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D.T. Inuvro. ¥ -57=
the people of Goa in the Curistian Cuurcy leading tnem in tne New Testar=nt tual tuey
cuansidered every .ue ol ithese boocks to be the inspired Word of God. Since tnat time you
have your Curistian church split up inio sects, you have your Greek Catnolic, you have your
Homan Catholic, you have your many protestant sects. Yet so dar as I know every single one
of them agrees with the rest that these are the bYocks of the N.T. I don't know of any
Ckristian group which says - Yes, we don't accepi John's gospel, we accept all the rest or of
any church which has as a3 part of its creed tnat Paul's epistles are inspired but Peter's
zre not. The Coristian churcn as a wnole =ccepts and the Cnristian Bible includes 27 books
of the W.T. every one of trem and no otcer, Now if the Christian church would change its
mind and if they would add a few books 2nd leave ocut some of these that wouldn't eailect the
matter. We nave witrin a few centuries of the finel writing a unimity on thepart ct the
people cf God. There may be individuals, there are individuals whc are prof¥essing Christians
who don't believe in the idea of inspiration a% all. The Christian church as & whole and
all the branches of it have agreed as to what these books are. Feople say Martin ILuther
didn't like the epistle of James and threw it out of the canon. That is absolutely false.
Martin Iuther liked Paulks writings much better than James'., Martin Inther translated the
included in it

N.T. into German and he omikkead the epistle of James. He included exactly the bocks we have
in out New Testament and no others. Martin Luther sent out edition after edition and printing
after printing of the N,T. including exactly the books we have and no others. The Christian
church may differ about the 0.T. Some may say it ought to have more books in it, some might
even say it should have less, though I don't know of any kranch of the Christian church that
does. That would not affect the 0.T. The Old Testament was given to the jews, tuey wor. une
poople oI Byl wu coum it Los given, Tue Cirietimn Peovle £:GuiV.E 1T me B Collocviun Zrom i
Jows, For ue as Unrisvians, i1t 18 not .nc plucm 1o evart 0 Pryv:c the 000K. wle 1M.Tir.a or
VW0 LPOVe wultn wuukS ueVe Boenl 8CCeptouy tue place FOT U wu BLalft i: wioav wo Jouus Unries
and Nle APALviie .UINK aliuv 1V Wi 0N ovad_BNOL 1: Gical wveams Ju_cwe Uoalet 8N wle APOules
Cuneadnriu &t @e Wiucilve.ivcs  Point 3 was there is no sugegestion of any difference between
Christ and the jews as to the extent c¢f the canon.

4, While t?: N.T. occasionally quotes non-canonical writings, it never refers to
them as anthoritativefiﬁ%% does not mean £f the N,T. quotes a book that that is part oi the

inspired word of God any more than if I quote a book that I think that that book is part of
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