim to g&dnpture and Scripture alone, but hopefully
we are all aware of a myriad of downright weird beliedught by people making the claim to go by
“Scripture and Scripture alone.” Again, what theglly go by is their_interpretatioaf Scripture alone.
This is why we need to balance our interpretation of Seepiithhistorical evidence of how the ancients
interpreted Scripture and practiced their faith.



7. Vhe Testimony of Josephus

any references upholding the Pharisees as being dondeawe their information from the
writings of Josephus, a first-century Jewish histonaino plainly stated that the Jews’ count to
Pentecost began on the sixteenth of Abib. Here i$ Wisephus wrote:

The feast of unleavened bread succeeds that of the passal/&llaon the fifteenth day of the
month, and continues seven days, wherein they feed on unldalvesed; on every one of
which days two bulls are killed, and one ram, and sevehdahow these lambs are entirely
burnt, besides the kid of the goats which is added to all thefoesins; for it is intended as a
feast for the priest on every one of those days. But oneitend day of unleavened bread,
which is the sixteenth day of the month, they first partafkitne fruits of the earth, for before
that day they do not touch theind while they suppose it proper to honor God, from whom
they obtain this plentiful provision, in the first place, ttaffer the first-fruits of their barley,
and that in the manner following: They take a handful of the ead dry them, then beat them
small, and purge the barley from the bran; they then bring otle deal to the altar, to God;
and, casting one handful of it upon the fire, they leave thefaeshe use of the priest. And
after this it is that they may publicly or privately reapirthiearvest. They also at this
participation of the first-fruits of the earth, sacrifeéamb, as a burnt-offering to God.

6. When a week of weeks has passed over after this sacfifthich weeks contain forty
and nine days), on the fiftieth day, whichHentecostbut is called by the Hebrewssarthg
which signifies Pentecost, they bring to God a loaf, madshafat flour, of two tenth deals,
with leaven; and for sacrifices they bring two lambs; ahén they have only presented them
to God, they are made ready for supper for the priestss fitopermitted to leave any thing of
them till the day following:®

Notice that Josephus describes the offerings that took pfatee “sixteenth day of the month,” then
later he writes that Pentecost falls fifty days latdihis is how Josephus matter-of-factly describes the
way his people counted to Pentecost. What is helpfdotwsider here is the fact that Josephus was
writing to a non-Jewish, Roman audience. In otherds, he was not writing in such a way so as to
persuade anyone to observe Pentebisstvay— he had no ax to grind, he was simply describing how i
was done. Josephus makes no mention of there eviglieeena Pentecost controversy. He went into
extensive detail with regard to the various quirks and ytiossies of other sects, such as the Sadducees
and the Essen¥s yet failed to describe the apparent controversy kaiwiee Pharisees and the Sadducees
pertaining to the count to Pentecost. Josephus had na@aisagenda”) to persuade his Roman reading
audience that the Pharisees’ count to Pentecost mas“Scriptural’ than the Sadducees’ method. In
effect, he was simply telling them how it was done.

We have found that many who disagree with Josephus tldo&st to paint a very negative picture of
his character. We have heard Josephus labeled everftbinga liar to a traitor. Please keep in mind
that whenever a biased person rejects the testimoag abtithor, often times his first reaction is to &tac
the author’'s character and/or credibility. This is e termselective scholarship When we use
selective scholarship, the author’s credibility is laygddtermined by whether or not he agrees with our
position. Certainly, we all need to be careful wheseaeching any topic, for it is true that there are some
pretty wild, far-out teachings out there. For example, would hope that no one will attach any
credibility to Marshall Applewhite, the leader of thegs suicide group in California, who authored the
book Heaven's Gate No serious truth seeker would dare quote from his \gstirat least not in an

8 FromThe Works of Flavius Josephdl. Il, translated by William Whiston, A.MAntiquities of the Jewd&Book IlI, 5, 6.
9 For example, in Wars, Book Il, chapter viii, secti@ab4, as well as Antiquities, Book XVIII, chapter i, seas 2-6, are
devoted to describing the various beliefs and partiahlaracteristics of the Essenes, Sadducees and theeBbarihe
Pentecost controversy, presuming there was one, imerioned.
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attempt to quote from a respected, trustworthy source. fYeg, rejecteverything, we gain nothing. If we
accepteverything, we have total confusion. | don’t know if tidt teader Jim Jones authored any books
or not, but if he did, it is no wonder that you neverta® of his writings being quoted in order to prove
a point. Any testimony coming from either Jim JonesMarshall Applewhite must be considered
suspect, which is the opposite of “credible.” The kbgnt isbalance We need to be very careful about
slamming the credibility of an author simply becaus®hshe doesn’t share our view on a matter. The
writings of Josephus are a prime example of what wemioy this word of caution.

We’re not about to label Josephus as having been 100% t&coaraverything he cited in his works.
However, we don't believe we know ahy historian who got the facts exactly right. One ma&mdw
called Josephus a liar because he “apparently” manipwdated Bible stories, adding information to the
storyline that isn’t found in the Scriptural account. @efwe accuse Josephus of being a liar, though, we
believe it is only fair that we consider the likelihotbdt when he described certain Biblical events, he not
only drew from his knowledge of what he had read frompBare, but also from exaggerated stories that
had been passed down to him from his ancestors. Wevdelesephus’ accusers would be more
sympathetic if they would consider the fact that Jogemould not have had the luxury of having a Bible
at his disposal for quick and easy reference as we dg.tolany of his accounts were doubtlessly
exaggerated, but let's face it: He had no reasonetaolithe Romans with regard to how his people
counted to Pentecost.

Was Josephus a traitor? Many of those who don't agteethe way he described the count to
Pentecost believe so! Of course, even ifwege a traitor, that would certainly not have given him the
impetus to lie to the Romans with regard to how his petideJews, counted to Pentecost. In fact, when
| try putting myself in Josephus’ shoes, | rather imadimeould be fearful of what might happen if
someone caught me fibbing about such a thing. What if $one@an read my account of how to count to
Pentecost, and then approached the Roman emperor stHi@yg,this Josephus guy lieabout how to
count to Pentecost! | was in Jerusalem a few yegosand it so happened it was during their ‘Feast of
Unleavened Bread.” Towards the end of their feast, @emitheteenth day of the month, o8anday they
had this ceremony called ‘the Wave Sheaf offering,” andsd teld that they begin counting to Pentecost
on that day, not the sixteenth day as written by Josephus!clétly lied in his book, Mr. Emperor!”
Again, Josephus had no motivation for lying with regardow to count to Pentecost.

On the subject of Josephus’ reputation, it is worttingathat many scholars hold him in high regard.
Note the commentary offered by Moti Aviam, District Aeeologist for Western Galilee, Israel
Antiquities Authority:

After many years of reading and excavating, | can’'t laokim as a traitor. Josephus went to
Yodefat to win a war. He fortified the Galilee and &e#d that God would be with them—
they would win the war. When it looked like a loss wevitable, he thought about surrender
but there was no way back. 1 think the story of the caverneappened, but | think he was
trying to convince the others not to commit suicide. Tlyes's later in Jerusalem, standing
with Titus, he tried to convince the Jews to stop fightind enereby not lose the Temple. He
wanted to prevent destruction of the Temple. His goatealways very pragmafit.

Like it or not, Josephus filled in many historical gap&cording to theEncyclopedia International
“But for his writings, the history of the Jews in tHellenistic-Roman period (c. 333 B.C.- c. 100 A.D.)
would be virtually unknown?* Magen Broshi of The Israel Museum, Jerusalem, wrogtinle entitled

20 From PBS (Public Broadcasting Service) WebBB& Online presentation “Echoes from the Ancients,” p. 15ebwW
address: http://www.pbs.org/echoes/tghst.html.
2 FromEncyclopedia Internationalol. 10, Grolier Incorporated, New York, 1972, p. 59.
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“The Credibility of Josephus,” which first appearedJournal of Jewish Studies: Essays in Honor of
Yigael Yadin 1982, by the Oxford Centre for Postgraduate Hebrew Studielsis toncluding paragraph,
Broshi had this to say:

This duality of sharp criticism alongside fulsome apprematas consistently accompanied the
scholarly treatment of Josephus’ works. It has not lmeenntention here to prove that he is
always exact or correct in every statement, but to shaiyv his data are in many instances
accurate, and that they stem from reliable sources tohwic had access from the very
beginning of his literary careé&.

Broshi doesn’t heap words of praise on the writings ségbus, yet he realistically acknowledges
that Josephus, in spite of his faults, produced a reasoaetilyate account of events as he saw them, or
as those events were handed down to him.

A gentleman who attempted to dissuade us from attachingpeglyof credence in Josephus’ writings
gave us a photocopy of the conclusion to a book enfiledulent Times? Josephus and Scholarship on
Judaea in the First Century ClBy James S. McLaren. McLaren came right out andgeldalosephus of
being biased in his writings, and our friend kindly pointed that this proves that we cannot trust
anything that Josephus wrote. However, the man who gate yghotocopy did not choose to comment
on the following portion of McLaren’s conclusion. lsttead what else McLaren had to say about
Josephus:

Where historians interested in recent events may beéebed by a great abundance of
source material, those concerned with the ancient wdtéth tament the paucity [scarcity] of
sources they have at their disposal. More often tharmmoent historians are left guessing,
trying to piece together a picture when many of the piecelerpuzzle are missing. The
general paucity of material makes the occasional availabilimajor narrative texts a ‘gold-
mine.” Scholars flock to the texts in relief that, las$t, there is a source which provides
sufficient data to focus on a period in some detail.

Josephus is one such gold-mine. For scholars interest&bman, Jewish and early
Christian history the texts of Josephus provide a subdtdatiy of information. Although
Josephus is not the only source for historical inquiry thi® late second temple period in
Judaea, he stands out. It is only Josephus who providesagiveanf events that covers the
entire period. Moreover, he has the added bonus of betngtamporary of the events which
mark the end of the period. In fact, in Josephus the hist¢vées a kindred soul. Just as
Josephus was interested in preserving information anddangvunderstanding, so too is the
historian who reads his texts.

We could spend all our time debating the credibilityafephus, but the fact remains that there are
top scholars who do voice respect and appreciation fowhigigs. Moreover, those who attempt to
malign Josephus’ character and credibility, unlesshaeen’'t been paying attention, have failed to
produce the writings of an alternate historian refutingepbus’ testimony as to how the Jews of his day
counted to Pentecost. Finally, as we expressed ealdisephus had no reason ... no ulterior motive, to
lie about how his people counted to Pentecost.

22 This article can be read its entirety at the folloyW\eb address: http://www.centuryone.com/josephus.html.
% FromTurbulent Times? Josephus and Scholarship on Judaea in the FirstC@fury James S. McLaren, Sheffield
Academic Press, 1998, pp. 289-290.



8 What Josephus Had to Say Alout the Saddueces

and Phrrisces

writings of Josephus; in fact, there is good reasax&mine what he had to say in order for us

to better grasp Jewish practice and belief in the destury. What, then, did Josephus have to
say about who controlled the Temple rituals? Welteiading his works, we find that at one point in time
the Sadducees were indeed in complete charge. This vaaly aecentury prior to the birth of the
Messiah. To understand the time frame during which Josephasds the Sadducees as having been in
control of the Temple services, we have to knowtke labout the history of the Jewish nation after the
time of the Maccabees. It was because of the actoddudas (the “Maccabee”) and his band of Jewish
faithful that Antiochus Epiphanes and his Syrian armyewefeated, the Temple was cleansed from the
swine that had been sacrificed there, blahukkahwas subsequently incorporated as a Jewish national
festival. This occurred in the year 165 BCE, and beginnibtig Judas the “Maccabee,” a dynasty known
as theHasmonean Dynastywas established. The Hasmoneans began ruling as higts paied in some
instances, as kings as well. Judas was succeeded by hisrsthan, who was in turn succeeded by
Judas’ brother Simon. In 135 BCE, Simon was succeededhoyHlyrcanus I. It was during the reign of
John Hyrcanus | that the two sects, the Sadducees amdhdnisees officially emerged, and it was during
this time that the Sadducees were given control of émeple service$

We believe that we have established that there is no gasdm for anyone to outright reject the

During the reign of John Hyrcanus’ son, Alexander Jam)aie Sadducees were still in charge of
the Temple rituals. In fact, Alexander Jannaeus had @90 Pharisees executed as a result of their
protest of how he conducted the sacrifice at the Fefa3mbernacle$® However, on his deathbed,
Jannaeus counseled his wife, Alexandra Salome, to make mett the Pharisees and to give them
authority. Josephus provides the account of Alexander dasraceding to the Pharisees’ authority in
Antiquities of the Jew8ook XIII:

After this, king Alexander, although he fell into a distempg hard drinking, and had a

guartan ague, which held him three years, yet wouldeaste off going out with his army, till

he was quite spent with the labors he had undergone, andndibd bounds of Ragaba, a
fortress beyond Jordan. But when his queen saw that heeadsto die, and had no longer any
hopes of surviving, she came to him weeping and lamergmgbewailed herself and her sons
on the desolate condition they should be left in; and sadidrip"To whom dost thou thus leave
me and my children, who are destitute of all other suppantsitas when thou knowest how

much ill-will thy nation bears thee?" But he gave her tilwing advice: That she need but
follow what he would suggest to her, in order to retain thgdom securely, with her children:

that she should conceal his death from the soldiers till lsthelcs have taken that place; after
this she should go in triumph, as upon a victory, to JeEmsaand put some of her authority
into the hands of the Pharisees; for that they would camdnier for the honor she had done
them, and would reconcile the nation to her for he told ey bad great authority among the
Jews both to do hurt to such as they hated, and to bring &alyesito those to whom they were
friendly disposed; for that they are then believed bésll by the multitude when they speak
any severe thing against others, though it be only oahwey at them. And he said that it was
by their means that he had incurred the displeasure of tlemnadiom indeed he had injured.

24 According to Josephus Antiquities of the Jewll, vi., 1, the term “Hasmonean” is derived from Jsidtne Maccabee’s”
great-grandfather, Asamoneus.

% Cf. Antiquities of the Jewlll, x., 5-6, where we read that John Hyrcanus et party of the Pharisees to become a
Sadducee, whereupon he abolished “the decrees they [thecebhhad imposed on the people, and punish(ed) those that
observed them.”

% Cf. Antiquities of the JewsXlI, xiii., 6.
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"Do thou, therefore,” said he, "when thou art come to JeEmmsasend for the leading men
among them, and show them my body, and with great appearanoeesitg, give them leave
to use it as they themselves please, whether they will dishbaalead body by refusing it
burial, as having severely suffered by my means, or whethbeir anger they will offer any
other injury to that body. Promise them also that thou wilindthing without them in the
affairs of the kingdomlIf thou dost but say this to them, | shall have the hona aifore
glorious funeral from them than thou couldst have made &ramd when it is in their power to
abuse my dead body, they will do it no injury at all, and thourwik in safety." So when he
had given his wife this advice, he died, after he haghesl twenty-seven years, and lived fifty
years within oné’

Alexandra Salome thus succeeded her husband and became afudee Jewish nation. In
compliance with her husband’s dying request, she grantedrawtho the Pharisees. Notice how
Josephus describes the turn of events:

So she made Hyrcanus high-priest because he was the eldenidfutnore because he cared
not to meddle with politics, and permitted the Phariseesotevery thing; to whom also she
ordered the multitude to be obedient. She also restmgath those practices which the
Pharisees had introduced, according to the traditiotiseaf forefathers, and which her father-
in-law, Hyrcanus, had abrogate®&o she had indeed the name of the Regent; but the Rharise
had the authority; for it was they who restored suchaaksbeen banished, and set such as were
prisoners at liberty, and to say all at once, they witfén nothing from lord&

Notice that Salome “restored” the practices previoudlpduced by the Pharisees. In order to be
“restored,” a custom must have been practiced in edéiries. We aren’t told what those practices were,
or whether or not they included the method the Pharaegdoyed in counting to Pentecost. However, it
is certain that if it is true that the Sadducees hadtutstl the count to Pentecost as beginning on the
“morrow after the weekly Sabbath” during the Feast nleldvened Bread, then the Pharisees changed it
to “restore” it to beginning on the morrow after the fidgty of the festival (Abib 16). There is no
guestion that both the Sadducemsd the Pharisees also practiced “traditions” that defyip8aal
teachings, which we will deal with a little later. Qaresent concern, though, is with the custom of when
the Pharisees began the count to Pentecost, and diemethod of reckoning became normative among
Judaism.

One very well respected author who had a high regartthdonritings of Josephus was d"&ntury
author named Alfred Edersheim. Edersheim published a redowoek entitledThe Life and Times of
Jesus the Messiah 1883. This author wrote from a Messianic perspective, duwas determined to add
the element of the Messiah’s Jewishness to his writiadding a special element that helps to open our
eyes to what the world was really like during those ddyetice what Edersheim had to say about what
happened when the Pharisees regained control of the Tatople during the days of Queen Salome:

Queen Salome had appointed her eldest son, Hyrcanusebglapsince, to the Poltificate. But,
asJosephuguts it (Ant. xiii. 16. 2), although Salome had the tittes Pharisees held the real
rule of the country, and they administered it with theshaess, insolence, and recklessness of a
fanatical religious party which suddenly obtains unlimitexiver. ... So sweeping and
thorough was the change wrought, that the Sadducees neweened the bloywand whatever

27 Cf. Antiquities of the Jewslll, xv., 5.
2 FromAntiquities of the JewslIl, xvi., 2.
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they might teach, yet those in office were obligatedlinime coming to conform to Pharisaic
practice Jos.Ant. xviii. 1.4; Tos Yoma i.8§?

Other scholars agree with Edersheim’'s assessmettittiigas during this time frame that the
Pharisees were given control over affairs. Notiee dbmmentary from Emil Schirer, in his bobke
History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ (175/80C.135)

For six years Jannaeus with his mercenaries was awitathe Jews led by the Pharisees. All
that he finally obtained was the outward intimidation, but tin@ real subjection, of his
adversaries. For with their emphasis on religious isteréhe Pharisees have the mass of the
people on their side. Thus it is not surprising that Alexanfir the sake of peace with the
people, and also because of a personal preference ®héhisees, handed over power to them.
The victory was now complete; the whalenduct of internal affairs was in their hands. All the
Pharisaic decrees abolished by John Hyrcanus were reintthdtleee Pharisees largely
dominated Jewish public lif8

Although the Pharisees had been given the authdmig/did not mean that they had been given the
office of high priest, as this role still belonged te adducees. However, as Josephus reveals, this office
was largely more of a “figurehead,” as the actual authbalonged to the Pharisees:

But the doctrine of the Sadducees is this; That souls dietiae bodies; nor do they regard the
observation of any thing besides what the law enjoins themthé&y think it an instance of
virtue to dispute with those teachers of philosophy whom trexyuent; but this doctrine is
received but by a few, yet by those still of the greadesgiity; but they are able to do almost
nothing of themselves; for when they become magistrates, yaarhenwillingly and by force
sometimes obliged to be, they addict themselves to the sabiothe Pharisees, because the
multitude would not otherwise bear thén

Emil Shirer, in his booKhe History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ (IZ5A8D.
135), adds his commentary regarding the “role reversal” tak place:

During the ages that followed, amid all the changes of governmedér the Romans and the
Herodians, the Pharisees maintained their leadership ituapimatters, especially in urban
circles. Itis true that the Sadducean High Pridsisdsat the head of Sanhedrin. But in fact it
was the Pharisees, and not the Sadducees, who madeattestgrapact on the ordinary people,
as Josephus states again and again. The Pharised®hadsses for their allies, the women
being especially devoted to them. They held the greatésority over the congregations, so
that everything to do with worship, prayer, and sacrifioek place according to their
instructions. Their popularity is said to have been gh that they were listened to even when
they criticized the king or the High Priest. They wereansequence best able to restrain the
king. For the same reason, also, the Sadducees in theialdunctions complied with the
Pharisaic requirements because otherwise the people notifchve tolerated theth.

Since the Pharisees were in control of the “offifuadctions,” does this include the method used in
counting to Pentecost? According to Alfred Edersheimatiswer to that question is, “Yes”:

% FromThe Life and Times of Jesus the MessighAlfred Edersheim, Vol. 2, Appendix IV, Wm. B. Eerdraah953,
originally published in 1883.

%9 FromThe History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus ChTiStR.C.-A.D. 135y Emil Schiirer, Vol. Il, T. & T.
Clark LTD, Edinburgh, 1979, originally published in 1885, pp.-402.

3 FromAntiquities of the Jewsviii. . 4.

32 FromThe History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus ChrisB(IZ5A.D. 135)by Emil Schirer, Vol. I, T. & T.
Clark LTD, Edinburgh, 1979, originally published in 1885, @2 4
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The Pharisees held, that the time between East¢ajsil Pentecost should be counted from the
second day of the feast; the Sadducees insisted tlsuoitld commence with the literal
‘Sabbath’ after the festive day. But, despite arguntiet,Sadducees had to join when the
solemn procession went on the afternoon of the feast to cut timav‘feast sheaf,” and to
reckon Pentecost as did their opponéhts.

Please bear in mind that Edersheim wrote the above drporely objective vantage point. He was
the son of Jewish parents, but he was converted tct@mity at an early age, becoming a Presbyterian
minister and, later, an Episcopalian minister in Englahde matter of how Judaism counted to Pentecost
during the days of the Messiah would have been of littsny, interest to him personally. He clearly had
“no ax to grind,” and based upon the historical datalaa to him, Edersheim concluded that Pentecost
was counted in accordance with the reckoning of the e

% FromSketches of Jewish Social Life in the Days of Ghnjsi\lfred Edersheim, Ward & Drummond, New York, 1876, pp.
240-241.



9. The Megillath Ta anith

e have thus far demonstrated that it was during the reig@dueén Salome of the Hasmonean

dynasty when the authority over such matters as thepleentuals was removed from the

Sadducees and restored to the Pharisees. The referemdesevconsulted concede that this
historical information is credible, if not completelgcurate. In fact, we have not personally encountered
any references that even attempt to refute this teagirfrom Josephus.

As we stated earlier, we have been given various fofrie@ture by well-intentioned individuals,
in their personal attempt to persuade us that, inifaggs theSadduceesvho determined when to begin
the count to the Feast of Weeks. Often, the liteeatontains quotations from scholarly resources that
would ordinarily establish justification for believing thatdeed, it was the Sadducees, not the Pharisees,
who made the decisions on this matter. Curiously, tbdssmwise credible references do not themselves
cite the historical proof to back up their statements.

One instance that we find very interesting involveswed-known author and commentator F. F.
Bruce. We were given a photocopy of a page fidra New International Commentary of N.Book of
Acts, by F. F. Bruce, published by Eerdmans Publishing Chislocommentary on Acts 2:1, Bruce writes
the following:

The day of Pentecost was so called because it wasratdd on the fiftieth (GKPentekostgs
day after the presentation of the first harvested sbietife barley harvest,e. the fiftieth day
from the first Sundayafter Passovect. Lev. 23:15f.).

Please note that in F. F. Bruce’s commentary abodpotnoted the word “Sunday.” Shown below is
that footnote in its entirety:

® This was the reckoning of the Sadducean party in thecériury A.D. In the phrase ‘the
morrow after the sabbath’ (Lev. 23:15) they interpreted the $alasathe weekly sabbath.
While the temple stood, their interpretation would be namedor the public celebration of the
festival; Christian tradition is therefore right iixihg the anniversary of the descent of the
Spirit on a Sunday. (The fifty days’ of Lev. 23:15 acelte reckoned inclusively.) The
Pharisees, however, interpreted the ‘sabbath’ of Lev. 23:1Beafestival day of unleavened
bread itself (on which, according to Lev. 23:7, no servilekwgas to be done); in that case
Pentecost would always fall on the same day of the m@mt important matter in the eyes of
those to whom it marked the anniversary of the law-giving),netiton the same day of the
week. The Pharisees could appeal to Josh. 5:11 (‘thewarfter the passover’), read in the
light of Lev. 23:10-14. It was the Pharisaic reckoning thaafmecnormative in Judaism after
A.D. 70; thus in A.D. 1953 the first day of unleavened bredsl ¢l Tuesday, March 31 (Nisan
15, 5713), and the first day of the feast of weeks fall8Vednesday, May 20 (Siwan 6, 5713),
on the fiftieth day by inclusive reckoning from the second dayirdéavened bread.Cf.
Mishnah Menachothx. 3; ToseftaMenachothx. 23.528; TBMenachoth65a; see also L.
Finkelstein,The PhariseegPhiladelphia, 1946), pp. 115 ff.

We thus learn that F. F. Bruce’s apparent conclusidhat the Pharisees, from their inception until
the destruction of the Temple in 70 CE, were constraioesbunt to Pentecost in the manner prescribed
by the Sadducees. Bruce cites no historical referenggsoding his claim. In fact, the historical
references he offers are from the Talmud, a source whatker-of-factly expresses agreement with the
Pharisees’ method.
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What makes Bruce’s commentary so interesting isabethat we own another of his works entitled
The International Bible Commentargf which he was the General Editor. Notice therimiation found
in this commentary edited by F. F. Bruce:

According to the more usual method of reckoning First Friways fell on Nisan 16; this was
the day of our Lord’s resurrection and the significancéhefdate was evident to Paul as he
wrote about His being raised from the dead as ‘the fiudisfof those who have fallen asleep.’
(I C. 15:20-23)*

While we’re not about to label F. F. Bruce as “confuséds’ nevertheless interesting that on the one
hand he mentions that, until the destruction of theplenthe Wave Sheaf Offering always took place on
the morrow after the weekly Sabbath. On the othedhhe states that the “method of reckoning First
Fruits always fell on Nisan 16,” which, as we hope Weegognize, can fall oany dayof the week! One
has to wonder which method heally believes was employed!

We are definitely left with the impression, based tbe resources mentioned by Bruce, that
Edersheim conducted a much more in-depth investigationhigassue. We are left to wonder why F. F.
Bruce ignores the testimony of Josephus in offeringdnglasion(s).

Josephus’ testimony that the Pharisees’ power wasedsto them during the reign of Queen Salome
brings to mind yet another Jewish document that we haentlg been exposed to. A very scholarly and
well-respected man who supports the validity of the Sadduoesthod of counting to Pentecost produced
an English translation of a very ancient Jewish doctireatitled Megillath Ta’anith (“Roll of Fasts”).
This document was written to advise Jews when to fastvemeh not to fast. One significant
characteristic of théegillath Ta’anith involves its listing of certain days marking the victer@f the
Pharisees over the Sadducees in their disputations. r@futer interest to our present study is a portion
mentioning the “reestablishment” of the Feast of Weeksaparent reference to the Pharisees’ victory
regarding the manner in which the count to Pentecostlk®oned. For those interested in obtaining a copy
of the Megillath Ta’anith it can be found in Volume 2 of Edersheim’s bddie Life and Times of Jesus
the Messiah Of particular interest is the very first portiohtbbat document:

These are the days on which it is not lawful to fast, dumihg some of them mourning must
also be intermitted.

I. NISAN. 1. From theSiday of the month Nisan, and to tHR & it, it was settled about the
daily sacrifice (that it should be paid out of the Té¥ipeasury), mourning is prohibited. 2.
And from the & to the end of the Feast (the™@%he Feast of Weeks was re-established,
mourning is interdicted®

Upon introducing us to the above text, our friend explathatl this “proves” the Jews didn’t begin
reckoning the count to Pentecost from Abib 16 until the destn of the Temple. Since this is the same
friend who labeled Josephus a “liar,” | realized iblpably wouldn’t do me any good to explain that,
according to Josephus, Pharasaic power to “re-estabhshFé¢ast of Weeks was established during the
reign of Queen Salome, lomgforethe destruction of the Temple!

What is even more intriguing is the fact that ougrid offered us photocopies from various resources
to “prove” that theMegillath Ta’anithrefers to the time period followintpe destruction of the Temple.

3 FromThe International Bible Commentady. F. Bruce, General Editor, Marshall Pickering/Zonder@rand Rapids, MI,
1986, p. 208.
% FromThe Life and Times of Jesus the Messi&ii. 2, by Alfred Edersheim, Wm. B. Eerdmans Co., 19§5898.
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Well, none of the photocopied references he offered es bwted that theMegillath Ta’anith was
referring to the post-70 CE time frame. As a matteéact, oneof the photocopies he provideapresses
support for the time frame that weelieve was referenced by the author of Megillath Ta’anitiVe
have included a scanned copy of that page with this studyoto review (see the following page). The
photocopy is taken fromihe Encyclopedia of Judaismand here is what it has to say, both about when the
Megillath Ta’anithwas writtenand the time frame that its author was referencing:

MEGILLAT TA'ANIT  (Fast Scroll). Ancient Aramaic text that with extre brevity lists
the days on which fasting is not permitted, since on tdags joyful historical events took
place. It follows the CALENDAR beginning with Nisan amteng with Adar. The Talmud
ascribes the work to Hananiah ben Hezekiah ben Gortem Jived in the first part of the first
century Some scholars date its composition to the early stddghs war against Rome; others
view it as having been composed at the time of the outlwiettle Bar Kokhba Revolt (132
CE). In either event, its purpose seems to have beespme Jewish soldiers in their struggle
by holding up to them the example of Jewish victories over tte8ds _in the period of the
HASMONEANS. Of the historic events recorded, 33 fall in the Maeea period and only
one in the Roman period — namely, the cancellation of theeeldnyr Gaius Caligula ordering
the Jews to worship the emperdfFhere is a commentary on the work written in tanoaitid
amoraic times. This interprets most of the daysrosmbin the scroll as marking the victories
of the PHARISEES over the SADDUCEES in their halakhic desutin the course of time,
the significance of the dates recorded was no longer r¢leaad the days listed became
indistinguishable from normal days. The Scroll is anartgnt source for the history of the
Second Temple period, since it predates the redaction MIBINAH.*

According to the above commentary, the historic evementioned in theMegillath Ta’anith
reference the period of the Maccabeans, a time periogtraty before the first century — before the birth
of Yeshua the Messiah. In fact, ontyie historical event falls outside of that timeline, i.&aius
Caligula’s cancellation of the decree ordering Jewsdoship the emperdY. Furthermore, notice that
authorship of theMegillath Ta’anith is attributed to a man who lived prior to the destrucodrthe
Temple. Quite frankly, I'm not really certain why ofniend included the above photocopied document
with his presentation. It contradicts his conclusidnlevsupporting the testimony of Josephus — that the
Pharisees “re-established” the Feast of Weeks (Bastljeduring the time of the Hasmoneans, which was
well beforethe birth of the Messiah.

The Megillath Ta'anith then cannot properly be cited as evidence supporting a poStE70
Pharisaical triumph over the Sadducees. If anythingffets compelling evidence that the Pharisees re-
established their method of counting to Pentecost duringegency of Alexandra Salome around the year
70 BCE If the Megillath Ta’anithis correct, this method continued all the way forwardhe days of
Yeshua the Messiah, the Apostle Paul and Josephus.

% FromThe Encyclopedia of Judaisedited by Geoffrey Wigoder, Macmillan Publishing Compassw York, 1989, p.
473.

37 According to thé&ncyclopedia InternationalGaius Caligula was assassinated in 41 CE, a fact wifiats compelling
evidence that the author of tMegillath Ta’anithwrote his work prior to the destruction of the Tempkeno historical
records postdating that historical event, such as theudtstr of the Temple, are mentioned.
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MEGILLAT TA'ANIT (Fast Scroll). Ancient Aramaic
text that with extreme brevity lists the days on which fasting
15 not permitted, since on these days joyful hisrorical events
took place. It follows the catenpar beginning with Nisan
and ending with Adar. The Talmud ascribes the work to
Hananiah ben Hezekiah ben Goren, whao lived in the first
part of the first century. Some scholars darte its composition
to the early stages of the war against Rome; others view it
as having been composed at the time of the ourbreak of cthe
Bar Kokhba Revolr (132 CE). In either event, its purpose
seems to have been to inspire Jewish soldiers in their scruggle
by holding up to them the example of Jewish victories over
the Seleucids in the period of the HasmMoNEANs. Of the historic
events recorded, 33 fall in the Maccabean period and only
one in the Roman period — namely, the cancellation of the
decree by Gaius Caligula ordering the Jews to worship the
emperor. There is a commentary on the work written in
rannaitic and amoraic times. This interprets most of the days
recorded in the scroll as marking the victories of the pHaRIseEs
over the sapbucees in their halakhic dispures. In the course
of time, the significance of the dates recorded was no longer
relevane, and the days listed became indistinguishable from
normal days. The Scroll is an important source for the history

of the Second Temple period, since it precedes the redacrion
of the MISHNAH.
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10. WAat the Mcssinh Had to Say Alout the Sadducces

and PhArrisces

Hasmonean descendants continued to remain as figureheddsRoman government, however,

and the Pharisees continued their authority over Tentplkgls. This brings us to the time period
of the Messiah. The question becomes, “Whose authtidtthe Messiah recognize — the Sadducees’ or
the Pharisees’?”

The Hasmonean dynasty’'s rule came to an end when Pooguepered Palestine in 63 BCE.

This question has been the driving force behind many hotesebdior me personally, it has been
difficult finding truly objective individuals with whom to sttuss the above question. Those who believe
He recognized the authority of the Sadducees point otithbahigh priests were Sadducees, and since
they were the high priests, this can only mean that thesidlesrecognizedheir authority over the
authority of the Pharisees. Those who believe thesiMé only recognized the authority of the Pharisees
are quick to point out what He said in Matthew 23:1-2:

"Then spake Yeshua to the multitude, and to His disciples,
2Sayilrlg, The scribes and the Pharisees sit in Moses’ seat.

Since the Messiah recognized that the “scribes and Bhatisat in Moses’ seat (of authority), this could
only mean that Hexcludedhe Sadducees, according to those who believe the abose establishes the
Messiah'’s validation of the Pharisees’ authority.

In addressing this issue, both parties (the pro-SadduceeseapibtPharisees) admit that Yeshua had
scathing words of rebuke for both sects. This fact ispudable. He made His feelings for both parties
very well known in such verses as Matthew 16:6, whexes&l/s, “Take heed and beware of the leaven of
the Pharisees and of the Sadducees.” At times thercehtontroversy seems to be more over which
party received the most rebuke and scorn from Yeshua dnstedelving into which sect was actually
recognized as being in authority! The idea seems to &e ¥hichever party received the “least rebuke”
must be the one that counted to Pentecost correctly.

Since both parties received a healthy dose of chiding Yeshua, we have to be careful to make
certain we don’'t base our conclusion on which party vecethe “least rebuke.” Frank Brown, in his
article “The Count to Pentecost,” underscored the itapoe of recognizing this fact:

Yahshua told the religious leaders of His day that thefepesl keeping their own traditions to
keeping the Commandments of Yahweh. Mark 7:9, ‘And He saathem, full well ye reject
the commandment of Yahweh, that ye may keep your own traditidgte’ also told the
Sadducees that they ‘do err, not knowing the Scriptures’.(R#29). He called the Scribes
and Pharisees ‘hypocrites,” and said they ‘say and do hofact, one of the purposes of His
coming was to restore what the religious hierarchy hadupted. So we see that to put too
much weight on Jewish tradition, whatever it may belddead to grievous error. Unless it
squares with the Torah (the books of the Law), then it shuatldhe used to establish doctrine
and religious practice toddy.

3 FromSearch the Scripturasewsletter, Clarksville, AR, Issue #39, June 1999, p. 6.
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While it is clear that we should not base our final judgtron which group received the least or the
highest praise from Yeshua, we must nevertheless addrestatement issued in Matthew 23:1-2. He
stated that the “Scribes and Pharisees sit in Moses$.” SEo “sit in Moses’ seat” means “to occupy
Moses’ position of authority.” Thus, if we are t&éaYeshua’'s own word for it, it was the “Scribes and
Pharisees” who sat in Moses’ position of authority miyithat period of history. Since the Sadducees are
not mentioned here, it is implied that they dat have the authority to make judgment calls pertaining to
Temple rituals and the like. Therefore, we can disteahit was théPhariseesnot the Sadducees, who
were in control. Furthermore, Yeshua agrees withplase observation that “they addict themselves to
the notions of the Pharisees, because the multitudelwotilotherwise bear them.”

However, those who maintain that it was the Sadduedwswere in charge cry, “Wait a minute!
Yeshua didn’t limit the authority to only the Pharisdagt Healso mentioned thecribed” They then go
to great lengths to prove that the scribes consistedtbfPharisees and Sadducees.

Please pardon me for once more referencing the me&angad with our anonymous friend, but |
believe this is a perfect opportunity for us to presenchimmentary on thecribesin order to make a
point. He went to great lengths and spent considerabée demonstrating that the scribes consisted not
only of Phariseesbut also ofSadduceesHe was careful to not go out on a limb and insistah scribes
were Sadducees, yet when he finished making his pointgoheluded, “Therefore, when Yeshua
attributed authority to those who sit in Moses’ sel wasalsoreferring to theSadduceé$

At that point, June astutely asked our friend, “Then wfdy Yeshua evementionthe Pharisees,
since the ‘scribes’ consisted of both parties?” Shddoduunderstand why Yeshua saw the need to
mention one of the two sects while leaving out the otbetr s- if both sectavere understood as being in
charge by virtue of their mutual relationship with the itzes.”

Her point is a valid one, and one that our friend cooldamswer. If Yeshua'’s intent was to present
an understanding dfoth Pharisees and Sadducees “sitting in Moses’ saat]'if we are to understand
the term “scribes” as being a reference to both SadduocéeBlarisees, then why didn’'t He simply say,
“The scribessit in Moses’ seat™ Or why didn’'t He say, “The Réees, Sadducees and scribes sit in
Moses'’ seat”?

Instead, by mentioning the Pharisees while leaving outSHeducees, Yeshua affirmed that the
Pharisees haalt leasta greater amount of power and authority. This same stiagheling is recognized by
such scholarly references as Hastirigistionary of the Biblewhere we read the following:

In the Gospels the Pharisees and the scribes are constesntlioned in the same connexion,
and in such a way as to imply that they practicadlyrfed the same pariy.

We are not about to claim that there were no Saddusedmes. We believe there were indeed
Sadducean scribes, but to concentrate on this facttamewlusly directs our attention away from the clear
fact that Yeshua Himself attributed greagerthority to the Pharisees simply because He madsfispe
reference to them ambt to the Sadducees in Matthew 23:1-2.

The Pharisees, despite their problems, were terrhedsttictest sect of the Jews” by the Apostle Paul
(Acts 26:5). Paul boldly admitted that he was a Péariwhile in virtually the same stroke of the pen he
declared that he had blamelessly obeyed Yahweh’s lawp(ftans 3:5-6).

% FromDictionary of the BibleVol. I, edited by James Hastings, M.A., D.D., earScribner’s Sons, New York, 1911, p.
825.
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Those who promote a Sunday-only Pentecost maintainPdwal “blamelessly kept the law” as a
Pharisee only because the Pharisees submitted to the 8adduethod of counting to Pentecost. As we
have already read from thgorks of Josephusiowever, Josephus claims it was the other way dcoum
spite of the Pharisees’ hypocritical problems, Yeshtrébated greater authority to them than He did to
the Sadducees, and the Apostle Paul offered no apologieaving been born and raised a Pharisee.



M. Misintorpreting Josephus

Josephus himself did indeed count to Pentecost in accerdaitic the Pharisaical reckoning;

however, they maintain that Josephus was only able td tdosrway because he wrote his books
after the destruction of Jerusalem and the temple in 70 CHBosel who promote a “Sunday-only
Pentecost” teach that the Pharisees were notdrprattice their method of counting to Pentecost uril th
destruction of the temple, at which time the Sadduceaty paased to exist. Therefore, by the time
Josephus wrote his works, most Jews were counting t@d¢estin such a way that it could fall on any
day of the week. Beforthe destruction of the temple, they claim, the Sadduceetrolled how the Jews
reckoned the count. Notice the commentary found itrtee:

A ccording to a tract published by a group promoting a “Sundayfahtecost,” it is agreed that

As long as the temple stood, the public worship was regulayethe Sadducees, who
counted from the day after the weekly Sabbath during Passoieast of Unleavened Bread
Yahshua and the Apostles participated in the normativeguioliship. It was only later, after
70 C.E., that the Pharisees were able to change théairtiee observance of Pentecost.

This, of course, was after the time of the ApostelPwho was executed about 67 C.E.,
three years before the temple fell. Paul evidently obdePentecost in the normative public
worship as did most, if not all, of the Jews of his dagf is, counting from the morrow after
the weekly Sabbath. That there was at that time a wifitgbservance among both the
believing and unbelieving Jews is evident from reading theustan Acts chapter 2.

Josephus, a Pharisee, gave an account of the custdhesRiharisees regarding the timing
of the Feast of Pentecogtrtiquities of the Jew®ook 3, chapter 10, verses five and).siin
this same history Josephus also wrote of a time whenJews observed Pentecost by a
different reckoning Book 13, chapter 8, versg.4The time of which he wrote was between
134 and 104 B.C.E.

Josephus quotes another historian, Nicolaus of Damd#mitochus ... stayed there two
days. It was at the desire of Hyrcanus the Jew, bedawses such a festival derived to them
from their forefathers, wheron the law of the Jews did Hotvathem to travel ... for that
festival which we call Pentecost, did THEN fall ot be the NEXT DAY TO THE
SABBATH” (emphasis addgd’

The author of the above commentary builds his argumerihe premise that, prior to the destruction
of the temple, Judaism began the count to Pentecosteomdrrow after the weekly Sabbath because, as
he maintains, it was the Sadducees who controlled whdme¢gin and end the count at that time.
However, as we have already established, Josephusamathtthat, beginning with the reign of
Alexandra Salome (76 — 67 BCE), it was Bieariseesvho were given authority, not the Sadducees.

It is interesting that the references cited in suppbtthe@ Sadducees being in charge do not offer the
historical evidence necessary to validate their claiffhe references affirming the authority of the
Pharisees, however, base their claim on the tesyinod someone who lived within a generation of the
time frame in question. If anyone can produce the testinndrgomeone else living during that time
period who bore witness to tHgadduceedeing in charge, we would like to review it. Until that
testimony can be furnished, we are inclined to believepluoss.

In the commentary quoted from (above), the author mbkesadditional mistakes that we believe
should be addressed:

0" From the tract “How to Count to Pentecost: An ImpurBiblical Holy Day.”
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1) He claims that Josephus “wrote of a time when thesJebserved Pentecost by a different
reckoning.” Notice, however, that Josephus did not §p¢lat there was ever a time when anyone
counted to Pentecost by a “different reckoning,” nor didephus everuse the words “different
reckoning.” Instead, it appears that perhaps the author of the cotamequoted abovenisunderstood
what Josephus meantYou see, Josephus wrote, “ ... for that festival Whie call Pentecost, did then
fall out to be the next day to the Sabbath.”

Could it be that what Josephus mebwthis wording was, “Pentecost that year happened tofall
the next day to the Sabbath™? Yes. Since the Plarazkoning of the count to Pentecost can cause it to
fall on any day of the week, including Sunday, it is indpedsible that Pentecost that particular year
happened to fall on a Sunday. Thus, as Josephus wordRhiecost did indeed “then fall out to be the
next day to the Sabbath.” The following year, it magll have “fallen out” to be on a Monday.

2) Next, the author of the above quoted commentary eshalithe time frame mentioned by
Josephus in the account from which he quotdtiquities XIII, viii., 4). As the author of the tract
informs us, that time frame falls between 134 and 104 B8&wever, we have already established that
the Pharisees weren't given authority over temple Istuatil the reign of Queen Salome (76 — 67 BCE),
who reigned some 25 yeaadter the time frame that Josephus was writing about! Thuen if the
Sadduceedid control when to begin and end the count to Pentecostgithe time frame mentioned by
Josephus intiquitiesXIll, viii, 4, that control was taken away from them thgr Salome’s reign and it
was never restored to them!



J2.  The Testimony of Philo

he author of the tract from which we just quoted attemptexplain the reason for Josephus’

method of reckoning the count to Pentecost. He ingmsts Yosephus counted as he did only

because the Sadducees — along with their authority imndieiag how to count to Pentecost —
were wiped out with the destruction of the temple. sTisithe author’s claim, as evidenced by statements
such as the following:

As long as the temple stood, the public worship was regllatéhe Sadducees, who counted
from the day after the weekly Sabbath during PassoveFeasst of Unleavened Bread
Yahshua and the Apostles participated in the normativeguioliship. It was only later, after
70 C.E., that the Pharisees were able to change théatirttee observance of Pentecdst.

We quoted the above paragraph earlier, but we're quoting ih dgaause it brings us to the next
point we want to make. Again, the author establishesldis ¢hat the only reason Josephus counted to
Pentecost by using the Pharisaic method is becauseppertal to live during the time period after the
Sadduceedost their authority In other words, if Josephus’ adult life had spannedithe prior to the
destruction of the temple, he would have counted to Pesttecaccordance with the Sadducean method.

What the author left out of his tract is the factttthere is another well-known Jew who lived before
the destruction of the templand this well-known Jewlso wrotethat he counted to Pentecost by means
of the Pharisaic method. Thus, we have a Jew lipmgr to the destruction of the temple and a Jew
living after the destruction of the temple — and both Jews recotdedaunt to Pentecost as having been
done in accordance with the Pharisaic method of recgonin

The Jew to whom we are referring is Philo. Many pedple’t know who Philo was. For those
people, we are providing the following excerpt from Emeyclopedia International

PHILO JUDAEUS (c.25 B.C.-c.50 A.D.), Jewish religious thinker of AlexaadEgypt. A
member of a wealthy and influential family, he devotedslaifn except for brief intervals of
public activity, to religious contemplation, in which he sdutgghrelate Biblical tradition to
Greek philosophy. His main work was an exegesis of thieBn which he used allegory to
move from literal to symbolic meanings; but he opposed those whm@ed to reduce
Biblical precepts to allegory alone. He was the forerunfiemnoimportant movement in
Judaism and Christianity to reconcile philosophy and reliffion.

I know that a lot of people will read the brief biograjplisketch above and they will focus on the
fact that Philo was int&reek philosophy For a lot of people, even the wdedeeksignifies and defines
“heathen worship,” so if Philo had anything to do wreek philosophythen this can only mean that he
was a heathen, and this, they conclude, eliminates hivaiag a plausible reference.

We’re not about to suggest that we all begin studying KGpkdlosophy, and we’re not about to
profess agreement with everything that Philo wrote, nor dcevenunderstandsome of the things he
wrote — nevertheless, there was at least one thingalsevery clear about, and that was about how his
people, the Jews of his day, counted to Pentecost. isteteat Philo wrote:

*1 From the tract “How to Count to Pentecost: An ImpurBiblical Holy Day.”
2 FromEncyclopedia Internationalol. 14, Grolier, Incorporated, New York, NY, 1972, p.286.
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There is also a festival on the day of the paschal feast, which succeeds the first day,
and this is named the sheaf, from what takes place on it; for the sheaf is brought to the
altar as a first fruit both of the country which the nation has received for its own, and
also of the whole land; ....*3

What Philo was describing in the above discourse is thee\8aeaf Offering. The Pentecost issue
has to do with whether the Wave Sheaf Offering wasredf on the “morrow after the weekly Sabbath” or
on the “morrow after the first high day Sabbath.” tifwas offered on the morrow after the weekly
Sabbath, then Pentecost would have always fallen amdag. However, as Philo describes the way his
people began the count, it began on the day “which sucdeedisst day” of the feast. Since the first day
of the feast is Abib 15, this means that Philo explainatl tis people began the count on Abib 16, the
same day on which the Pharisees began the count. Mleedsg that was indicated by Josephus.

Philo goes on to explain that from the day of the “Ebéfaring” the count to Pentecost is reckoned:

The solemn assembly on the occasion of the festival cfttbaf having such great privileges,
is the prelude to another festival of still greater ingace; for from this day the fiftieth day is
reckoned, making up the sacred number of seven sevens, wibditen of a unity as a seal
to the whole; and this festival, being that of the firsfts of the corn, has derived its name
from the number fifty, genekosto3.*

| personally think Philo had a bizarre way of expressing Himiset nevertheless he made it very
clear that Jewish practice during his lifetime was torége count to Pentecost on the second day of the
Feast of Unleavened Bread, which always falls on tkteesith of Abib. That is simply the way it was
done. Philo made no attempt to defend the method he prdsmyainst the Sadducean method, or against
any other method. He simply wrote what he did in sushyas to convey “how it was done.”

Please allow me to digress a little. | once atteradddbate between two individuals, with the topic
being that of when to begin the Scriptural month. @he man claims the Scriptural month begins with
the “astronomical new moon,” i.e., the conjunctiorhe other man claims it begins with the first visible
sighting of the crescent moon after sunset. In ttajunction vs. crescent” debate, | felt the “crescent
man” had the most compelling arguments, and one of thelodaet a commentary on Philo, who wrote
that the new month begins with the appearance ofétvenmoon. | believe the “crescent man’s” citing the
example of Philo provides an equally compelling argumenbé&ginning the count to Pentecost on the
sixteenth of Abib. | hope you don’'t mind my borrowing andaparasing his illustration:

As we know, Philo was contemporary with Yeshua, whiclamsethey were alive on this earth as
flesh and blood men at the same time. Whether thelyreet is something we have no way of knowing,
but we do know that Philo was bobefore Yeshua, and he died nearly twenty yeafter Yeshua's
ascension. As we are about to see, it can be deratatstthat Philo’s practice and belief reflected
normative Jewish practice and belief of his day. Thiamsdhat the Jews with whom Yeshua came into
contact during His earthly ministry practiced the sameaetselexpressed by Philo, and as we know,
Yeshua is not recorded as having ever criticized the flawsoking for the new moon crescent to begin
the new month, nor is He recorded as having ever catldizeir method of counting to Pentecost. This is
significant, especially when we take into consideratim fact that both Philo and Josephus agm@ed
how their people counted to Pentecost. | have to delpg agreement of Philo and Josephus as being

3 FromThe Works of Philo‘The Special Laws, I1,” translated by C. D. YongenHeckson Publishers, Peabody, MA,

1993, p. 583.
** Ibid, pp. 584-585.
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indicative of a smooth transition between the two getirens represented by those two men. Philo died
while Josephus was but a youth, yet this youth grew upctrae¢he same, exact method of counting to
Pentecost as did his Jewish counterpart living over thwadred miles away.

Some may present the argument that Philo was a confagedvho dabbled a little too much into
Greek philosophy and had a bizarre way of expressing himksetin see why someone might think that
way. | have personally found that Philo’s writinge ar“bumpy read.” However, there is much about the
life of Philo that many people don’t know. Philo was entinan just a Jew living in Alexandria, Egypt.
He wasthe most prominent Jewviving in Alexandria, Egypt. His fellow Jews chose hinepall other
Jews to represent their people in protesting an officiafitigated massacre of Jews in Alexandria. This
was a very serious issue — a matter of life and deatthé Jews of Alexandria. In order to plead their
case before the Roman emperor, they had to seleotdhenvho could besepresent them. The question
arises, “Would the Jews of Alexandria have chosen Hiald he not properly represented normative
Jewish practice and belief?”

Indeed, they would only have chosen a man whose bedfiésted their own beliefs, whether that be
Sabbath observance, new moon observance, and yes, evecoBembservance. This is indeed a
significant fact, as echoed iyne Cambridge History of Judaism

It is significant that his co-religionists chose himaasbassador to Caligula in 39-40. In such
circumstances only a man who was important in the ditylédvbe appointetf.

For those who question the credibility and reliabidityPhilo, we are providing the following excerpt
from The Anchor Bible Dictionary

Philo was a prominent member of the Jewish community lekakdrid®, the largest
Jewish settlement outside Palestine. The only certéénkitewn from his life comes from his
account of the great pogrdhin Alexandria which started in A.D. 38 under the prefdatcus,
during the reign of the Roman emperor Gaius Caligula. Risle then chosen to head a
delegei'éion Gaium 370) sent in A.D. 39/40 by the Jewish community to Gaiusg@aliin
Rome:

Philo clearly had the respect of his fellow Jews inxAferia, but did his practice and belief reflect
that of all of normative Judaism? Again, let us turiithe Anchor Bible Dictionarfor the answer:

Was Philo then fundamentally Greek or Jewish? éyalty to the Jewish institutions, the
laws of Moses, the role of Israel as the priesthood ofwibed, and his harshness against
renegades (even to the point of advocating lynching) shows thashindamentally a Jeff.

Philo represented the beliefs of normative Judaism, &ild Began the count to Pentecost on Abib
16, i.e., the morrow after thieigh day Sabbath It is more than mere coincidence that both he and

%5 FromThe Cambridge History of Judaisiol. 3, by William Horbury, W.D. Davies and John Stur@ambridge
University Press, 1999, p. 879.

6 According to this same reference, article “Alexamdn. 152, we learn, “By thekcentury C.E. the Jewish population in
Alexandria numbered in the hundreds of thousands.” Thearityeof these Jews were descendants of prisoners rofwva
were forcibly settled there by Alexander when the ciég founded.

47 “pogrom” is defined as “An organized and often offlgimstigated local massacre, especially one dickatgainst the
Jews. [<Russian, destruction]” — Frdrhe Reader’s Digest Great Encyclopedic Dictionary

8 FromThe Anchor Bible Dictionaryvol. 5, David Noel Freedman, Editor-in-Chief, artitithilo of Alexandria,” by Peder
Borgen, Doubleday, 1992, p. 333.

9" Ibid, p. 341.
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Josephus agreed on how to count to the Feast of Week&désheim concludes in his commentary on
Leviticus 23:11,

The testimony of Josephus, of Philo, and of Jewishtioadileaves no room to doubt that in
this instance we are to understand by the “Sabbatht3Aef Nisan, on whatever day of the
week it might fal°

Certainly, then, both Josephus and Philo understood‘i@row after the Sabbath” in Leviticus
23:11 is a reference to the morrow after the fmgth day Sabbatlof the Feast of Unleavened Bread.
How and why did they come away with this interpretatiddi@d they use a different Bible than we do? If
so, would such a Bible offer us any clues or insight ime Budaism of that day believed?

0 FromThe Temple: Its Ministry and Servicéy Alfred Edersheim, D.D., Ph. D., Wm. B. EerdmanblBhing Company,
Grand Rapids, MI, 1988, p. 257 (originally published in 1874).



13. Vhe Rille Used by PhAilo and Josephus

hilo was a Greek-speaking Jew, and he referred to a Giael{ation of Scripture throughout his
Pwritings. The translation he used is known H#e Septuagintwhich is the famous Greek

translation of the original Hebrew text. Accordinglégend, this translation was completed by 72
of the most scholarly Jews of the day, and it wasptetrad in 72 days. It is commonly referred to as “the
LXX” because of the Roman numeral designation for tinaber seventy, an approximation of 72. As
legends go, the legend of the Septuagint’s origin may lbre fable than fact, but since we only have a
few sources to rely on for answers, it is difficuttrteng out fact from fiction. We do know that the
Septuagintwas translated in Philo’s hometown of Alexandria in alibetyear 250 BCE. What is so
significant about the Bible that Philo used?

The primary significance of the Septuagint is the faat it was the version used by Greek-speaking
Jews. Notice whdtinger’'s Bible Dictionarypoints out regarding its significance:

From the place of its origin in Egypt, the LXX spread topalrts of the Hellenistic-Jewish
world. Centers such as Antioch, Alexandria, and Caasaleveloped different textual
traditions. Since the LXX became the OT of the Chmstiawho employed it in their
arguments with the Jews, a need arose for a new rendérihg OT in Gk. that would be true
to the Heb. This was accomplished in Aquila’s rival Jewistsion made around A.D. 130.
The work is a slavishly literal Gk. translation of #erly second-century Heb. text.

Not only doesJnger’s Bible Dictionaryreveal how widely used the Septuagint was, but it alsatpoi
out that it was used by Messianic believers in their rasgus with the Jews. Both of these facts are
important for our study. First of all, as we are aldoutlemonstrate, the writers of the New Testament
freely quoted from the Septuagint much more often than deyfrom what we consider the standard
Hebrew text. Secondly, since the Messianic beliewsne so successful in proving Yeshua to be the
promised Messiah, their rival Jews found it necessargutooutanother Greek translation that would
make things more difficult for those who believed and gsséd faith in Yeshua to win their arguments.

A primary example of this involves the translation @fidh 7:14. In the Septuagint version we read,
“Behold, a virgin partheno$ shall conceive in the womb, and shall bring forttoa,sand thou shalt call
his name Emmanuel.” The Greek word “parthenos” is thedwaeaning “virgin,” and this is the word
that is found in the Septuagint. However, when Messibelievers began using Isaiah 7:14 to prove that
Yeshua is the son of the Almightyorn of a virgin, the Jews decided that it was time for a new version,
and that is where Aquila comes in. Aquila did natsider Yeshua to be the Messiah, nor did he believe
that He was born of a virgin. Therefore, in his \@nswhen he came to the word “parthenos,” he simply
rendered iheanis which simply means “young woman.” The Greek word “pamtds” clearly refers to a
virgin, whereasieanisdoesn’t necessarily convey the concept of virginity.

We find it fascinating that the translators of the Gr8ektuagint chose to translate the Hebrew word
almahof Isaiah 7:14into the Greelparthenos This is the same wor&trong's#3933, that Matthew and
other New Testament writers used in reference to tlggnvirirth. Parthenosmeans chaste virgin, not
merely a young womail. Corinthians 11:2 shows that believers are espoused to the Savior aswWéar
to Joseph, and we are to be presented as chaste vpagitieehon unto Him.

*1 FromThe New Unger’s Bible Dictionarpy Merrill F. Unger, article “Versions of the Scripges,” Moody Press, Chicago,
IL, 1988, p. 1,343.
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What is equally fascinating is the recent discoveryewiflence that the early versions of the
Septuagint retained Yahweh’'s name [the Tetragrammatbodlay’'s extant versions, which only date as
far back as the"@or 3% century CE, represent the substitution of the Tetragizion with the Greek term
kyrios However, archaeological evidence has proven tletetrliest versions didot substitute the
Tetragrammaton. Notice the commentary offered by Rahle in his book'he Cairo Geniza

We now know that the Greek Bible text as far as it wastemriby Jews for Jews did not
translate the Divine name tkyrios, but the Tetragrammaton written with Hebrew or Greek
letters was retained in such MSS. It was the Chnistigho replaced the Tetragrammaton by
kyrios, when the divine name written in Hebrew letters wasunderstood any moré.

We have demonstrated that the Septuagint played aisagtifole, both among the Greek-speaking
Jews leading up to the birth of Yeshua, as well avdcetarly Messianic believers, and we have shown
that the early versions retained Yahweh's name. CletlidySeptuagint is a very important translation of
Scripture. It was the only Bible known by Greek-speakiglgeisers. Notice the importance attributed to
the Septuagint byhe Anchor Bible Dictionary

That the LXX is an important document in biblical stsdi@s long been recognized, but
the reasons why have not always been uniformly or clearlyesged. Mainline biblical
scholars have therefore tended to use it primarily as asmeecorrect the MT where the latter
is perceived to be corrupt. The foregoing discussions shaké ciear that the Greek version,
although translated from Hebrew, was not necessarily #imosfrom a text accessible to us.
The most important reason for studying the LXX themisead and understand the thought of
Jews in the pre-Christian centuries. In the process we ab&n insights into the textual
history of the Hebrew Bible. On the purely formal levely &lebrew text retroverted from the
Greek Bible will in fact predate by several hundred yehes complete ms on which our
Hebrew Bible is based. Septuagint studies are thus feamgofor textual, canonical, and
exegetical purposes.

A second reason western scholars, especially spesiali€hristianity, should consider the
LXX, is that it was the Bible of the early Christiam@ch. _It was not secondary to any other
scripture; it was ScriptureWhen a NT writer allegedly urged his audience to consiggrall
scripture given by divine ‘inspiration’ is also profitable ftwctrine, it was to the LXX not the
Hebrew that attention was being called. The LXX gsavides the context in which many of
the lexical and theological concepts in the NT can best baieggdl Excellent syntheses of the
relationships between LXX and NT have been made. Sumsnand evaluations of these
discussions and issues appear in Smith (1972 and 1988).

Before and after the adoption of the LXX by Christiansestmof whom were former
Jews—it was an important document in Hellenistic esclEarly Jewish writers in Greek, such
as Philo (ca. 30 C.E.), Paul (ca. 50 C.E.), and Jos€phu$0 C.E.) allegorized, expanded and
guoted it extensively. The sermons and commentariesesi@and Latin Church Fathers show
evidence that they were using a Greek not a Hebrew Bibleusestudy of the early Christian
writers cannot proceed without a secure Greek text.

A third reason the LXX is important is that it expkithe way the Hebrew Bible was
understood and interpreted in antiquity. To the degreestley translation is a commentary,
the LXX, as the first translation of the Hebrew Bible,\pdes insight into the art of translation
of a saécged text and the subtle (and at times blatapt)rwarhich it was re-interpreted in the
process:

2 FromThe Cairo Genizaby Paul E. Kahle, D., D.Litt., D.D., D.H.L., F.B.2" ed., Basil Blackwell, Oxford, 1959, p. 222.
>3 FromThe Anchor Bible Dictionaryvol. 5, David Noel Freedman, Editor-in-Chief, artitBeptuagint,” by Melvin K. H.
Peters, Doubleday, 1992, p. 1,102.
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There is no question that Philo used the Septuagint Bibiées studies, but as pointed out above by
The Anchor Bible Dictionaryit was also used by Josephus. Louis H. Feldman aheiGlata, in their
book Josephus, the Bible and Historwrote the following regarding Josephus’ associatioth whe
Septuagint translation:

Josephus, who was so intent upon his work of translétediebrew Bible in hi&ntiquities
dwells upon the Greek translation of the Torah as on na etrent in the long drawn out
period that his work encompasses. Nor should it be overlobkédtthel etter of Aristeashe

had at his disposal a document truly worth of receivangrfable treatment. But even more
than that, | believe that the perspective of threewcE® enabled him to assess the decisive
importance for Judaism of Ptolemy's initiative in takinglemhis patronage, if not his actual
responsibility, the translation of the Jewish "law" inte trernacular of the day. Under these
circumstances we can better appreciate the satmfiadtisephus derives from it: "Such were
the honors and the glory that the Jews received from Ptddmigdelphus” A XlI, 118). This

is not mere rhetoric. Josephus was well aware ofubeess this translation had obtained in the
very heart of the most traditional Judaism. He coulcehaalized that this same success had
prompted the translation of other holy books and the compositiGneek of still other works,
such as th&ook of Wisdonattributed to Solomon) and, in any event, the history ofléwes

by Jason of Cyrene._In sum he utilized the Greek Blidlewas in existence in his ddy

We are aware that various individuals and groups attengartray Josephus as not having supported
or upholding the Septuagint translation. However, tle that both Josephus and Philo used the
Septuagint version is readily available at the mostchassources. For example, the online encyclopedia
Wikipediaoffers the following comment for those who are ndtpersuaded:

The Septuagint was held in great respect in anciemsstifhilo and Josephus ascribed divine
inspiration to its author.

For a study that is supposed to be dealing with the couRemtecost, we have spent quite a bit of
time treating the importance of the Septuagint to ebeljevers. The question could well be asked,
“What does all of this hullabaloo have to do with the count to Reecost?” The answer: Plenty.

Early on in this study, we addressed Leviticus 23. You reegll that we expressed understanding
for how and why people read the instructions for howdont to Pentecost and conclude that the count
must begin from the morrow after the weekly Sabbathis 7S simply the way our Bibles render this
important chapter, so how can we rebuke anyone for daoiag the Bible says to do? However, as we are
about to see, thBeptuaginbffers a vastly different reading with regard to Yalwe instructions on how
to count to Pentecost. Let's examine how the Septuegders Leviticus 23:9-16:

YAnd Yahweh spoke to Moses, saying, 1OSpeak to the children of Israel, and thou
shalt say to them, When ye shall enter into the land which I give you, and reap the
harvest of it, then shall ye bring a sheaf, the first-fruits of your harvest, to the priest;
"and he shall lift up the sheaf before Yahweh, to be accepted for you. On the
morrow of the first day the priest shall lift it up. 2And ye shall offer on the day on
which ye bring the sheaf, a lamb without blemish of a year old for a whole-burnt

>4 Josephus, the Bible and History, by Louis H. Feldman atiGHata, Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1989, chapter 4, “Josephes, th
Letter of Aristeas, and the Septuagint,” by Andre Pellep. 99.

5 Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopediarticle “Septuagint,” citation fronThe Septuaginhy Jennifer M. Dines; Michael A.
Knibb, Ed., London: T&T Clark, 2004. This article may bad in its entirety by accessing the following URL:
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Septuagint
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offering to Yahweh. BAnd its meat-offering two tenth portions of fine flour mingled
with oil: it is a sacrifice to Yahweh, a smell of sweet savour to Yahweh, and its drink-
offering the fourth part of a hin of wine. “And ye shall not eat bread, or the new
parched corn, until this same day, until ye offer the sacrifices to your Mighty One: it
Is a perpetual statute throughout your generations in all your dwellings.

B5And ye shall number to yourselves from the day after the sabbath, from the day
on which ye shall offer the sheaf of the heave-offering, seven full weeks: until the
morrow after the last week ye shall number fifty days, and shall bring a new meat-
offering to Yahweh.*

These, then, are the instructions for counting tad®est as recorded in the Bible that Philo and
Josephus used. Not only that, but the instructions aleve found in the Bibles used by nearly all the
early believers. Again, as we read frdime Anchor Bible Dictionarythe Septuagint “was not secondary
to any other scripture; wasScripture.” The instructions for counting to Pentecastfound in the Bible
used by Philo, dictated that the wave sheaf offering &d@enion the morrow of the first day” instead of
“the morrow after the Sabbath.”

One might ask, “What is ‘the morrow of thest day? What day is being referred to here?”
For the answer to that question, all we need to defés back to verses six and seven:

°And on the fifteenth day of this month is the f(_aast of unleavened bread to Yahweh;
seven days shall ye eat unleavened bread. ‘And the first day shall be a holy

convocation to you: ye shall do no servile work.

Thefirst day, then, is plainly a reference to the first day (Ab#) of the Feast of Unleavened Bread.
On the “morrow” of that first day (Abib 16) was the ddytlee wave sheaf offering, and from that day
began the count to Pentecost, at least from the peikspeétsuch early believers as Philo and Josephus,
not to mention the perspective of the Jewish setdd#he Pharisees.

A few years ago we were given a study on the couRetttecost in which the author attempted to
reconcile the wording of the Septuagint with the wordingt tis found in the Hebrew Masoretic text.
According to him, the expression “first day” was simplyeference to the first day of the week, i.e.,
Sunday and “morrow_ofthe first day” was also a reference to Sunday. Herehat the anonymous
author wrote:

In the preceding presentation [that the author is responding atges that some Scriptures
and Assemblies use the terminology and wording, ‘the mopbwhe Sabbath.” This is a
misrepresentation of what the Scriptures do s@je Septuagintfor example, says, ‘on the
morrow of the FIRST DAY There are no groups that | know of that begin their coont
Pentecost using the terminology, ‘the morrow @fe Sabbath.” The morrow after the
Sabbath, translated from the Masoretic text atide morrow of the first dayfrom the

% FromThe Septuagint with Apocrypha: Greek and Englistnslated by Sir Lancelot C.L. Brenton, HendrickBaiblishers,
Peabody, MA, 1995. Note: As we have established teatdHiest versions of the Septuagint contained dteadrammaton,
we feel justified in correcting Brenton’s translationasoto read “Yahweh” instead of “The Lord.” Brentommanslation was
originally published by Samuel Bagster & Sons, Ltd., Londod851.



Facing the Pentecost Controversy 47

Septuagintre both referring to what we know as the first day ofwbekor ‘Sunday.” There
is no confusion, except when the words are misapplii¢EEmphasis his)

The author of the above quote attempts to make a distinbetween “morrovafter” and "morrow
of.” In his estimation, “morrovef the first day” can only meamiorning of the first day.” This presents
an impossible enigma, which he doesn't attempt to resoh@.begin with, we have already identified
“the first day” as being a reference to the first dayhe feast, i.e., Abib 15. Secondly, the anonymous
author’s interpretation was apparently not recognized by sady believers as Philo and Josephus. They
clearly understood “morrow of the first day”’ as beingfanence to the “morroafter the first day,” even
though the word “after” is not found in the Greek tektis true that the English word “morrow,” in its
original sense, could indeed be used to indicate “morningih ake Old English expression “Good
morrow.” However, it is also true that “morrow” cae used to mean “next day,” as shown belowhe
Reader’s Digest Great Encyclopedic Dictionarl&ing for this word:

mor-row (mér'd, mor's) n. Archaic& Poetic 1. The next succeeding dag. A time immediately
following a specified event3. Formerly, morning; goothorrow  [ME morwen. SeeMORNING.]*®

The Hebrew word translated “morrow” in the Masorégigt ismochorath which is word #4283 in
Strong’s Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionags shown below:

4283. nn mochorath, mokh-or-awth;! or

an I mochordatham (1 Sam. 30: 17),

mokh-or-aw-thawm’ fem. from the

same as 4279; theorrowor (adv.) tomorrow.—
morrow, next day.

As Strong’sreveals, the intent behind the Hebrew word translatedromg is not that of “morning,”
but that of “next day.” The New Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius Hebrew-English Lexiscgven more
resolute with the meaning it offers: “The day followimpastday.”® The same can be said regarding the
Greek word translated “morrow” in the Septuagint. ThieeR word isepaurion(emocOpLov). Epaurion
is also found in the New Testament, where it is alsoesiated “morrow,” and it is word #1887 &trong’s
Greek Dictionary of the New Testamead shown below:

1887 EmoiOplov  &paurién, ep-ow-ree-om, from
1909and839; occurringon the succeedindpy, i.e. 2250
being implied) to-morrow:—day following, morrow, next
day (after).

The Hebrew wordnochorathand the Greek wordpaurion as already shown, clearly mean “next
day,” andnot “morning.” Thus, even though the Old English word “mertavas occasionally used to
mean “morning” in its original sense, such usage did not ewavey a proper translation of either
mochorathor epaurion

To carry this thought out even further, we need to pmimtthat in actual fact the wording we find in
our modern translations of the Hebrew Masoretic textluding theKing James Versignis not quite

" From a booklet entitled “The Count to PentecostI. As stated above, the author of the study apparemthe ¢tb

remain anonymous, as no nhame, address, or othemition referencing the origin of the booklet wasueld within its
pages.

8 FromThe Reader’s Digest Great Encyclopedic Dictiondilye Reader’s Digest Association, Inc., Pleasant\ilawv York,
1977.

¥ FromThe New Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius Hebrew-English Lexielenmdrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1979, p.
564.
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correct. The Interlinear Bibleshows us the Hebrew text, as well as the literglliElm translation, and as
we see (below), the actual wording found in Leviticus 23dveals that instead dhe phrase “the
morrowafter the Sabbath,” we find the phrase “the morafthe Sabbatt?:

5130 3117 6213 3548 5130 7676 4283
025°17 071°2 QD°WYI : 1120 11D°1°/ NAWT DINEN
wave you the in you And .priest the shall the the on <«
day prepare shall it wave sabbath of morrow

As we read earlier, the anonymous author of the staay Wwhich we quoted wrote that the wording
“the morrow_ofthe Sabbath” is a misrepresentation of what is foarfcripture. As shown by Green’s
Interlinear Bible however, the anonymous author is greatly mistaken. athgal phrase found in the
Masoretic text of the Hebrew Bible, translated litigras “on the morrowof the sabbath.”

If, as the anonymous author concludes, “morrow of st flay” means “on the first day of the
week,” then “morrow of the Sabbathiust in like manner mearfon the Sabbath,” which would require
beginning the count to Pentecosttbha weekly Sabbath

Just as all scholars past and present have understoowWwraf the Sabbath” to be a reference to the
day succeeding the Sabbath, so it is with the undeistaad conveyed by the Septuagint. “Morrow of
the first day” simply means “the day succeeding, or falgwthe first day (of the feast).” This is the
understanding shared by Philo, Josephus, and the Pharidgicaoal this is why they began the count to
Pentecost on the sixteenth of Abib.

0 This line of Hebrew text was transcribed frdime Interlinear Bible2™ Edition, Jay P. Green, Sr., General Editor and
Translator, Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1988)®.
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to take us through a Pentecost presentation that heisasan various occasions. His personal

conviction is that Pentecost should always fall duaday. Our visit was not a brief one, as we
left to go home after having spent eight hours pouringuidin his material. It was a learning experience,
and we believe we should all regard such meetings ag bpportunities to learn new things and broaden
our horizons.

B ack in 2002, as previously mentioned, June and | visited the béa man who was kind enough

One thing that stands out as | reflect on that meesinge fact that he spent well over an hour doing
a “slam job” on the Septuagint. The obvious intent t@adiscredit its authenticity, and to then sway us
towards putting our complete trust in the Masoretic. tékthat he most likely didn’'t know was that June
and | had already been aware that the Septuagint vessimmt a “perfect translation.” As translations go,
the Septuagint has its share of errors. Yet, we hagady read the conclusion of the matter as expdesse
in The Anchor Bible Dictionary We read the following: “A third reason the LXX mportant is that it
explains the way the Hebrew Bible was understood andpnetexd in antiquity. To the degree that every
translation is a commentary, the LXX, as the firanslation of the Hebrew Bible, provides insight into
the art of translation of a sacred text and the sulattel at times blatant) way in which it was re-
interpreted in the process.” It may not be a “perfeanslation,” but the Septuagint was certainly
sufficient for believers before, during and after theetYeshua walked among us.

As glowing a review a3he Anchor Bible Dictionargave the Septuagint, you really ought to read
the entire article on the Septuagint as found in tHateace. The article is eleven pages in length, and the
author gives a very balanced review of the Greek traosjaéiven mentioning the fact that it contains
some errors. However, he is just as quick to pmimtthat the Masoretic teglso contains errors! Notice
this comment offered by author Melvin K. H. Peters:

In point of fact, as any one who has worked with LXXsmwill attest, and as Lagarde himself
pointed out long ago, all extant LXX mss (including the greatials) are corrupt, in view of
the complicated history of LXX. (Equally corrupt, ftiat matter, is the so-called MT.)

With all its errors, and even with the later subsotutof the Creator’'s name witkyrios we know
that this is the version that was used by the Greek<speavorld of the Messiah’s day. It can be
demonstrated that it was the Septuagint, not the Masaeaticthat New Testament writers quoted from
most frequently. Even our “Sunday Pentecost Only” friedmitted this truth. In fact, he gave us a
photocopy from a work entitledin Introduction to the Old Testament in Gresibstantiating the fact that
New Testament writers quoted from the Septuagint mora often they did from the Masoretic text.
Here’s an excerpt from that photocopy:

It is calculated by one writer on the subject that, eviiile N. T. differs from the Massoretic text in 212
citations, it departs from the LXX. in 185; and by anottiat ‘not more than fifty’ of the citations
‘materially differ from the LXX.” On either estimatthe LXX. is the principal source from which the
writers of the N. T. derived their O. T. quotatidAs.

1 FromThe Anchor Bible Dictionaryvol. 5, David Noel Freedman, Editor-in-Chief, artitBeptuagint,” by Melvin K. H.
Peters, Doubleday, 1992, p. 1,100.

%2 FromAn Introduction to the Old Testament in GrésgkHenry Barclay Swete and Richard Rusdan Ottley, KTR&
York, 1968, p. 392 (orig. published in 1902). The authors derhadihformation from the following two sources: 1)
Turpie,O. T. in the N.p. 267, and 2) Grinfieldapology for the LXXp. 37.
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In other words, if we're keeping score, the New Testanguotes from the Septuagint outscore the
Masoretic text 212 to 185. No matter how hard we trgtisoredit the Septuagint, we cannot escape the
fact that this was without doubt the Bible that wagdpreinantly used by the early believers. Thus, even
though our friend spent over an hour of our eight-houn@essocking the Septuagint, he was at least
willing to concede that it was the version from whibl New Testament writers most frequently quoted.

It turns out that our friend is the same man whoeiresl such a brilliant argument regarding Philo in
his defense of setting the Scriptural month by the obseevaf the crescent moon (as opposed to the
conjunction). Philo, whom he established as having beeasepative of normative Jewish practice and
belief of that particular time period, set the Scriptumonth by observing the crescent new moon, and he
wrote of this practice in his treatise entitled “The Sgdciavs, 11.”°* Well, this same Philo began the
count to Pentecosin the sixteenth of Abib. For some reason, ourdrgmes not see the inconsistency of
acceptingPhilo’s testimony regarding when to begin the new mortthewsimultaneouslyejecting his
testimony with regard to the count to Pentecost. Fopemnsonally, it doesn't make any sense to say,
“One of my reasons for believing the first visible cesgcnew moon should begin each month is the fact
that Philo believed this way, and he represented norendéwish practice and belief ...” while in the next
breath saying, “... Philo was mistaken about when to begicdlint to Pentecost, however.”

In fact, as our friend worded it, “In this instanceal/é to excus@hilo.”

He “excuses” Philo because, in his estimation, Phitulin’'t help it” that he was raised with the
Septuagint as his Bible. Thus, in our friend’s estiomgtiPhilo and his fellow Greek-speaking Jews
“missed out” on the proper way to count to Pentecosaussrthey were victims of a poorly translated
Bible.

We would like to propose another possibility. We preptst Philo, who represented “normative
Jewish practice and belief” of his day, was well awdreow the Jews in Jerusalem reckoned the count to
Pentecost. In fact, since Philo visited Jerusalemast lence in his lifetim& we would say this adds
weight to our proposal, as we have a difficult timeerstanding how this leading man among Jews
would spend all of his life in ignorance of an apparentfédent” method of counting to Pentecost that
would have been going on in Israel, especially if he n@deast one visit to Jerusalem. It seems rather
far-fetched to believe that he would have remainedh@éndark” about such a huge discrepancy. Indeed,
it is far morelikely that he was aware of the controversy, but sincenkihod of counting coincided with
the standard method employed in Jerusalem, he saw ndaeedn bring up the argument in any of his
writings. Instead, he, like Josephus, wrote from thespgaetive of a news reporter, simply recording
things “as they were done.”

In order to better understand and more fully appretreedact that New Testament writers quoted
from the Septuagint more often than they did from tledrdw text, it is helpful to simply compare the
actual quotations. We are providing a chart on the fatigypage to enable you to do spot comparisons
for yourself.

83 C.f., The Works of Philo“The Special Laws, II,” chapter XXVI, section 141 rstated by C. D. Yonge, Hendrickson
Publishers, Peabody, MA, 1993. The exact quote readspf, atfthe time of the new moon, the sun begindumihate the
moon with a light which is visible to the outward ses, and then she displays her own beauty to thedsghdl

84 C.f.,, The Works of Philo“On Providence,” Fragment 2, section 64, translhte@. D. Yonge, Hendrickson Publishers,
Peabody, MA, 1993.
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The SEPTUAGINT 1IN The New TEeSTAMENT

The New Testament authors show a clear preferencéhdo Septuagint over Hebrew text readings. The foligwtiable
provides a selection of fifteen of the more significhllew Testament deviations toward the Septuagint. s€hend column
shows the New Testament wording, and the rightmdahuohas the wording from the Hebrew Old Testament.ath €ase,
the New Testament author is true to the Septua@old italics are used to highlight differences between Hebrew aeelGr
All quotations are from the Revised Standard Ver&ion.

New/Old
Testament
Reference

Matthew 1.23/
Isaiah 7.14

Matthew 12.21

New Testament/Septuagint Old Testament/Masoretic Text

"Behold, avirgin shall conceive and bear a son, .
his name shall be called Emmanuel” (which met
Elohim with us).

Behold, ayoung womarshall conceive and bear a
son, and shall call his name Immanuel.

"andin his name will the Gentiles hopé& andthe coastlands wait for his law

Isaiah 42.4

Matthew 13.1- |"For this people's heshas growr dull, and thei . _

15/ Isaiah 6.9- |ears are heavy of hearing, and their eyes they h Ma:jkert]he T]ef?” of this people fat, and their ears he
10 closed" and shut their eyes

Matthew 15.-9/

"in vain do they worship me, teaching as doctrir |and their fear of me is a commandme of men

Isaiah 29.13 the precept®f men." learned by rote

Matthew 21.16 |"Out of the mouths of babes and sucklings thou |by the mouths of babes and infants thou founded
Psalm 8.2 broughtperfect praisé a bulwark

Luke 3.6/ "and all flesh shall sethe salvation of the .

Isaiah 40.3-5 | Almighty.” and all flesh shall seéetogether

Luke 4.1¢19/ |"to proclaim release to the captives aecovering |to proclaim liberty to the captives, athe opening of
Isaiah 61.1-2 |of sight to the blind the prison to those who are bound

Acts 7.42-43/
Amos 5.25-27

Acts 8.32-33/
Isaiah 53.7-8

Acts 13.41,
Habakkuk 1.5

Acts 15.1+17/

"And you took ufthe tent of Moloch, and the ste |You shall take ujSakkuth your king, and Kaiwai
of the god Rephanthe figures which you made t(your star-god your images, which you made for
worship” yourselves

"In his humiliationjustice was denied hi, Who By oppression and judgmehe was taken awg and
can describe his generation? For his life is take as for his generation, who considered that he was|cut
from the earth." off out of the land of the living

Look among the nations, and s; wonder ande

Behold,you scoffers and wonderand perish astounded

"that therest f mer mayseek Yahwe, and all the that they maypossess tf remnant of Edon and all

Amos 9.11-12 |Gentiles who are called by my name” the nations who are called by my name
Romans 2.24/ |"The name of the Almighty is blasphem@aiong |Their rulers wail, says Yahweh, and continually all
Isaiah 52.5 the Gentiles because of ydu the daymy name is despised
Romans 9.2- | Though the number of the sons of Israel be a For thouah vour peoole Israel be as the sand of the
28/ 1saiah sand of the sea, only a remnant of tredrall be gh your peop .

sea, only a remnant of themill return
10.22-23 saved
Romans 0.20/ |"I haveshown myselto those who did not ask f || wasready to be souglby those who did not ask f
Isaiah 65.1 me" me

As noted in the footnote provided for the chart on theipus page, it was borrowed from an article
written by Rick Jones. Mr. Jones makes no scholdaiyns for himself; he simply put together a Web

% This table can be found online, and is borrowed fitver\Web article “The Septuagint in the New TestaméaytRick Jones. It
can be accessed at the following URL: http://www.geegitiom/Heartland/Pines/7224/Rick/Septuagint/spexecsum.htm


http://www.geocities.com/Heartland/Pines/7224/Rick/Septuagint/spIs7-14.html
http://www.geocities.com/Heartland/Pines/7224/Rick/Septuagint/spIs42-4.html
http://www.geocities.com/Heartland/Pines/7224/Rick/Septuagint/spIs6-91.html
http://www.geocities.com/Heartland/Pines/7224/Rick/Septuagint/spIs29-13.html
http://www.geocities.com/Heartland/Pines/7224/Rick/Septuagint/spPs8-2.html
http://www.geocities.com/Heartland/Pines/7224/Rick/Septuagint/spIs40-3.html
http://www.geocities.com/Heartland/Pines/7224/Rick/Septuagint/spIs61-1.html
http://www.geocities.com/Heartland/Pines/7224/Rick/Septuagint/spAm5-25.html
http://www.geocities.com/Heartland/Pines/7224/Rick/Septuagint/spIs53-7.html
http://www.geocities.com/Heartland/Pines/7224/Rick/Septuagint/spHab1-5.html
http://www.geocities.com/Heartland/Pines/7224/Rick/Septuagint/spAm9-11.html
http://www.geocities.com/Heartland/Pines/7224/Rick/Septuagint/spIs52-5.html
http://www.geocities.com/Heartland/Pines/7224/Rick/Septuagint/spIs10-22.html
http://www.geocities.com/Heartland/Pines/7224/Rick/Septuagint/spIs65-1.html

52

site on which he promotes his own religious beliefsnymaf which we disagree with. Nevertheless, his
chart is accurate, and some comments he made arednghe money,” so to speak. Note the following:

Jerome mentioned with embarrassment certain passades Septuagint which he believed to
be incorrectly translated from the Hebrew. But beforecam convict the Septuagint of
translation error, we have to produce, at a minimum, Hlebrew text upon which the
Septuagint is based. Since that text no longer exists, sionssaf mistranslation remain
unproven conjectures. And even if the Septuagint is thick migitranslation, its errors are
frequently sanctioned by the New Testament. For instahthe word ‘virgin’ parthenosin
Greek) in Isaiah 7.14 is a mistranslation of the Hebrewdwatmah Matthew has given his
assent to this error. In fact, those of us who belibe New Testament to be inspired by God
are required to believe that many ‘errors’ of the Septiare inspired also, because they are
incorporated into the New Testament directly. If tmeors that are quoted have Divine
sanction, on what basis can we reject the errors tleahatr guote®d Or, consider what we
imply if we say that the Masoretic telone can lay claim to being the genuine Old
Testament. The clear implication is that the authérh® New Testament were benighted
[unenlightened] and, ignorant of the truth, used an inferior t&kie theological implications
they drew when they quoted from ‘mistranslations’ in Sleptuagint should be rejected. Thus,
the logical corollaries to the proposition that the Magoreext alone is worthy to be
considered the Old Testament include: Christ was not bbrmn virgin, the angels do not
worship the Son, Christ did not come to restore sigtitédlind, the behavior of the Jews was
not cause for God's name to be blasphemed among the Gegitiledn short, we are forced to
conclude that the New Testament is not inspired.

We believe Mr. Jones’ commentary should be takeisdy. We don't believe his insights were
considered by our “Sunday Pentecost Only” friend, dhafywereconsidered by him, they weren'’t taken
seriously. If, indeed, the Septuagint is such a grossangation, and our friend spent well over an hour
seeking to convince me of that very premise, then iea Nlestament writer quoted from it, this can only
serve to discredit the inspiration and validity of thhew Testament, for how could Yahweh inspire His
servants to quote from such a “corrupt” source?

There is one more text supporting the validity of Saptuagint that we believe merits our attention.
In his famous sermon before the Jewish Sanhedrin, Stepbeunted the history of Israel, saying, “Then
sent Joseph, and called his father Jacob to him, aht &lindred seventy-five soufActs 7:14).

The question is, Where did Stephen come up with the nuseventy-fiv@ According to Exodus
1:5, there were onlgeventy soulsnot seventy-five, that joined Joseph in Egypt. Nabat it says in that
verse:

SAnd all the souls that came out of the loins of Jacob were seventy souls: for Joseph
was in Egypt already.

Did Stephen have a memory lapse when he mentioned lbleéng seventy-five soulsnstead of the
seventy soulss recorded in Exodus 1:5?

The answer is no. Stephen came up with the sameb&gwuf souls” that is recorded in the
Septuagint. Notice how Exodus 1:5 reads in the Septuagimwers

"But Joseph was in Egypt. And all the souls born of Jacob were seventy-five.
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When Stephen mentioneskventy-fivesouls, he was not misquoting Scripture. He was merely
backing up the Septuagint account. This same discrepanclgecfound when comparing Genesis 46:27.
According to the Hebrew texif Genesis 46:27, the number vwaventy According to the Septuagjrit
wasseventy-fivewhich, again, is the number quoted by Stephen before bantyred for his faith. This
is yet one more indication that the early believet®d upon the Septuagint as being “Scripture.”
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1S. Vhce Scptungint and the Joshua § Sontroversy

ack in chapter 5, we demonstrated that the only valid waptefpreting the Hebrew text of

Joshua 5:10-11 involves recognizing that Passover must haveastoarthe weekly Sabbath that

year. The following day, i.e., the “morrow after thassover,” they offered up the wave sheaf
offering, which subsequently made it lawful for them totbatproduce from the new harvest. Ifit can be
proven that this is indeed the date on which the waioff was performed, then certainly Josephus and
Philo were mistaken in their notion that the waveaslodfering took place on Abib 16.

On the other hand, perhaps theredaher factorsthat need to be considered before reaching a final
conclusion.

The reading of the Hebrew Masoretic text, in our opinieaves no room to doubt that Joshua and
his fellow Israelites could only have begun the courPéatecost on Sunday, Abib 15, which, of course,
brought them to a Sunday Pentecost fifty days later. b&lieve that those who accept this passage as
justification for counting to Pentecost from the morrafter the weekly Sabbath do so based upon sound
logic.

However, as we are about to see, the Hebrew feldshua 5:10-11 does not match the reading found
in the Septuagint.

We have gone to fairly great lengths to demonstrateNkat Testament writers quoted more from
the Greek Septuagint than they did from what is consitliéhe standard Hebrew text. While we’re not
about to suggest this means we should abandon the Hedxewftthe Old Testament, we do believe it
sends a strong signal that those who go to such gregthseno discredit the Septuagint do so
unjustifiably. We have to wonder how writers of the NBegtament would regard their attempts to slam
the Septuagint.

Some folks, who tend to jump to conclusions, will inably consider our favorable review of the
Septuagint as signifying ouejectionof the Hebrew text. In response to such claimscareonly state
that we are hopefullall searching for what is called thérlagen or the original Hebrew manuscript
from which other Hebrew manuscripts were copied and frdmnch the Septuagint was translated. This
text has not been found. They have found pre-Masokbrew manuscripts, but they haven't found
anything pre-dating the Septuagint. Interestingly, the pasedvktic Hebrew manuscripts seem to agree
more with the Septuagint than they do with the Masotekt. However, with regard to the controversial
passage found in Leviticus 23, both Hebrew versions seemree. Nevertheless, this does not invalidate
any of the information we have already shared, asdsentony of two well-known Jews (Philo and
Josephus), coupled with the fact that New Testametensrgquoted from the Septuagint, goes a long way
towards conveying the understanding that Jewish practicbeled was based upon the rendering found
in the Septuagint.

That having been said, we need to turn our attention bable tstory of Joshua and the first Passover
celebrated by the Israelites in the Promised Land. Aloegto the Hebrew text, “on the morrow after the
Passover” they ate unleavened cakes and parched comthsunthey weren't supposed to do until the
wave offering had been performed. Presuming that thet preged the grain offering before Yahweh
earlier that day, it was indeed lawful for those é$itas to eat the produce of the land from that point
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onward. And since “morrow after the Passover’” must lads@ been the “morrow after the Sabbath,” this
means that Abib 14 fell on a Saturday that year.

We understand and respect that logic.

This brings us to the reading found in the Septuagirg.it Aurns out, the Septuagint is completely
removed from the controversy, as the crucial phraserfow after the Passover” is not found within its
text. Notice Joshua 5:10-12, as found in the Septuagint:

19And the children of Israel kept the passover on the fourteenth day of the month at
evening, to the westward of Jericho on the opposite side of the Jordan in the plain.
"And they ate of the grain of the earth unleavened and new corn. 2In this day the
manna failed, after they had eaten of the corn of the land, and the children of Israel
no longer had manna; and they took the fruits of the land of the Phoenicians in that
year.

Unlike the Hebrew text of Joshua 5:11, the Septuagind doetell uswhenthey ate of the grain of
the earth. Was it on the “morrow after the Pass@veOr could it have been some other day? All we
know is the manna ceased after they had eaten froproiceice of the land. Not being given a specific
date or time reference, any implications offered in plaissage can only be subject to conjecture.

One thing is certain: Neither Philo nor Josephus inteedrthis passage as even remotely implying
that the children of Israel ate the produce of the landloi 15.

This brings us to the Pentecost study session thatahehé had with our “Sunday Pentecost only”
friend. He strongly insisted that this very passagevideace that the Septuagint is a sham, as
“apparently” the translator intentionally removed therds “on the morrow after the Passover.”
However, we can certainly recognize the possibilitylef teverse being true as welll How does one
know whether or not the words “on the morrow after Bassover” weraddedto the original text? We
know that both the Masoretic text and the Septuagintctaxain errors, so without an original template to
look at, this particular passage simply boils down to baimgatter of which possibility one considers as
being thegreater possibility

One could just as easily accuse the scribes of remaongs from the original Hebrew text — words
that were retained in the Septuagint. Take, for exajphos 6:3. The Hebrew text of this passage reads
as follows:

Ye that put far away the evil day, and cause the seat of violence to come near; *that
lie upon beds of ivory, and stretch themselves upon their couches, and eat the lambs
out of the flock, and the calves out of the midst of the stall;

In this passage, the prophet Amos denounces those whoailéng to hear of the “evil day,” the
day of their impending demise. In this same chapteread that these apparently wealthy people were
indifferent towards the plight of the needy. Wheally adds punch to the above verse, however, is the
reading found in th&eptuagint version

Ye who are approaching the evil day, who are drawing near and adopting false
sabbaths: *who sleep upon beds of ivory, and live delicately on their couches, and eat
kids out of the flocks, and suckling calves out of the midst of the stalls ....
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While this passage is a clear reference to the lackadhicomplacent attitude that the northern
kingdom of Israel had prior to their captivity, it eendgrallels the attitude so prevalentoiur own nation
right now. Greed is the order of the day, scandalsrahacorporate executives build multi-million dollar
mansions for themselves while staggering numbers of theiremployees are forced out of work, and the
United States as a nation embraces a fdé&seof worship at least among those who still believe in a
Creator. According t@he Expositor’'s Bible Commentaoy this passage, “The prophet proclaimed woe
to those who felt secure in the strength of their matidis parroting of their affirmations of self-asswra
and national pride underscored their complacency andglheir false pride in stark contrast to the doom
he predicted in the subsequent cont&%t.”

According to the Septuagint version, the people i@elshad adopted a false day of worship. Insofar
as that nation had been nearly 100% converted to Baal wptsis should not be surprising. In our
nation, the day sanctioned by Yahweh has been snubbedmdba day of man’s own choosing, as if to
be a fulfilment of Amos’ prophecy — a prophecy thatusiouslyleft out of the Hebrew text.

Either Amos made mention of Israel adoptiadse sabbath®r he didn't. Either the Septuagint
added those words or else those who copied from the Webiginal left them out. We have no way of
knowing for sure ... at least not at this time. Untilitheve are left to do the best we can and go with what
seems to be the most accurate transmission of Yahwéird.

Regardless of which text one feels is the “mostugiad,” the fact remains that the Septuagint was
apparently sufficient enough for the writers of the N&astament; it was sufficient for Philo and
Josephus, two very prominent Jews who lived in the ¢estury CE. Yeshua never spoke against it; in
fact, He quoted from it. This fact alone attestdalidity of the Septuagint, in spite of men’s attesnpt
to discredit it.

® FromThe Expositor’s Bible Commentaiyol. 7, Frank E. Gaebelein, General Editor, Zondervaliifhing House, Grand
Rapids, MI, 1985, p.318.



16. Docs Counting SO Days From ALl 16 Always Result in
a Sivan 6 Penteeost?

mistaken notion that this method will always resulPentecost falling on the sixth day of the

third month of Yahweh’s calendar year. The third mastcommonly referred to &Sivan
Those who adopt this notion criticize those who cowamnfthe morrow after the high day Sabbath,
saying, “Why everbother countingto Pentecost if you always end up observing it on thdé siay of
Sivan?!”

M any individuals who are opposed to beginning the count toeBesiton Abib 16 express the

As one man put it, “The Pharisees chose to stadhat on the 16 of Abib instead of the day after
the weekly Sabbath. This means that Pentecost allaigyson the same day of the month, the sixth of
Sivan, and the 8bday is only occasionally on Sunddy.”

For those recognize this logic as being valid, we neegbtat out that when the instructions for
counting to Pentecost were given, Israel did not abide fiyed calendar, as normative Judaism does
today. Instead, they began their months in accordantie the visual sighting of the new moon.
Depending on whether there were 29 or 30 days in the fidss@rond months, Pentecost could fall on
Sivan 5, Sivan 6 or Sivan 7.

Back in 1987, when June and | first began observing thesfdagtote a letter to a man who believes
that Pentecost can only fall on a Sunday. He had adhlobooklet in which he made light of those who
“bother” counting to Pentecost when it falls on thene day of the month each year. In response, | wrote,
“Are you absolutelycertain that by this reckoning Pentecost will or hasagéifallen on the sixth of
Sivan? How do we know that once in a while there Brrhange in the moon or something that throws it
off a day? Just wondering.”

He replied, “Check out any Jewish calendar for the53@6tyrs: Sivan 6!”

Of course, his response identifies the central problédmecking out a “Jewish calendar’” means
examining modern Judaism’s fixed calendar that has bedada pince Hillel 1l instituted it back in 358
CE. As we all hopefully know, anciedtidaism ascertained the first day of the month by vissaghting
the crescent new modfand that is the method of calendar reckoning that dode use, at least when it
comes to observing Yahweh's feasts. Certainly, if we @@rthe fixed Jewish calendar, tracing it
backwards 500 years, we will find that Pentecost alwaysiroed on Sivan 6. Therefore, we need to
avoid the modern Jewish calendar, focusing our attentionadst@_Yahweh'salendarbased upon new
moon observance.

While it is true that in most years Pentecost vaill bn Sivan 6 (when counting from Abib 16), even
though one begins each new month based on the obsenfaheenew moon, such is nalwaysthe case.
As it turns out, in the year 2000 June and | observecePestton Sivan 7.  When | reported the news of
this fact, one individual responded that | must have tled incorrectly. Here’s what he wrote:

7 From the tract “How to Count to Pentecost: An ImpurBiblical Holy Day,” page 6.

8 Cf. The Oxford Dictionary of the Jewish Religidh J. Zwi Werblowsky & Geoffrey Wigoder, Editors ini€h Oxford
University Press, New York, 1997, p. 145, where we r&autjl Hillel Il instituted a permanent calendar bdsen
astronomical calculations (in 358), the fixing of Roldbdesh (the new moon) was determined by observation and the
evidence of witnesses.”
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Dear Larry:

Greetings in Yahweh Most High.

This year turns out not to be the exception. The new moornwdaya day later than the
calendars all said it would be, so again we have 'thef 6lisan. | have calendars that go back
20 years. | have checked each one of them and for the 20 ye&isvev@ut out a calendar
when counting from the high day Pentecost comes on"theé Blisan. They say the calendar
follows a 19 year cycle. If that is so, then there wbr’any changes to look for in the future.
Yahweh'’s blessings to you and yours.

Shalom in Messiah

Brother Pete Vacéa

| replied to Pete, outlining exactly when the newomavas sighted, when we began the count to
Pentecost, and finally demonstrated that day 50 of ountcculminated on June 10, 2000, which
coincided with Sivan 7. Suffice it to say that Petedsand | resolved our disagreement amicably.

However, through the course of time ... nine years, texaet ... Mr. Vacca apparently forgot about
the above e-mail exchange. By the year 2009, Pete wasgeas the editor of a newsletter entitled
Beginning Anew When we received the June/July 2009 issue of this negrslehad to do a “double-
take” because, to my surprise, Pete had composed anadhat was virtually identical to the one cited
above. Here is what he wrote:

| have had many letters and e-mails about the wayreveupposed to count to the Feast of
Pentecost. A lot of them tell me that we are to eélge count on the day after the first high
day of the Feast of Unleavened Bread. | have found owewlth that idea. | have assembly
calendars that go back to 1981, and from the first day takefirst high day, Pentecost always
falls on the & day of the third month. Pentecost is the only Annuasfiat we are not given
a specific day to celebrate, but we must count to gdtabfeast. So if we begin on the day
after the high day, there is no need to count because we kabiw will always fall on the 8
day of the third mont/?’

| am persuaded that the above commentary is a primamme of the proverbial “a mind changed
against its will is of the same opinion still.” Centlg, in view of his memory lapse since the year 2000, |
do not expect Mr. Vacca to retain the understandingh@as simply mistaken in his presumption that
counting to Pentecost from the first day after the loigh of the Feast of Unleavened Bread will always
result in a Sivan 6 Pentecost.

What makes this particular discussion all the moterasting is the fact that not only have we
observed yeanotherSivan 7 Pentecost since the one in 2000, but we obseweeSivan 7 Pentecosts in
a row! That's right, for_two consecutive yegZ007 and 2008), counting from the morrow afterhlggh
day SabbatHAbib 16), we ended up observing Pentecost on the seventbfdag third month. For
anyone who would like to see the calendars that we pseke feel free to check out the calendar page of
our websit€® Shown below are three greatly reduced screen shotiseopertinent calendar pages,
illustrating that, indeed, our fifty-day count from Abib Iftded on Sivan 7 for two consecutive years:

%9 From an e-mail | received from Pete Vacca on Jug6QD at 12:31 PM Eastern Daylight Time.

% FromBeginning Aneyeditorial by Elder S.J. Vacca, published by Yahwetsseinbly in Messiah, Rocheport, MO,
June/July 2009, Vol. 30, No. 4, p. 1. Note: | am uniteetsto how or why Pete Vacca identifies himself&as. Vacca,” but
| am reasonably certain it is the same person.

" This page is located http://www.ponderscripture.org/calendar.htmhere we offer calendars beginning with the year
2006.
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The new moon was sighted over Israel on March 20, 2007, making M&tliNew Year's Day.”
Passover thus fell on April 3rd, with the Feast of Unleavergread beginning on April 4th. We thus
began the count to Pentecost on April 5th:
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As you can see from the above three calendar pages, “day 50" felMan 24, 2007, which happened to
be the_seventlday of the third moon.
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Of course, as | mentioned earlier, not only did Rergefall out on Sivan 7 in 2007, but the same
sequence occurred again in 2008. Here are screen shioésoafléndar pages from our website:
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Groups 5till Promoting False Propaganda Regarding the Way We Count to Pentecost

We respect the wiews of those who believe the Scriptaral way to count to Pentecost i to count from the
¢ Salsbath that falls during the Feast of Unleavened Bread, even though we do

T, we do or respect promeding a doctrine while disseminaring umrue
med to :le(;unde wothers that the app iew 1s false. Shown below is a screen shot excerpt
tudy in which the author clai st will always fall on Sivan § for those whao,
at from Abils [somatimes refarred 1o 23 116 . The amicle iz entitled “How to Couxt to
v A0 Anonymous author representing Tt stored Church of God. Wadswarth, Ohio:

One obvious inconsistency is that by
always counting from Nisan 16 (the day
after the first High Day) the target date
should always be Sivan 6, regardless of
the day of the week. If the day God
determined for Pentecost had been a set
date on the =acred calendar. it would
MNOT be necessary to cownt in the first
place!

For a detailed explanation of how Pentecost can indeed fall on a date other than Siv uﬁnhﬂ counting the
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As you can see from the above three calendar pages, “day 50” felherseventiday of the third moon.
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After all these years, June and | have come to athapsome folks just will not see the truth of a
matter, even if you lay it out in front of them. Thwewven with the above calendars that June and |
observed in 2007 and 2008, some individuals will not believewthatounted fifty days from Abib 16 to
Sivan 7 for two consecutive years, even though thah& we (and others) did. Others, like Mr. Vacca,
may actually see and understand for a short time, butohget what they learned.

If you are fall into either of the above categorig®gn we understand that you will not accept the
validity of our findings. If you are willing to throw oybur preconceived biases, and in some cases, any
perceptions you might have that June and | are followiegntodern Jewish calendar, then we are
persuaded that you will at least see and understand ¢halthays on Sivan 6” argument does not apply
to June and me.

Therefore, please understand that when anyone tellthgbaounting to Pentecost from Abib 16 will
always result in Pentecost falling on Sivan 6, they astaken, unless you choose to abide by modern
Judaism’s fixed calendar. June and | have never used the méelsish calendar for determining
Yahweh's feasts, nor do we ever plan on using it.



7). Ceven Full Weeks

e have already seen that, according to the Septuagision, we are to count off “seven full
weeks.” June and | have been told by several peogléhihanly proper way one can count off

seven “full” or “complete” weeks is to begin countiog the first day of the first week of that
count. Seven “full” weeks later would thus end on a Sdhlvath the “morrow after the seventh week”
falling on a Sunday.

Since Abib 16 can fall on any day of the week, say a Weldyes we begin counting from that day,
we couldn’t possibly have seven “full” weeks, as we wdaddin counting in the middle of one week and
then end our count in the middle of another. At lghgt is what we have been told by various
individuals. This view is also expressed in the tractledt“How to Count to Pentecost: An Important
Biblical Holy Day,” where we read the following:

Another indication that the count is to begin on the morraer ahe weekly Sabbath is the
statement inLeviticus 23:15: ‘Seven full weeks shall they b&bme versions say ‘seven
complete weeks.” By using the term ‘full,” or ‘complétine meaning seems to be a week of
seven days beginning with Sunday. Any time period of seaga id a week, but this calls for
a complete week. We often use a similar statemenayipg ‘Was it this week, or last week,
that John was here?’ The full week begins on Suffday.

Again, the intended point is this: The only way to carpewith seven “full” weeks is to begin the
count on a Sunday.

In response to this claim, please allow me to givellastration involving my wife, June, and me.
June and | were married on November 18, 1978. We will ceébra 31 wedding anniversary in the
fall of 2009. However, based upon the logic expressed ab@veill not have been married for 3fuli”
years until the actuandof 2009. In fact, for those of us who officially recogni¥ahweh’s calendar as
being the valid one (as opposed to @regorian Calenday, we will not have been married for 31 “full”’
years until the following spring, most likely in March 2010.

I hope we all know better. Come November2®)9, June and | will have officially been married for
31 “full” years.

As it is with years, so it is with weeks. A weaksimply a period of seven consecutive days. If we
report to a new job on a Wednesday, then one week iaertlje following Wednesday) we can say that
we have been on the job for a “full” week, i.e.,eaipd of seven days.

The logic as expressed to me by those who believe ¢eshtean only fall on a Sunday implies that if
someone were to start a new job on, say, a Thursdew,such a person couldttuthfully go around
telling othersseven Thursdays latethat he had been on the job for “seven full weeldhis argument is
lacking in substance when examined in the light oftyeald historical understanding.

2 From “How to Count to Pentecost: An Important Bibligaly Day,” page 4.



18. Did the Messiah Aseend to the Father
on the Day of Forstuits?

very encouraging e-mail from a man named Scott, whenmet there. Scott felt that | pretty much

covered everything having to do with the Pentecost Consgyexcept for one item. It was an
aspect of the controversy that | had actud#jiberatelychosen to leave out of the presentation (and our
study) because | really did not feel it would be of timatch interest to anyone, nor would it have any
bearing on which way they leaned.

Shortly after returning home from the 2003 Unity ConferemcRacheport, Missouri, we received a

Well, | was apparently mistaken, for not only did ouwrfeiend inquire of my rationale on that
particular topic, but a few months later someone else had read our study asked virtually the same
guestion, informing me that the only thing “holding him ldatom accepting the “Any Day Pentecost”
view was the question of whether or not Yeshua ascendéd teather on what he felt was the day of the
Wave Sheaf offering, otherwise known as the “Day oftffinits.” 1'm not quite sure of what designation
to give those who adhere to this belief, which has apfiarevolved into a doctrinal position. Referring
to such individuals as “People who believe Yeshualledfithe Wave Sheaf Offering by ascending to the
Father on the first day of the week” is a little losg, | think I will just go with referring to them as
proponents of the “Yeshua Ascended in John 20" doctrifes doctrine, then, serves as the backdrop for
the question that Scott asked me upon our return home fi®oonhference:

One issue that many of us Sunday [Pentecost] peopéeinaitefending our position is the idea
that Messiah being our firstfruits, was likely raised.[iascended to the Fatherj the day of
firstfruits. I'm sure you are familiar with the varioueriptural texts used to support this
position. It all seems to make everything fit so cleanijarmonizing the OT with the NT,
especially in the Wed afternoon death to end of Sabbatihreeson scenario. If indeed the
floating Pentecost is correct, Yahshua could not haee beised [ascended to the Father] on
the day of firstfruits.

Since this wasn't addressed in your article, I'm wondexiragit your view on thi§

Note: | intentionally incorporated the words “ascendethéoFather” into the above quotation so as
to accommodate those who believe the Messiah waslpctaised before the Sabbath had ended, but
who still insist that, as the “Firstfruits,” He asded to heaven between the time that He appeared to
Miriam Magdalene (Jn. 20:11-18) and the time He appearedstdistiiples (Jn. 20:19-30). Since many
are persuaded that the Sunday following Passover isdag Of firstfruits,” they believe that after
appearing to Miriam, Yeshua ascended to heaven, whengad presented to the Father and “accepted.”
Presuming that this is what happened, those who befieshua ascended to the Father between His visit
with Miriam Magdalene and His appearance before Hisplesiare also persuaded that this proves the
first day of the week “must” be the day upon which theevsheaf was offered, and consequently, “day
one” of the count to Pentecost.

If I were unaware of any logic supporting the "Any Dagntecost” position, | would definitely
embrace at least a portion of the reasoning that Sqattgsed in support of a "Sunday-only Pentecost.” |
have read the logic supporting this view, and | do understanddividual's decision to employ this
rationale as forming a part of his or her decisiondont to Pentecost from the morrow after the weekly
Sabbath. Nevertheless, embracing the “Yeshua Ascendithn 20” doctrine raises more questions than

3 Scott sent this e-mail on August 6, 2003.
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it answers and, in the end, we have found that it amlesdontothing more than an esoteric interpretation of
whatmayhave happened based upon the Apostle John’s account of Yasauarection.

Incredibly, June and | had never heard of this partideiaching until we began receiving literature
from the Assemblies of Yahweh (Bethel, PA) back in 198&e of the studies we received from them is
entitled "The Wave Sheaf Ordinance," which was origynaltitten in 1979. It goes into some detalil
about Yeshua being the firstfruits, which was waved awémed on the morrow after the Sabbath, and
towards the end it mentions Miriam Magdalene's visith® tomb, when she mistook Yeshua for the
gardener, and this is also when Yeshua told her, "Touchd¥ldor | am not yet ascended to My Father."”
Later that morning, as it is taught, He ascended tthdavenly court,” where He presented Himself alive
to the Father, and was accepted. Then, later in theH&areturned to earth and presented Himself to
Thomas, who was able to touch Him and thrust his hand Yehua's side. However, that is our
summary of the “Yeshua Ascended in John 20” positiors dkivays best to let them put it in their own
words, so here is an excerpt from the Assemblies ovéaharticle, authored by James Bird and Jacob O.
Meyer:

The wave sheaf ordinance actually sheds light on understatigdingNew Testament
sequence of days in Yahshua's last week. We arefoherenlightened about when His last
supper, death, and resurrection occurred. Yahshua thedWiesas Yahweh's true Passover
Lamb. He also became our wave sheaf offering when Hmdsd and was accepted by the
Heavenly Father. He was without blemish. Therefoeecélld not be touched (partaken of),
like the ripe grain has been prohibited until the thankegisheaf was offered, John 20:17.

Miriam mistook Yahshua the Messiah to be the gardeneouldCthe reason for this
mistaken identity have been that Yahshua the Messialcaragng a sheaf of grain (the last
one to be cut under the sacrificial law)? As we read Jbapter 20 again, it becomes obvious
that Yahshua the Messiah carried out this mission as iglrFtiest. He fulfilled the last wave
sheaf offering and then presented Himself to Almightiaweh in heaven on the first day of the
week, known as the time the wave sheaf was offered. oft this day that we must begin our
count toward the completion of seven full weeks and our obsegvaf Pentecost (the Feast of
Weeks—Shavuoth), occurring on the fiftieth day after theumection. Actually, it is
Yahshua’s resurrection, ascension into the heavens, aratéiptance by Yahweh that paved
the way for the outpouring of the Holy Spirit on the PergeobActs chapter P

When 1 first read the above commentary on the ewattsoccurred after Yeshua’s resurrection, |
immediately came away with the impression that thtbh@'s were taking some undue interpretational
liberties, resulting in a peculiar interpretation thatshdefit the context. At the time, for some reason,
| didn't really believe anyone would seriously considezirtttommentary as being an ironclad
interpretation, but over the years | have come tozesghat | was mistaken in that assessment. In fact,
in view of what | discovered after delivering my Unity Coefere presentation in 2003, | wouldn't be
surprised if the majority of believers associated wiltat is known as the “Sacred Name Movement”
agree with the Assemblies of Yahweh's interpretatiwhich may or may not have originated with
them.

In considering the logic that Yeshua, as the Firsgrof the resurrection, was raised on the day of
the wave sheaf offering, there are several itemstesider, all of which contribute towards making
the “Yeshua Ascended in John 20” view very dubious:

" Excerpt from “The Wave Sheaf Ordinance,” by James Bithldacob O. Meyer, ©1979 Assemblies of Yahweh, Beffel,
19507, All Rights Reserved, p. 4.
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1) IE the first day of the week represents the day ofvihege sheaf offering each year, then |
certainly do not believe Yeshua was raised on that ddelieve He was raised prior to the onset of
the first day of the week.

2) IE the reason Miriam mistook Yeshua for the gardeneedalse He was carrying a sheaf of
barley, why didn't the Apostle John incorporate such aifgnt piece of information into his
account? Why did he leave it up to his reading audientedd between the lines”?

3) IE Yeshua ascended to heaven shortly after His encowitterMiriam Magdalene, why did
John omit this very important detail from his accoul/hy did he leave it up to his readers to “just
figure out” that this is what happened?

4) This, then, leads to the other teaching, whereinwble "accepted” as the firstfruits offering on
the first day of the week. Nowhere in the text ofnlohapter 20 does it ever state that Yeshua was
"accepted by Yahweh" on that day.

As you can (hopefully) see, adopting the belief thashia ascended to heaven in John 20 raises
more questions than it answers, and when it becomes ewiggrthis doctrine actually exists for the
primary, if not the sole, purpose of validating the “Sun@ajy Pentecost” position, it becomes all too
clear that this teaching is simply an example of whinisvn asisegesis®

Needless to say, June and | are persuaded that thentepobinoted by the Assemblies of Yahweh
reflects a premature conclusion based on insufficieotnmdtion that can be interpreted in more than
one way. To get a better perspective of our viewpolegse imagine yourself as the author of the
book of John, and let's say that, indeed, Yeshua ascémtlezl Father shortly after His encounter with
Miriam Magdalene, where He was "accepted" as the futfroffering. In writing of thisvery
significant event, wouldn'yyou have recorded that, after His visit with Miriam, Yeatascended to the
Father and was accepted? Woulgot have gone to the trouble of pointing out to your readets tha
He was thus the fulfillment of the firstfruits offieg, and that until His official acceptance by Yahweh,
He could not be "touched" by humanity?

Please understand that | am not trying to undermine orvatiee nitpick at the Apostle John’'s
method of communicating with his reading audience. @rctmtrary, | believe John was an excellent
communicator who took pains to ensure that his reading aredienderstood instances in which
Yeshua fulfilled prophecy, either by His words or His@asi Consider, for example, the instance in
which John recorded Yeshua's discourse with the Jewsewhkle told them that if they destroyed
“this temple,” He would raise it up in three days. Thisaunt is found in John, chapter 2:

% Then answered the Jews and said unto Him, What sign ghineesunto us, seeing that
thou doest these things?

®yeshua answered and said unto them, Destroy this termplén shree days | will raise it up.
“Then said the Jews, Forty and six years was this templéldtinign and wilt thou rear it up in
three days?

“'But He spake of the temple of his body

“When therefore He was risen from the dead, His discieleembered that He had said this
unto them; and they believed the scripture, and the wordweshua had said

'S Eisegesiss defined as “the interpretation of a text (as efBible) by reading into it one's own ideas.” "Eisegési
Merriam-Webster Online Dictionar009. Merriam-Webster Online. <http://www.merriam-
webster.com/dictionary/eisegesis>.
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Why did John take the time to inform us that Yeshua spesmking of the temple of His body?
Shouldn’t John have presumed that we would just “figuoiit? No, John wrote in such a way as to
not keep us guessing at the significance of important vent

Another example of John’s tendency to keep his readerghé& loop” on things can be found in
John 8:25-27:

*Then said they unto Him, Who art thou? And Yeshua saithtbeto, Everthe samehat |
said unto you from the beginning.

| have many things to say and to judge of you: but He thatnseris true; and | speak to the
world those things which | have heard of Him.

*They understood not that he spake to them of the Father

John informs us that the Pharisees didn’'t understandvtiert Yeshua spoke of the One who sent
him, He was referring to the Father. As we can siepugh the Pharisees may have been “in the
dark” as to who Yeshua was, the Apostle John made céntihis readers knew!

Still anotherexample of the Apostle John’s commitment to not keepelaiding audience guessing
at what Yeshua meant by some of the things He sadidpcan be found in John 12:12-16:

1241 On the next day much people that were come to the felaesh they heard that Yeshua was
coming to Jerusalem,

13700k branches of palm trees, and went forth to meet Him¢aed, Hosanna: Blesséslthe
King of Israel that cometh in the name of YHWH.

“And Yeshua, when He had found a young donkey, sat thereitris agitten,

Fear not, daughter of Zion: behold, thy King cometh,rgjttin a donkey’s colt.

®These things understood not his disciples at the first: but Wieshua was glorified, then
remembered they that these things were written of Himdthat they had done these things
unto Him

Once again, we see that the Apostle John, in his accowhkt measures to ensure that his readers
grasped the significance of not only the things Yedaud but also the things Haid.

Although | know there are those who take issue withajhgroach June and | use in interpreting
Scripture, nevertheless, | maintain that June and tiothye reasonable and balanced in our method to
Scriptural exegesis. As such, we find it necessary kalase who agree that Yeshua ascended to
heaven after visiting with Miriam Magdalene, “Why is it thae have tointerpret that Yeshua
ascended to the Father on that day?” Why did Joho gadh lengths to ensure that we understand
other prophetic fulfilments of Yeshua’s life, yet requins to extrapolate by interpretational deduction
that He fulfiled the Wave Sheaf Offering on the fiddy of the week, including an apparently
unnoticed, unheralded ascension to heaven?

In spite of the Apostle John's tendency to keep his readfrmed with regard to the implications
of the prophetic fulfilments exemplified by Yeshua, soiol&s remain persuaded that he expected us
to “read between the lines” when it came to figuring thiat when Miriam mistook Yeshua for the
gardener, this must have meant that He was carrying thee \Wheaf offering. Not only that, but
when He said, “Touch Me not,” this is because He wiflsowt blemish! If touching an offering that
is “without blemish” defiles it, then John should havelaxgdwhy it was so important for no one to
touch Yeshua until He had ascended to the Father.
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The question that June and | have often asked proponetiie 6¥eshua Ascended in John 20”
belief is, “If Yeshua ascended to the Father after g with Miriam that day, then why did John
leave the details of such an important matter out ©fhbcount?” Why do we have it@erpret such
an important event? Could this béoaced interpretation? We have yet to read a satisfactonyems
to that question.

| believe we have successfully demonstrated that ghesthe John was committed to keeping his
reading audience informed with regard to the fulfillmehimportant prophetic events. On that basis,
we are persuaded that those who deduce that Yeshua had aantppannoticed, unheralded
ascension in John 20 are simply reading too much into theiaicc@onversely, if their conclusion is
correct, | would have to say that | am disappointedhan Apostle John’s treatment of this very
important event. | would ask John why he was so catefekpound orother prophetic fulfillments,
yet he left us guessing in his”?@hapter. If Yeshua trulglid ascend to the Father in John 20, and |
was the one penning this account, | would have gomgedat lengthsto describe the significance of
what happened, including how the disciples later underst@idrdshua's ascension to the Father for
acceptance fulfilled the wave sheaf offering. | would ehawitten of how Yeshua ascended to
Yahweh that very morning, fulfilling the offering of tHestfruits, of how He was subsequently
accepted, and of His return to earth to be with Hisiglss later in the day.

Yet John did not mention these significant details snaaicount. Nor didny of the authors of the
Messianic Accounts. This, in and of itself, is veryitgl Not only are we left tanterpret what
happened from John’s account, but we are also left to wavidenoneof the other authors of what is
known as the New Testament so much as left us withntathat Yeshua fulfilled the Wave Sheaf
Offering on the first day of the week following His regation. As important as this glaring absence
of corroborating information is, those who promote ‘tfieshua Ascended in John 20" belief seem all
too willing to ignore it. We have yet to read any pesstmarguments from the proponents of this
doctrine in which they so much agentionany concern that their interpretation is based on oné/
account, since the other authors didn’t expound on it.

Such is the case with a brief editorial that we refaaktly before Pentecost 2009. The editor of a
newsletter entitledeginning Anevoffered a brief summary of what he feels are thetraompelling
reasons for believing that Pentecosistfall on a Sunday each year. One of them, of cousdais
belief that the Hebrew word “Sabbath” as used in Levitk2id1; 15-16 can mean none other than the
weekly Sabbath. However, he lists the most importaotor validating his belief as being his
interpretation of John 20. Here are some excerpts fiismommentary:

| have some so-called history books and commentaries and bmibks that have different
opinions. Let us go to the honest true source, that veryFirst Fruit, Yahshua Messiah. He
died on Wednesday late afternoon, was taken down before sumkptaced in the tomb. He
was there from Wednesday night to Thursday night, from Thynsidgat to Friday night, and
from Friday night until Saturday night when he was resteceat sundown after the weekly
Sabbath. He spent three days and three nights in tleenbafsthe earth as He said He would.
What did Yahshua do on the day after the weekly Sabbath odapahat He was resurrected?
He presented Himself to His Father Yahweh as the wawd,ghe first fruit of the resurrection
of the dead, and He did it on the first day of the wétsk the weekly Sabbatf.

® FromBeginning Aneyeditorial by Elder S.J. Vacca, published by Yahwetsseinbly in Messiah, Rocheport, MO,
June/July 2009, Vol. 30, No. 4, p. 1.
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The author proceeded to elaborate on how this evertiganterpretation thereof) is “the most
important point that harmonizes the doctrine the waysee it”:

| believe the most important point that harmonizes theridecthe way we see it and makes us
believe we are correct in our calculations, is the fadtYahshua the Messiah Himself gave us
that key ingredient that makes the recipe perfect.

As we can see, then, even though the Apostle John eapeunds upon the alleged “fact” that
Yeshua ascended to heaven on the first day of the wéewihg His resurrection ... even though none of
the other New Testament authors so muchiatedat such a thing ... the interpretation of what the above
authorthinks John meant is the most important point that valglabe “Yeshua Ascended in John 20”
doctrine as they see it. Should we be concerned whgoup chooses to make an interpretation of an
account that may be understood in more than one wapftheir foundational arguments?

Only One Ascension Mentioned by New Testament Authors

In John 20:17, Yeshua told Miriam Magdalene that He had etoascended to His Father. So
whendid He ascend? The only "ascension” mentioned is the aceceacorded by Luke in Acts
chapter one. We are thus left to believe that Yeslwmysascension was the one witnessed by the
apostles in the book of Acts:

°And when He had spoken these things, while they beheld, Hetakas up; and a cloud
received Him out of their sight.

%And while they looked steadfastly toward heaven as He wentalmldy two men stood by
them in white apparel;

"Which also said, Ye men of Galilee, why stand ye gazinigtapheaven? this same Yeshua,
which is taken up from you into heaven, shall so come inntizaner as ye have seen Him go
into heaven.

Clearly, Yeshua’s ascension was a miraculous evesttlmat anyone witnessing would not ever
forget. Luke was not an eyewitness to Yeshua’'s asmgnget it was something that had been passed
along to him as he learned more about the Savior, andstsomething that he felt was important
enough to share with his reading audience. Luke didn'trdet® Ascension as “Yeshua's second
ascension,” nor did he offer any clues that such ntigkie been the case. The impression we are left
by the authors of the Messianic accounts is thatréleisrdedascension was thanly ascension.

Is Yeshua the Fulfillment of the Wave Sheaf Offering?

While there is no question that Yeshua is the “fifsthe firstfruits” in fulfilment of the Wave

Sheaf Offering (I Corinthians 15:20; 23), this does not meanHedwaved Himself’ or that He had

to ascend to heaven on the first day of the week tadeepted.” Again, if such had been the case, we
can be fairly certain that the authors of the MeassigAccounts would have expounded on such
important details of prophetic fulfilment. The onlyrseection that the “Yeshua Ascended in John
20" proponents can use in promoting a “Sunday-Only Pentelestin their belief that the Yeshua’'s
fulfillment of the Wave Sheaf Offering occurred on thet day of the week. However, as we have
seen, it is only by forced interpretatiosigegesis that anyone can believe that the Apostle John

" Ibid, p. 2.
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recorded a fulfillment of the Wave Sheaf Offering inmfiea 20. In other words, if indeed He was
"accepted" as the firstfruits offering on the exaame day that the priest waved the wave sheaf
offering each year, | would expect to see such a coomectcognized as such by either the Apostle
John or the other authors of the New Testamenttedds however, we are left toterpret such a
possibility, which leads me to wonder if such an interpiatamight be a forced one that was never
intended.

Was Yeshua “Untouchable™?

We have seen that the reasoning used to sustain dnpretation that Yeshua fulfilled the wave
sheaf offering on the first day of the week is based upeielief that Yeshua ascended to the Father
on the first day of the week, following His resurrectiobhis belief in turn rests upon the notion that
Yeshua told Mary not to "touch” Him, as He was appayenthtouchable” until He first ascended to
the Father. However, the Greek authorities, so fdram tell, all agree that He didmi&ally say
"Touch Me not." Notice whafThe Expositor's Bible Commentaryol. 9, has to say about this
subject:

In reply to her action, Jesus said, “Do not hold onto ntd€’ was not refusing to be touched
but was making clear that she did not need to detain hinhefdad not yet ascended to the
Father. He planned to remain with the disciples foitke Wwhile; she need not fear that he
would vanish immediately. Ultimately he would returnGod, and he urged her to tell the
disciples that he would do )

In a separate note, the author adds the following details:

The NIV translation “Do not hold on to me” is accurate. Vadrzew (hapt) does not mean
to touch with the tip of a finger to test whether or not lajea is real or not but to “clutch” or
“grip.” Jesus was not protesting that Mary should not tduohlest he be defiled, but he was
admonishing her not to detain him because he would see hdneaddtiples again. The use

of the particlau (me, “not”) with the present imperative means to stop dioa@lready begun
rather than to avoid starting7ﬁ.

| believe we can accurately summarize the aboveneamtary by stating that Yeshua wast
telling Miriam Magdalene to not touch Him because He didvant to be “defiled” before His
ascension to the Father. Rather, we believe Heinvassence saying, “Hey, come on! No need to
dote on Me ... | haven't ascended to My Father yet!”

This is the same general understanding expressed by Adake Gh hisCommentary on the Holy
Bible:

17. Touch me not “Cling not to Me.” Aptomaihas this sense in Job xxxi. 7, where the
Septuagint uses it for the Hebrelabak which signifies to “cleave, cling, stick, or be glued
to.” From Matt. xxviii. 9, it appears that some of the veontheld him by the feet, and
worshipped him.” This probably Mary did; and our Lord sgeemhave spoken to her to this
effect: “Spend no longer time with Me now. | am not gomgnediately to heaven—you will
have several opportunities of seeing Me again. But go dndyalisciples that | am, by and

8 The Expositor's Bible Commentalyol. 9, Frank E. Geebelein, General Editor, “The Gbspdohn,” by Merrill C. Tenney,
ZondervanPublishingHouse, Grand Rapids, Ml, 1984, p. 191.
9 Ibid, p. 192.
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by, to ascend to My Father and God, who is your FatheGaxldalso. Therefore, let them take
courage.80

It thus appears that the interpretation held by the H¥asAscended in John 20” proponents is one
based upon a questionable foundation: They hold on todtienrthat Yeshua told Miriam not to
touch Him because He was "untouchable" until having firstraded to the Father, whereas the text
actually indicates that He was telling her to not "clingdim,” as she would have other opportunities
to see Him. If the Apostle John was indeed recordindiY&s concern about being touched before
ascending to heaven, | find it very bizarre that he didctarify this remark by Yeshua. If indeed
Yeshua intended for Miriam to understand that He wasouaftable" until He first ascended to the
Father, | would expect John to have then written somgtlike this: "Then, behold, Yeshua ascended
to the Father, where He was accepted as the fitstiftaring. Thus was fulfilled the wave sheaf
offering as written in the Law."

Since John did not provide any such clarification, lidvel it takes some rather pretentious
treatment of the overall text to arrive at such a kmien - a conclusion that is important enough to be
taught as doctrinal truth, yaeverexpounded upon by the NT authors.

Thus, as neat as it may seem to believe that Yeshiikeduthe Wave Sheaf Offering by being
mistaken for a gardener ... which “must” mean that He waying a sheaf of grain ... and that He
cautioned Miriam Magdalene to not touch Him out of @ndor being defiled prior to His imminent,
soon-to-occur ascension to heaven ... such a significghtertainlynoteworthyfulfillment was not
important enough for New Testament authors to even gieaws with so much as a side note. Quite
frankly, we do not believe such a monumental truth wdanalde been left unmentioned by the NT
authors, and we certainly don't believe they would havdeceg mentioning Yeshua's "two
ascensions," one of which was apparently done in sedereover, we also find it strange that, if
Yeshua was indeed "untouchable" from His resurrection Higi(first) ascension to the Father, only
one NT author (John) even so muchltastedat it. Shall we allow such a spurious interpretation to
affect the way we count to Pentecost? Based upohea#vidence that June and | have found in our
research, our answer is, "No."

Over the years we have run into some other folkglagations as to why they do not believe
Yeshua fulfilled the wave sheaf offering on the firsy d&the week. One of the better explanations
involves the belief that Yeshua's sacrifice was accegitélae very moment of His death ... not three
and a half days later, and | will state right nowtthdully agree with that assessment. This
explanation comes from a man named William Dankenbrilghhough Dankenbring agrees with the
way June and | count to Pentecost, he is much more ata@gmm his approach than we are.
Nevertheless, he occasionally comes up with someestiag explanations, and his perspective on
Yeshua's “acceptance” produces some logic that | behegts our attention. Here is what he wrote
in an article entitled "How Do You ‘Count’ Pentecdst?

Some claim the wave sheaf typifies Christ as the “fuigtfrfrom the grave,” being “accepted” of
God the Father on Sunday, the first day of the week. Thiéyefer to Jesus' words to Mary, the
Sunday morning after He arose from the grave, “Touch mearot am not yet ascended to my
Father . ..” (John 20:17).

80 Adam Clarke’s Commentary on the Holy Bjlidridged by Ralph Earle, Beacon Hill Press of Kansas Eansas City,
MO, 1985, pp. 952-53.
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Some assume that since Jesus had not yet ascended tmtlibe Ehat means He was not yet
“accepted” by the Father! His ascending to the Father,dlaéy, is the fulfillment of the “wave
sheaf” offering!

But is that assumption or idea really true? Was the saerifi Jesus NOT ACCEPTED of the
Father until AFTER THE RESURRECTION and ASCENSION?

There are several problems with this interpretation.t,Ringre is no proof Jesus “ascended” to
God the Father on that Sunday. Rather, the Scriptures shalidHhot “ascend to heaven” until
some forty days later (Acts 1:3, 11), in the sight of all dpestles. In the original Greek
language, Jesus' words to Mary, “Touch me not,” did net tefsimple touching, but clinging to
Him, hanging on to Him, embracing Him. He was telling her toohold on to Him. Later,
however, Thomas even felt His hands, where the nails éexl driven (John 20:27).

The truth is, Jesus' sacrifice for our sins was acdgie moment He died for our sins -- not
several days “later.” His “acceptance” had nothing to db Wis “ascension,” which did not
occur until forty days later! The sacrifice of Jesusdor sins was accepted by Almighty God,
our Father, immediately. Therefore, since Jesus wadiedioin Passover day, and the following
day was an annual high Sabbath, the wave sheaf offeringpevémed THE VERY NEXT
WORK DAY -- the day after the annual Sabbath -- the 16thigdtN symbolizing His being “the
first fruits” of the resurrection.

Jesus was crucified on a Wednesday. Thursday of that waekhe First Day of Unleavened
Bread, an annual Sabbath. Therefore, the wave sheafngffenpifying the ACCEPTED
CHRIST -- occurred on Friday of that week -- not twggkater, on Sunday!

It is a false assumption that the acceptance of tharadfef Christ, the “firstfruits” of God's plan,
did not occur until FOUR DAYS after the death of Chrisbd@ccepted His death as payment for
our sins as soon as He died. The wave sheaf offering hadal woth the acceptance of Christ's
sacrifice, NOT THE RESURRECTION!

The plain truth is that the wave sheaf offering occurigt after the first annual holy day of the
Feast of Unleavened Bread. It represented Jesus Chiestwas the “sheaf of the firstfruits”
(Lev. 23:10). The priest waved it before the Lord “TO BE ARTED FOR YOU” (v.11). This
ritual had nothing to do with Christ's ascending to thertérof God after the resurrection, but
rather with His SACRIFICE being accepted FOR US! Notgain, the wave sheaf was to be
accepted “FOR YOU” the people! Christ's sacrifice wecepted immediately by God-- not four
days later!

We were reconciled to God by the DEATH of His Son. AslPwvrote, “God was in Christ,
reconciling the world unto himself, not imputing their tresges unto them . . . For he hath made
him to be sin for us, who knew no sin; that we might bearad righteousness of God in him”
(Il Cor. 5:19-21)*

Although June and | certainly have our differences Withiam Dankenbring, in this instance we
believe he is on target. As he points out, thetsemlithat Yeshua’s sacrifice for our sins was accepted
at the very moment that He died, not three or four ¢tgs.

81 Dankenbring, William F., "How Do You ‘Count’ PentecostPtiumph Prophetic Ministries (Church of God); althougiis th
article is not dated, we accessed it online in 2002t@at//triumphpro.com/how_do_you_count_pentecost.h@uariously, this
article has since been modified and relocated to thanfiolg URL: http://triumphpro.com/pen-count.htnThe most
noticeable modification involves the author’s curreslief that Yeshua was crucified on a Thursday.
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Legitimate Analogies or Forced Interpretations?

In defense of their position, some “Yeshua Ascendedhm 20" proponents have emphasized the
“waving” of the sheaf on the morrow after the Sabbathe New Revised Standard Version translates
this word as “raise,” which some might understand asgbai connection to Yeshua being “raised”
from the dead. Thus, as they point out, it doesn’t nsgkese to wave the sheaf on the morrow after
the high day Sabbathsince Yeshua was still in the tomb at that timewkever, if we are to use that
analogy, we might well ask why the wave sheaf wagfiéred as the weekly Sabbath was about to
end since that is when he rose from the dead. Foethtd® understand that Yeshua was crucified on
a Wednesday and buried before sunset, by the time wdyw@abbath was about to end, Yeshua had
been in the tomb for precisely three days and thregsiighHe was raised as the Sabbath was about
to end ...andwe operate under the presumption that the wave shieaingfcould only be offered in
conjunction with the timing of Yeshua'’s resurrection,nthghouldn’t it have been waved as the
Sabbath was about to end?

Many individuals, in their attempts to conform Scripturéh@ir interpretation, come up with some
very interesting analogies, and this includes theirpngtations of the significance of the Wave Sheaf
Offering. | am reminded of the famous quote by Henry Lddenicken: “There is always an easy
solution to every human problem: neat, plausible, armhge®> On the surface, it might seem that
when we view a certain text in a certain way, we t@avepiphany, and maybe we even go so far as to
conclude that it was the Almighty who revealed it to H®wever, we need to be careful.

In the case of the fulfillment of the Wave Shedfieding — namely, the day of the week on which it
was fulfilled, it would be prudent to not reach any prematorgclusions based on our assessment of
how things “must” have happened during the year of Yeshuatsfizion, especially since none of
the New Testament authors, who wrote under the ingpirati Yahweh, exhibited the need for us to
understand the specific day of the week ... or month ... onhathis ceremony was performed.

For those who choose to ignore the warning signs andegdoavith establishing their
interpretations as “doctrine,” we can only wonder wltare form of exegesis will lead. Will some
conclude that Yeshua’s body was actually burned? Tingiat if they choose to assign a very literal
application of the sacrificial law. For example,ddeawvs 13:11-12 expounds on how the bodies of
animals offered as sacrifices for sin were burnedideithhe camp, and then gives the analogy that
"Wherefore, Yeshua ALSO, that He might sanctify pe®ple with His own blood, suffered without
[outside] the gate." This analogy might lend credeoncthé¢ belief that Yeshua’'s body was actually
burned not buried! Others might argue, “If He weraly the Passover lamb, He would have been
killed on an altar, not on a cross!”

Someone else might argue that if Yeshua were thdyMessiah, He would have been arrested on
Abib 10, the day when the Passover lamb is supposed to haemb(Ex. 12:2), instead of the night
before His crucifixion. In fact, after composing thtential argument, | decided to check the Internet
to see if anyone has produced such an argument. The aissyes. The following question was
posed by a visitor to théahoo! Answergvebsite:

82 Henry Louis Mencken, quoted from “The Divine Afflatus,"Mencken Chrestomathghapter 25, p. 443 (1949). This essay
was originally published in the New YoBwvening Mail,November 16, 1917, and reprintedFrejudices: Second Series
(1920).
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If jesus was the lamb of god, why wasn't he taken to a Qeefsple and sacrificed on the alter
by having his throat cut and his blood thrown [against] talawor did they change their method
of sacrificing to include crucifixion? because crucifixiooedn't actually involve blood or

burningf33

While | believe the above commentary is an extrexemple of the lengths people will go to in
order to reconcile their understanding of Scripturafilfoient or other implications of Scriptural
types, nevertheless, it goes without saying that we teebd careful in not infusing our understanding
of how thingsshould have been fulfilled into our interpretations of text¢/hen we do this, we
practiceeisegesiswhich essentially means “reading a meaning into thethat isn't really there.”
This is what | typically refer to as “forcing an inpeetation that isn't really there.”

8 From thevahoo! Answersebsite. This question, along with the various answabmitted, may be found by accessing the
following URL: http://answers.yahoo.com/question/index?qid=20090802081533AAsq3jx




19. Dlgeetion: Do as “they” say ... 0> do as “he” says?

encountered came from a gentleman who took issue wittomynentary of Matthew 23, wherein

Yeshua presented the “scribes and Pharisees” as sittinpses’ seat in conjunction with His
admonition to “observe and do” whatsoever they bid us serk. Those who remain opposed to
counting to Pentecost the way the Pharisees do itolillously not be enamored with Yeshua’s words
here, and a gentleman named Jerry objected to the trandlaused in quoting Yeshua’'s words. He
pointed out the “correct translation” of Matthew 23:31 d& found in the&Shem TolHebrew Matthew.
Here is how the text from Matthew 23:1-3 realhads, even though George Howard didn’t translatetit tha
way in hisHebrew Gospel of Matthew

| l pon giving myFacing the Pentecost Controveray the Unity Conference, the only objection |

! ThenYeshuaspoke to the people and to His disciples

% saying: Upon the seat of Moses the Pharisees andsiiges

® Now all whichhe says to you keep and do; but (according to) their ordinancedeais do
not do because they say and do not.

In the above translation, | bold-face typed the wolitg # changed from Professor Howard’s
rendering. Of course, | give the proper transliteratioth® Messiah’s name from the Hebrew text, but for
our present concern, | want to focus on the prondw’“ In virtually all available translations, the
pronoun “they” is employed. This very subtle differeman result in a very different interpretation of the
above passage. Certainly, if Yeshua told His discifdedo allthey say to “keep and do,” He is telling
them to obey the directives given by the Pharisé&s.the other hand, if the actual pronoun He used in
verse 3 was the pronouh€” then Yeshua was obviously referringhtoses apart from anés opposed
to the Pharisees!

The man issuing the above objection maintains thatéesbviously intended for His followers to
obeyMoses and not necessarily the Pharisees, even though Hewleklyed that they sat in Moses’ seat.
His point, though very well taken, does nothing to resadhe Pentecost controversy, for that in itself is
the very purpose in our composing this study! Was it tHeofiMoses that we begin the count to
Pentecost from the morrow after tagh day Sabbath” or was it his will that we begin the countlos
morrow after theveeklySabbath?

The fact that the Pharisees began the count frormtreow after the high day Sabbath does not in
any way infer that this means Yeshua was telling Hig¥adrs to begin the count to Pentecost differently
from the Pharisees. This point is accentuated by theéHat; upon issuing this directive, the worst charge
Yeshua chose to bring up against the Pharisees wascthbdathey would put burdens upon others while
themselves “not litting a finger.” Certainly, if the Pisaical leadership was guilty of teaching an
incorrect method of counting to Pentecost, Yeshua woulch&ee hesitated to have mentioned such an
infraction instead of drumming up such a far less significharge against them.

On a curious side note to Jerry's objection, | finchiefesting that he should bring up the fact that
Yeshua taught His followers to obey Moses. One ofathws given by Yahweh through Moses involves
the wearing of fringes on our garments. If Yeshua taughtfdllowers to obey Moses, then this law
would have to bencluded not excluded from what Yeshua taught. Neverthelessptdn raising the
objection is on record as teaching that the law pengito wearing fringes has been “done away.” We
appreciate his outward zeal in believing the Messiah taugdiefce to Moses. However, we do not
appreciate the obvious double standard created when “pigkohghoosing” which of those laws to obey.



20. Answering a Sritie's Response to owr Study

Book Facing thePentecost Controversy The author of the review, Voy Wilks, is a gentleman

whom we have known for several years, and is a ntarse sincerity and integrity is respected
by all who are privileged to have made his acquaintancevertheless, Mr. Wilks is not in agreement
with our view on how the ancients counted to Pentedoshis review, Voy attempted to:

On May 22, 2004 we received a response to our original studyedrtBrief Comments on the

1) Disprove our claim that the Pharisees controlled th@leservices during the first century CE.
2) Discredit the translation known as tBeptuagint

The entire text of his response is displayed beloanstribed from his original commentary. In
addition to the review, we were sent additional liter@tdesigned to disprove the position that June and |
hold. Nevertheless, instead of providing us with new infoionahat might serve to disprove any of our
findings, we found that what Mr. Wilks sent us consistédhe same arguments we’ve already seen
before, only reworded.

Again, as we have stated before, we do respect thedbghose who believe the count to Pentecost
should begin on the morrow after the weekly Sabbathftiis within the Feast of Unleavened Bread.
Nevertheless, when individuals who promote this view sendncorrect and even distorted information,
| do feel the errors need to be exposed. With thmsiid, | will respond to Mr. Wilks’ comments.

BRIEF COMMENTS ON THE BOOK

FACING THE PENTECOST CONTROVERSY

The last scholar, F. F. Bruce, is cited as being unreliable perhaps, because his name is
associated with two different opinions;

Page 24. The Sadducees set the date for Pentecost as long as the temple stood; always
counting 50 days from the first Sunday after Passover.

The Pharisees set the date for Pentecost; always counting 50 days from the 16" of Abib.
Page 25. According to the more usual method of reckoning, First Fruits fell on Nisan 16.

Please notice: In the first instance, Mr. Bruce, in his own book gave his scholarly
opinion. In the second instance, Mr Bruce was “the general editor” of a Bible
Commentary written by others. Perhaps it was unseemly for Mr. Bruce to have changed
another scholars copy. | would think it is not a general editor's duty to rewrite the
commentary, but to see that all contributed articles conform to a certain standard of
presentation, appearance, etc.

It is true that Queen Alexandra Salome (a Pharisee) bestowed upon her eldest son John
Hyrcanus (a Pharisee) the high priesthood. Some scholars have written that the

Facing the Pentecost Controversy
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Chapter 20

Sadducees never again regained power over the Pharisees. This is incorrect. In later
life, after his mother’s death, King John Hyrcanus became angry with the party of the
Pharisees* and joined the party of the Sadducees. Evidently from this time onward, the
Sadducees set the dates for the festivals and ruled the temple worship as long as the
temple stood, as Mr. Bruce and others have indicated. The N. T. indicates the same.”

* Chut. 13:10.5~7

When the Apostles walked the earth, the domain of the Pharisees was the synagogue
(Mt. 23:2). They were more numerous and more popular. The temple service was the
domain of the Sadducees. Although there were some Pharisees in the Sanhedrin the
majority of its members were of the party of the Sadducees (Acts 5:17-28). Obviously,
the Sadducees had the majority of power. In addition, the very mention that a Pharisee
was a members of the council (the Senate of Israel) indicates the majority were
Sadducees (Acts 5:34).

The Septuagint Version is polluted to some extent, for example:

Scriptures indicate it is a good thing to bless Yahweh (Ps. 34:1; 66:8). The Septuagint
text, however, indicates it is a crime to bless Yahweh (1 Kings 21:9, 13). The Hebrew
text in this verse uses the word curse, instead of bless Yahweh. A similar report is in
Lev. 24:11, 16; he supposedly “named the name” (Yahweh) and was killed for doing so.

Appearing about 108 times, it is significant that, except for Isaiah 66:23, the only
Scripture in which the word Sabbath (#7676) is translated week(s) in the Jewish Bible (in
English) is in the timing for Pentecost (Lev. 23:15 and 16). Even in verse 10 the correct
translation is given; Sabbath, not week (#7676).

It is now evident that the Jewish translators changed the text from “seven Sabbaths” and
“seventh sabbath” (verses 15 and 16) to read “seven weeks” and “seventh week.” The
reason? To make the Scriptures agree with the custom of the Pharisees, both ancient
and modern. Why be misled?

Voy Wilks

General Editor.

The first half of Mr. Wilks’ commentary essentialipnsists of his response to the portion of our
Unity Conference presentation as covered in chapter 9 o$tady.
excerpts froma) a book authored by F.F. Bruce ant¥) a commentary for which F.F. Bruce was the
In the one book, support is offeredcimunting from the morrow after the weekly
Sabbath. In the other, support is offered for countingn fiee morrow after the “high dapabbath. As
General Editor of the commentary, Mr. Bruce had ewgyortunity to “edit out” any information that he
deemed as false. While it is possible that someonevetse that the count to Pentecost always began on

Nisan 16, Mr. Bruce chose not to correct it.

In that chapter we displayed two
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All this having been said, whatever position held by Friac8 will not decide the truth. All it does
is illustrate the fact that some very well-knownaahs are themselves befuddled with regard to “which”
position is really correct. Mr. Wilks, in his attemyot excuse the obvious blunder on the part of F.F.
Bruce, expressed the notion that “it is not a genatiabies duty to rewrite the commentary, but to see
that all contributed articles conform to a certain déad of presentation, appearance, etc.”

In other words, appearance is more important thawortgst facts? On the contrary, as General
Editor of the commentary, it was F.F. Bruce’s dutyee o it thatll information offered conformed to
the truth. Mr. Bruce may have committed an oversightmissing the explanation offered by the
contributing commentator. On the other hand, maybeBxrce didn’t mind allowing someone to present
a position that he himself doesn’t support. The other pidigsiis that Mr. Bruce changed positions
between the publishing of the two books. Either way, Bfuce’s position, one way or the other, does
not resolve the Pentecost controversy.

Pharisees vs. Sadducees Revisited

Mr. Wilks also expressed disagreement with the informnatve provide in chapter eight of this
study. He wrote:

It is true that Queen Alexandra Salome (a Pharisee) bestowed upon her eldest son
John Hyrcanus (a Pharisee) the high priesthood. Some scholars have written that the
Sadducees never again regained power over the Pharisees. This is incorrect. In later
life, after his mother’s death, King John Hyrcanus became angry with the party of the
Pharisees* and joined the party of the Sadducees. Evidently from this time onward,
the Sadducees set the dates for the festivals and ruled the temple worship as long as
the temple stood, as Mr. Bruce and others have indicated. The N. T. indicates the
same.”

* Ant. 13:10:5-7

I would recommend that the serious student examine the fiame offered above. The king
referred to above as John Hyrcanus, who did indeed leeeogry with the Pharisees Jishn Hyrcanus
|, and as Mr. Wilks indicates, this account may be rea&hiiguities of the Jewshapter 13* Unlike
the scenario presented by Mr. Wilks, however, this eseatrredprior to the death of John Hyrcanus’
son, Alexander Jannaeus. It was John Hyrcanus I's $mny wpon his deathbed, counseled his wife
(Alexandra Salome) to restore the power to the Réegjsand this is precisely what she did.

According to such scholars as Emil Schirer, in hikbidee History of the Jewish People in the Age
of Jesus Christ (175 B.C.-A.D. 13%s well as Alfred Edersheim, the Sadducees never aggamed
power. For those who have not already read chaptertBioktudy, we recommend doing so before
allowing Mr. Wilks’ comments to be your final arbiter ofith.

To fully illustrate that Mr. Wilks has the timetaltlerned around, please notice that the event he
mentions wherein the Pharisees lost their power dtwod” is found inAntiquities of the JewBook 13,
chapter 10 Five chapters later (i.e., in theature), Alexander Jannaeus counseled his wife to restore
power to thePharisees This can be found iAntiquities of the Jew®ook 13,chapter 15. If Mr. Wilks

8 We cover the details of this accountirapter 8f this study.
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seeks to locate a time franadter the point in time wherein Alexander Jannaeus counseledifasto
restore power to the Pharisees, he needs to look béydmlities of the Jew®ook 13, chapter 15.

There is no record that John Hyrcanus Il ever took atlwaypower that his mother gave to the
Pharisees.

Mr. Wilks makes it clear that he believes the Sadduaese in charge. He writes, “Obviously, the
Sadducees had the majority of power.” Even though neltheaphus, nor such scholars as Emil Schirer
and Alfred Edersheim, would agree with him, this is celydnis right. Also noticeably absent from Mr.
Wilks’ commentary is his take on what the Messiah medr&n He stated, “The scribes and Pharisees sit
in Moses’ seat.” He didiot say, “The scribes anfladduceesit in Moses’ seat.” Nor did He simply
state, “Thescribessit in Moses’ seat.” Perhaps Mr. Wilks does notdwaiYeshua meant what He said in
Matthew 23:2? If heloesbelieve the Messiah meant what He said, we wouldtikenow why Yeshua
focused on the authority of tlihariseeg(by name) instead of the Sadducees. And if, as somdaimain
the scribes consisted of both Pharisaed Sadducees, then why did Yeshua even bother mentioning the
Pharisees? Why didn’t He just state, “Hoeibessit in Moses’ seat?”

The Septuagint

A primary target of those who are opposed to beginningdhat to Pentecost from the morrow after
the “high day” Sabbath is the Septuagint. To be sure/eaave addressed in this study, the Septuagint
has its share of errors. However, the same camitdeo§the Hebrew text. Of course, Mr. Wilks points
out two of the more serious errors, as if this sheeltle the matter that the Septuagint cannot be trusted
on doctrinal matters. Here is what he wrote:

The Septuagint Version is polluted to some extent, for example:

Scriptures indicate it is a good thing to bless Yahweh (Ps. 34:1; 66:8). The Septuagint
text, however, indicates it is a crime to bless Yahweh (1 Kings 21:9, 13). The Hebrew
text in this verse uses the word curse, instead of bless Yahweh. A similar report is in
Lev. 24:11, 16; he supposedly “named the name” (Yahweh) and was killed for doing
So.

Appearing about 108 times, it is significant that, except for Isaiah 66:23, the only
Scripture in which the word Sabbath (#7676) is translated week(s) in the Jewish Bible
(in English) is in the timing for Pentecost (Lev. 23:15 and 16). Even in verse 10 the
correct translation is given; Sabbath, not week (#7676).

Both critical errors mentioned by Mr. Wilks, on thefage, seem inexcusable, and indeed we do not
support the translation errors pointed out by our friend.

This having been said, | believe it is at least understantiallesuch a grave error as forbidding the
mentioning of the Creator’'s name made its way into theuagptt. To begin with, please remember that
the Septuagint originally contained the Tetragrammatéo.copies of this original text exist today, only
fragments that have been discovered containing the folorelWecharacters comprising the name YHWH
(M7?). | believe it is quite possible that when the &gtammaton was replaced whirrios at the same
time the wording of some key verses was changed so @&ncourage the reader to not speak the
Tetragrammaton. And why would they have encouraged #ukeréo not speak the Tetragrammaton?
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There may be several reasons for this, none of wdanhbe considered as excusable, yet | believe we
might better understand how it happened if we could somainagine ourselves living in their time and
culture. Please remember that in 168 BCE, Antiochushapigs slew some 80,000 Jews for various
reasons, mainly for practicing their religion. Thisrézorded in the books dflaccabees It is also
recorded in the Talmud, Tractate Rosh Hashanah 18bpnkabf Antiochus Epiphanes’ decrees was one
forbidding the mentioning of Yahweh’s name. Certainlyntivee know that Jews who refused to comply
with his decree were slaughtered. Those who survived al@mg with his decree.

In the end, however, Judah Maccabees and his men gainadttrg over Antiochus Epiphanes and
his vast army, and when the victory was won, Judah Maesabad his men repealed the decree
outlawing the mentioning of Yahweh’'s name However,dhmage had been done. Many of those who
defied the decree had perished; those who obeyed survived.

Imagine yourself as a parent, raising your children iro@esy where, if one of them is caught
mentioning Yahweh’s name, your entire family is in dargfdreing massacred. Imagine soldiers calling
everyone out of their homes, ordering everyone outsideithess a gruesome event. It turns out your
next door neighbor's son spoke the Creator's name. Upoauacing the charge, the general forces
everyone to watch as the entire family is slaughkltéefore their eyes. Their bodies are then hung for all
to see, and as a warning for what fate awaits thosedetyathe command of Antiochus Epiphanes.

For those who believe the above is too far-fetchebetarue, we suggest reading the story of the
mother and her seven sons in Il Maccabees chapter 7.

It might be possible that, in order to survive whilawitaneously preserving the text of Scripture, the
Jews were compelled to remove the Creator's name, winield have been very visible, as it occurs
nearly 7,000 times. Not only may they have chosen t@verilis name out of fear of death, but they
may also have changed the wording in a few places to rmske it appear that we should not speak the
Creator’'s name. In our present society, we oftenidenst “unthinkable” to do such a thing, as it is
adding and taking away from Scripture. Indeed, we do notsuplpanging Scripture; yet, if we watched
our next door neighbors or other loved ones die for speakm@teator's name, it gossiblethat we
might view things from a different perspective.

We do not support the changes made to the Septuddowever, we do not believe those changes
should be grounds for summarily dismissing the reliabditythe text as a whole. This is what many,
including Mr. Wilks have chosen to do. In spite of all thiicisms directed at the Septuagint translation,
one thing Mr. Wilks did not address is the fact that ihihe translation used by Philo, a prominent first-
century Jew who was chosen by his people to represenieivs from Alexandria, Egypt before the
Roman emperor. Philo’s views represented those of nimeniudaism, and as we have already seen, he
counted to Pentecost from the morrow after the “high &ibath. So did Josephus.

If the Septuagint translation of Leviticus 23:11-16 causedsJ® begin counting to Pentecost
incorrectly, this flaw was never pointed out to thenthm®/Messiah.

Mr. Wilks writes, “It is now evident that the Jewidhanslators changed the text from ‘seven
Sabbaths’ and ‘seventh sabbath’ (verses 15 and 16) to seadn‘ weeks’ and ‘seventh week.” The
reason? To make the Scriptures agree with the custahe ¢tharisees, both ancient and modern. Why
be misled?”
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| would counter his remark by stating thiathe Jewish translators “changed the text” as Mrk3Vil
claims, it reflected Jewish understanding of that texd Jewish understanding that Philo, Josephus and a
multitude of Jews accepted and Yeshua evidently nevezated.

The Dead Sea Scrolls

Mr. Wilks also sent us a copy of a study he authoréitlezh“Pentecost Studies — Confirmation from
Qumran.” He apparently feels that if the pre-Magor&xt of Leviticus 23:11-16 agrees with the
Masoretic text, this proves that Jews of the Messidaiscounted to Pentecost from the morrow after the
weekly Sabbath (as opposed to the morrow after the ‘thagh sabbath). However, since we have shown
that this debate has existed sirmfore the days of the Messiah, it is evident that thesledion of
“sabbath” as opposed to “first day” in Leviticus 23:11 had earing in settling that dispute, just as it has
no bearing today. The question as to whether the tgatubath” refers to the “high day sabbath” or the
“weekly sabbath” existed in pre-Masoretic times. hn$lating the Septuagint, the seventy scholars put
forth their understanding of which “sabbath” Yahweh nmeams expressed above, this translation
reflected the understanding of those seventy schoklmsgh as such Jews as Philo and Josephus. When
Philo and Josephus described the count to Pentecosteliey presented it in debate fashion, so as to
persuade the reader that their view was “the correct veesvbpposed to an alternate position. They
simply presented it as an explanation for how their medm it. Counting from the morrow after the
“high day” sabbath is simply how it was done during tlaaiys (between 20 BCE and 100 CE), a time
frame encompassing the days of Yeshua.

Thus, the Dead Sea Scrolls dothing towards resolving the Pentecost controversy, nor dheal
expect them to do so. Indeed, if the Hebrew text @fkad Sea Scrolls indicated that the count was to
begin on the morrow after the “first day” of the feasd that they were to count “seven weeksavuoy,”
we would all be scratching our heads wondering why there wasi@antroversy in the fist place!

How the Pentecost Controversy Began

Some people have asked me exactly how | believe thiee¢test controversy got started. | doubt if
anyone can answer this question with certainty. Neelksh, | have on occasion given my own personal
view, and | believe it has some merit, based upon thennafiton we are given in Scripture. At the time
of the return from the Captivity, there was a group ofpfeeé&nown as the Samaritans (Ezra chapter 4)
who did their best to subvert things for the people ofw&th These are the same people who would later
set up false fires so as to confuse the Jews regardingighal that the new moon had been spotted.
These same people stopped at nothing to distort Yahweh'’s a@y$ believe the count to Pentecost may
well have been one such issue. Interestingly, the Samsrto this day count to Pentecost from the
morrow after the weekly Sabbath.

| believe it is quite likely that some of their nuemb infiltrated the Jews. Later, when the Septuagint
was translated, the faithful Jews wanted to make a distinction that the “morrow after the sabbath”
means “morrow after the first day” of the feast, ahalt tthe “seven sabbaths” refers to “seven weeks.”
This is why they translated the Septuagint as they dicbt.b@&cause they were intent upon subverting the
Word, but because they wanted to clarify the proper uradelstg so as to combat the attempts of the
Samaritans, who insisted that “morrow after the SabBbadn only mean “morrow after the weekly
Sabbath.”



Facing the Pentecost Controversy 81

The understanding that “morrow after the ‘high day’ salvbwas the original intent was reflected in
the writings of both Philo and Josephus, who were gbiously not Samaritans.

For a period of time, the Samaritan view prevailed, uthee Megillath Ta’anith reveals, the
Pharisaic method later took over (during the days of Qudexandra Salome), and continued on up
through the days of the Messiah'’s earthly visit and eesomd.

The Samaritans have had numerous skirmishes withleéhes, and | believe they succeeded in
persuading some of them to abandon the understanding oldcbyhtheir ancestors, and this may well
have played a role in the hostilities that existeavben the Pharisees and the Sadducean party.

Of course, | cannot prove my theory, although someés pHrit are documented facts. There is no
guestion that the Samaritans worked at undermining the Rdaity, and it all started in Ezra chapter
four. | believe it is quite possible that the ranafions of their attempts have permeated Jewish history to
the point that many prefer the Samaritans’ interpatatiover the Pharisees’ interpretations. | am
persuaded that Philo’s writings reflect the Pharisgieaspective, and Josephus even wrote that he was a
member of the Pharisee party.

What is missing from the above is the fact that |r@ohaware of any writing wherein any ancient
Jews wrote something to the effect of, “The Samaritaifisstop at nothing to subvert the faith of our
fathers; yea, they even work at changing the way wetcmuRentecost.” In the absence of such an
historical record, all | can do is speculate. | redlirg those of the opposing view will not appreciate this
perspective, and that is certainly their prerogative. nifoae has an alternate theory, | am willing to
examine it.



2). Conelusion

We are thankful to have been given this opportunityebglain ourselves” with regard to why we
count to Pentecost as we do. At the same time,anli because we are reacting to unkind and unfair
remarks directed at those of our persuasion that we dta&en to express ourselves as we have in this
study. We believe we have shown that there is sowgid éo the part of both sides of this issue, and yet
we believe we have demonstrated why we personally beleveveight of the evidence favors counting
to Pentecost from Abib 16.

Others will remain convinced that we should count fittey morrow after the weekly Sabbath that
falls during the Feast of Unleavened Bread. We respettltgic, even if we are not inclined to agree
with it, as we are thankful whenever we see menvasttien humbly pursuing the will of the Father. We
believe this entire issue boils down to whether oneosés to follow the instructions as found in the
Hebrew text as opposed to the instructions as founckiséptuagint. Those who prefer the Hebrew text
have their reasons, as do those who prefer the Septuegding.

We all have our reasons for believing as we do, and Warg to be dogmatically assertive about our
position, we are free to do so, but that doesn’t &y mean our position is the correct one. Thaeee
simply some areas of controversy that are so cotpld we believe it calls for us to be understanadihg
those who choose to interpret Scripture differently thendo, and Pentecost is one of those issues.
Therefore, although we believe it is healthy and evenaaumal for us to discuss our differences, we
believe it isunhealthy not to mention inappropriate, to approach each othérthé smug, “I'm right and
you're deceived” attitude that surfaces so often in costies of this nature. Therefore, we are directing
this study more againstraentalitythan against a doctrine. We believe if both sidesdcauleast look at
each other and say, ‘I respect the logic of your pmsitiwe could all advance much more quickly
towards being the children that Yahweh wants us to be.

Facing the Pentecost Controversy
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