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In his new book, The Third Jesus, The
Christ We Cannot Ignore, New Age
guru Deepak Chopra advises, “I have
written what I think the New Testa-
ment actually means™! and further
warns his readers that, “Jesus is in
trouble. ... Most troubling of all, his
teachings have been hijacked.”2

The idea of tacking the name of
Jesus onto offbeat and aberrational
ideas and practices is nothing new. It
is as old as Acts 19:11-16 and the
failed Jewish exorcists.

YET ANOTHER JESUS

Now Chopra has entered the fray.
His new book gives a unique twist on
re-creating Jesus for our already con-
fused age. Chopra’s “Third Jesus” is
his own fabrication and created in his
own image. Chopra tries to squeeze
Jesus into a Hindu hermeneutic until
the Savior bears no resemblance to the
biblical Christ.

Chopra was born in 1946. He is a
physician and prolific author. Prob-
ably his best-known book is Ageless
Body, Timeless Mind, which was writ-
ten in 1993. His father was a cardiolo-
gist in India, while his grandfather
followed Ayurvedic practice. The
Ayurvedic way depends on herbal
remedies and speculation about en-
ergy flows in the body. It also relies
on meditation and sometimes Yoga.
Chopra was influenced by a major
Ayurvedic physician and himself be-

came prominent in the Transcendental
Meditation movement. On the dust
jacket of Chopra’s latest book he is
called, “the poet-prophet of alterna-
tive medicine.”

OFF TO A REALLY BAD START

The opening statement of Chopra’s
book sets the stage for the volume
and is a paradigm completely fabri-
cated by Chopra:

“Jesus Christ left behind a riddle
that two thousand years of wor-
ship haven’t solved.”3

Chopra’s premise is that to really
understand Jesus we have to under-
stand that He cannot be understood
unless Chopra gives us the key to
understanding. Chopra is suggesting
that he alone has discovered what
Bible scholars have been missing for
two thousand years. A riddle is a
puzzling question that has to be
answered by guessing. It also can be a
puzzling person or situation. Is that
who Jesus is? This may be a ploy to
persuade readers to accept a Jesus
that is a figment of his imagination.

Chopra goes on to say that the
riddle is that no one can really live up
to the teachings of Jesus. This is
because we have not understood what
Jesus was really saying and teaching.
We have taken Jesus too literally, he
says, and thus are trying to live up to
impossible commands. Chopra’s
analysis is:

“What Jesus actually taught is
much more radical and at the
same time mystical.”

In the end, Chopra does not help us
to live up to the teachings of Jesus,
but rather twists them so we will
understand them in a mystical way.

The question Chopra is not asking
is, Why would Jesus be so obscure
and not be clear about what He
meant? Or maybe He was and it is
only Chopra claiming the underlying
mystical and esoteric meaning of
Jesus’ teachings. Perhaps Chopra is
simply making the simple terribly
complex. Chopra alleges that we have
misunderstood Jesus, but it is clear
that he is the one mired in misunder-
standing. Jesus Himself disavowed
riddles and secrets and Gnostic mysti-
cal meanings when He said, “I spoke
openly to the world. I always taught
in synagogues and in the temple,
where the Jews always meet, and in
secret I have said nothing” (John
18:20).

Chopra is not a Gnostic in the
official sense as he disavows the
historical Gnostics of the third and
fourth centuries.> That being said, he
is, however, Gnostic-like in his ap-
proach claiming insights into mystical
meanings in Jesus’ teachings. At
times, he is not quite sure he dislikes
the Gnostics completely. For example,
he does concur with some of their
myths about Mary Magdalene.®

(continues on page 8)

4 — The Quarterly Journal

July-September 2008




term “Presidential” in describing a
National Merit Scholarship, so she
suggested that perhaps Charles was
referring to the Presidential Scholar’s
Program and suggested checking
there, too. Melissa Apostolides, in the
United States Department of Educa-
tion, confirmed that Ronal D. Charles
never was named a Presidential
Scholar.3!

Charles also claims on his resume to
be a Rhodes Scholar designate. Beth
W. Maslowsky, of The Rhodes Trust,
said after checking the records of the
Rhodes Trust, that there is no Rhodes
Scholar by the name of Ronal D.
Charles. Because Charles claims to be
a Rhodes Scholar designate,
Maslowsky thought that perhaps he
meant to say that he only applied for
a Rhodes Scholarship. After checking
those records too, they have no record
of Ronal D. Charles even applying for
a Rhodes scholarship.32

Charles has a serious problem with
the truth. Not only does he fabricate
quotations from early Church Fathers
to support his views in his book, The
Search, he also questions the trustwor-
thiness of the Scriptures.

It is hard to understand why
Charles has made up so much about
Jesus and himself. His book and
resume wither under the light of
scrutiny. In the light of the Bible,
Church History, and just plain facts,

he is, in the words of Scripture,
“weighed in the balances and found
wanting”” (Daniel 5:27).
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THE THIRD JESUS

(continued from page 4)

Chopra’s caricature of the early
Church as a divided, squabbling
group of failures is historically false.
Early believers were not confused
about “whether to follow Peter or
Paul.”7 Chopra tries to paint the
first-century Church as being in chaos
and its members living in doctrinal
ambiguity and division because they
missed the mystical side of the “Jesus
riddle.” The continuity and pattern of
the apostles’” doctrine is clear from
Acts 2:42 to the end of the book of
Revelation.

Chopra needs to know that there
was no division between Peter and
Paul, with Peter calling Paul a “be-
loved brother” (2 Peter 3:15) as he
affirmed Paul’s writings. It is clear
that Paul spent time in the company
of Peter (Galatians 1:18) and even
when they disagreed about the exclu-
sion of Gentiles in table fellowship
with Jews (a new social situation
created by the Gospel), Peter makes
clear in his second epistle that Paul is
still a “beloved brother.” Acts 15
shows all the early apostles in unity
and harmony as they worked out
together the unfolding questions of
the relationship of Jew and Gentile in
the infant Church.

COLORED BY HIS
PERSPECTIVE

Chopra is a Hindu, so he will
interpret things through a Hindu
framework and worldview. Every-
thing, including Jesus, will be fla-
vored with Hindu presuppositions,
and reconstituted for modern con-
sumption. Hindus are committed to
certain presuppositions, including
“reincarnation” and finding “God
deep within oneself.”8 Reincarnation
becomes a form of self-atonement and
a way of breaking bad karma or bad
consequences. One cannot escape the
cycle and may even come back as “a
bird or a worm or an insect.”?
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In just one verse, the Bible devas-
tates the concept of reincarnation.
Hebrews 9:27 says, “it is appointed
for men to die once, but after this the
judgment.” The book of Romans
makes it clear that Jesus’ death and
resurrection is our only atonement.
“God deep within oneself” (or self-
deification) is the lie as old as Satan’s
promise to Adam and Eve that some-
how apart from God they could be
just like Him (Genesis 3:5).

It must also be understood that in
Hindu teaching the universe is only
an illusion. The statements of Genesis
1 and 2, that God created a literal
material universe are, according to
Hinduism, all wrong. Consider the
following;:

“Many Hindus, under the heri-
tage of the ‘way of knowledge,’
say that the most important
problem of all human beings is
that they have forgotten that they
are living in an unreal world.
There is only one true reality,
which is Brahman, the spiritual
being that is ultimately beyond
our understanding or descriptive
ability. As long as we treat the
world of our experience (maya)
as though it were real, we will
remain hung up in this illusory
cosmos and continue through the
cycle of reincarnations. However,
if we come to the point of
realizing that deep within our-
selves, deeper than our feelings
and our thoughts, there is a Self
(atman) that is identical with
Brahman, we are on our way to
escaping from the bondage of the
world once and for all.”10

Chopra even misconstrues faith,
which is trust in God and His Word,
and tries to tell us, “Faith — When
you stop believing in the illusion of
the material world and see everything
for what it really is — light — you
have faith.”11 Try to tell a woman in
childbirth that her pains are an illu-
sion or that she is only bringing forth
an illusionary baby.

THE SAME OLD NONSENSE
RESURRECTED

Chopra is trying to convince us that
we can find God within ourselves.

The god within he calls “God-con-
sciousness.” In his view, we are no
different than Jesus and we all can
attain to His status. Actually, his New
Age mysticism is not so new. The
so-called Mind Sciences have been
around since the late 1800s.!2 The
Theosophical Society of occultist Ma-
dame Helena Petrovna Blavatsky
(1831-1891) taught that man was god,
as was every atom in the universe,
and that the Christ was the divine
part of every person.!3 Heresy is
neither old nor a riddle. The pipe line
today runs through the books of
Neale Donald Walsch, as well as the
writings of Marianne Williamson who
wrote The Gift of Change and Eckhart
Tolle and his book, A New Earth.
Oprah Winfrey is vigorously promot-
ing the well worn New Age teachings
of Williamson and Tolle. Isaiah 5:20
warns us about those who would,
“put darkness for light and light for
darkness.”

Now that we understand where
Chopra is coming from and where he
is trying to take us, we are better
prepared to proceed. Chopra’s stated
goal is to get rid of everything that
has always been believed and taught
about Jesus. He writes:

”..we must begin with radical
surgery, cutting through the
timeworn Jesus that all of us
know. ... That traditional version
of Jesus was constructed as a
compromise .. so we must go
beyond it. Jesus did not physi-
cally descend from God’s dwell-
ing place above the clouds, nor
did he return to sit at the right
hand of a literal throne. What
made Jesus the Son of God was
the fact that he had achieved
God-consciousness.” 14

So in just a few sentences, Chopra
has dismissed Christ’s Ascension, His
position as High Priest and Mediator,
and His position of power in heaven.

Chopra says that Christians worship
a “mythical Jesus,”’5 when just the
opposite is true. Chopra has created
his own mythical Jesus. The Apostle
Paul warned that when we turn from
true doctrine, we will be turned to
myths and fables (2 Timothy 4:1-4).

When Chopra talks about a “Third
Jesus” he is talking about his subjec-
tive re-creation of Jesus. In Chopra’s
words:

“One Jesus is historical, and we
know next to nothing about him.
Another Jesus is the one appro-
priated by Christianity. He was
created by the Church to fulfill
its agenda. The third Jesus, the
one this book is about, is as yet
so unknown that even the most
devout Christians don’t suspect
that he exists. Yet he is the Christ
we cannot — and must not —
ignore.”16

The reason that this “Third Jesus” is
unknown is because so many Chris-
tians are ignorant of Church history
and the history of the heresies of
Theosophy.

Chopra seems ignorant of all the
historical research that has been done
on the life and times of Jesus. With
the Bible in hand and the illumination
and confirmation of archaeology,
along with the voluminous body of
work on the second temple period,
we can know enormous amounts of
information about the historical Jesus.
Chopra either is ignorant of all this or
is deliberately obfuscating.

Chopra disputes that Jesus could be
loving and yet judge sin. His lack of
understanding of who Jesus really is
has him undermining Jesus. He al-
leges that Jesus was full of inconsis-
tency, saying, “At the very least, the
living Jesus was a man of baffling
contradictions.”l” Chopra also does
not have even an elemental under-
standing of the Trinity and says that
millions have built up another Christ.
Of this Christ, Chopra posits that,
“He is the Holy Ghost, the Three-
in-One Christ, the source of sacra-
ments and prayers.”18 It is obvious
that Chopra is assailing the Roman
Catholic Church as he reminds us of
spiritual wars fought in the name of
Jesus, infant baptism, and sacraments.
He laments the various divisions and
sects within universal Christendom,
but seems unaware that he is propos-
ing still another fringe division. In
reality, biblical Christianity — which
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adheres to the framework of the
Reformation and the Bible — pos-
sesses remarkable uniformity when it
comes to the major doctrines of the
faith. Many have been, and are, in
total agreement on the fundamentals
of verbal inspiration, the virgin birth,
the vicarious atonement, and the vis-
ible and victorious return of Jesus.

Chopra is intent on trying to sell us
a Hindu mystic Jesus who taught us
how to reach God-consciousness:

“l want to offer the possibility
that Jesus was truly, as he pro-
claimed, a savior. Not the savior,
not the one and only Son of God.
Rather, Jesus embodied the high-
est level of enlightenment.”1?

Jesus talked of false christs in Mat-
thew 24:24 and the Apostle Paul
warned that there would be those
presenting “another Jesus” (2 Corin-
thians 11:4). Surely this is the case
with Chopra and his “Third Jesus.”

Chopra negates the Gospel, dis-
misses Christ’s death for sin as well
as His resurrection, and makes Jesus
simply a way-shower:

“Jesus intended to save the world by
showing others the path to God-
consciousness. 20

To Chopra, Jesus then is just an-
other guru, just one who showed the
way to inner enlightenment, and fa-
cilitator of self-salvation. Jesus never
referred to Himself as one who
showed the way, but rather as the
Way (John 14:6). The apostles of Jesus
certainly understood this and Paul
was clear to say, “For there is one
God and one Mediator between God
and men, the Man Christ Jesus”
(1 Timothy 2:5). Paul’s words mean
obviously that Jesus is the only Way
and the one Mediator, and there is no
other. Peter reminded his hearers,
“Nor is there salvation in any other”
(Acts 4:12).

Chopra catches himself in a di-
lemma as he teaches that words were
put into Jesus” mouth “by followers
writing decades later.”2! However,
when Chopra uses the words of Jesus
to make his point, we can advance the
same argument against him unless we

believe that Chopra, like the members
of the Jesus Seminar, somehow knows
which words are genuine to Jesus and
which words were added later.
Chopra cannot have it both ways. As
well, he cannot be the last word on
which sayings of Jesus are authentic
and which are not. Jesus Himself left
no such latitude when He said, “He
who rejects Me, and does not receive
My words, has that which judges him
— the word that I have spoken will
judge him in the last day” (John
12:48).

WHEN IS A RETURN
NOT A RETURN?

Chopra has everything wrong when
it comes to Jesus and Christianity, so
it comes as no surprise that he derails
the doctrine of the literal Second
Coming of Jesus and tries to replace it
with a form of personal enlighten-
ment:

“The idea of the Second Coming
has been especially destructive to
Jesus’s intentions, because it
postpones what needs to happen
now. The Third Coming — find-
ing God-consciousness through
your own efforts — happens in
the present. I'm using the term as
a metaphor for a shift in con-
sciousness that makes Jesus’s
teachings totally real and vital.”22

Chopra has tried to single-handedly
cancel Christ’s return. He sees it as no
more than a metaphor. The return of
Jesus, and the doctrines which accom-
pany it, really mean that if we can get
into an enlightened frame of mind
and get into God-consciousness, we
move past the ““destructive” to Jesus’
true intentions.

A metaphor is defined as a word or
phrase which describes one thing by
stating another with which it can be
compared without using the words
“like”” or “‘as.” For instance, when
Jesus says He is bread, or water, or
light, or a door, those are things
which are clearly metaphorical.

A metaphor describes one thing as
something else and the something
else is a figure of speech that conveys
a truth. Nowhere is the literal return

of Christ called something else or set
up to parallel something else. The
Second Coming is never set against a
figure of speech. Paul speaks of
Christ’s return as His coming again
(1 Corinthians 11:26). It assumes as
His first coming was literal, so too
will be His return. There is nothing
even close to a metaphor in Acts 1:11,
“This same Jesus, who was taken up
from you into heaven, will so come in
like manner as you saw Him go into
heaven.” In other words, He was
taken up literally, visibly, bodily, and
He will return in the same exact way
in His resurrection body.

The return of Jesus is always pre-
sented as something that will take
place in the future, not as a subjective
present experience. We look for a
future appearance of Jesus (Matthew
24:30, Acts 3:10-21, 1 Thessalonians
5:23, 2 Thessalonians 1:7, Titus 2:13,
Revelation 22:20). To even suggest
that the return of Jesus is anything
other than what it really is, one has to
walk through the looking glass and
ignore and obscure the clear meaning
of words. Chopra seems to be sug-
gesting that words only can mean
what he says they mean. He uses
Christian words, but has a dictionary
straight from a Hindu bookshelf. The
“Third Jesus” is Chopra’s way of
looking at Jesus. Chopra’s Jesus came
simply to make us all passive and to
help us merge into equality of soul
with all humanity. When that hap-
pens, Chopra teaches, there will be
heaven on earth.

RIGHT AND WRONG

Occasionally Chopra has something
right to say. He has it right when he
says:

“Enlightenment and conscious-
ness-raising are considered east-
ern concepts, not Christian ones.

Westerners are scornful of
outsiders coming in to claim
Jesus as a teacher on the order of
Buddha and Muhammad instead
of seeing him as the one and
only Son of God."%

Regarding biblical salvation, Chopra
proposes that we all have light inside
ourselves. This light is God-conscious-
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ness and we all happen to have it,
though Chopra does not offer to tell
us how it got there. As such, one
should inquire if he would extend
that inner light to Charles Manson,
Adolph Hitler, and Osama bin Laden.
According to Chopra:

“Salvation — You are redeemed
when you move into the light.
You've escaped your false self
and arrived at your true self. ...
The true self is as unbounded as
the light.”24

The Greek word for salvation is
soteria. Its primary meaning comes
from a root meaning deliverance or
safety. It is true that soteria, in some
limited contexts, can mean a material
and temporal deliverance. However,
when the word is used in a theologi-
cal context, it means “‘the spiritual
and eternal deliverance granted im-
mediately by God to those who accept
His conditions of repentance and faith
in the Lord Jesus, in whom alone it is
to be obtained, Acts 4:12, and upon
confession of Him as Lord, Rom.
10:10; for this purpose the gospel is
the saving instrument, Rom. 1:16;
Eph. 1:13."% Likewise, “Man must be
freed from the just punishment which
God’s judicial sentiment requires so
that he may without fear be recon-
ciled to God, but in such a way that
God may still be just in his justifying
or saving action. Blood sacrifice,
which develops its full meaning in
Christ’s death, is that which propiti-
ates God’s wrath and saves (Rom.
5:9).726

REAL OR UNREAL

Chopra suggests that we can pray
to whomever or whatever we please
(even ourselves), and in this way
really connect with reality. Consider
what Chopra recommends when he
writes, /By praying to whatever deity
or higher self you believe in, you are
essentially making a connection with
reality, asking to be reminded that
illusion isn’t real.”?” Praying to one-
self, or some illusory deity, is not
reality. Somehow Chopra believes re-
ality is created by unreality. When he
writes, “Behind the appearance of
craziness lies profound wisdom, 28 he

is saying that if we think he sounds
crazy — think again — it is really
wisdom. Wisdom is well-defined in
the book of Proverbs and we find
wisdom in Jesus (1 Corinthians 1:30,
Colossians 3:16). By the biblical stan-
dard, Chopra is promoting craziness.

When godly people of the Bible
prayed, they prayed to the God of
heaven, the God defined by the Bible.
Prayer is to be directed always to the
true and living God of heaven. He is
Creator and Lord, Yahweh the com-
passionate covenant-keeping Re-
deemer. How we petition the heav-
enly Father is beautifully laid out in
categories in the Lord’s Prayer. Jesus
Himself gives us all we need to know
about prayer. He is the great Model
and Teacher. From Jesus’ teachings
we can derive the following:

/(1) The most important factor in
Christ’s doctrine of prayer is his
insistence upon the Fatherhood
of God (q.v.). God is essentially
Holy Father, however, who, while
acting in a fatherly manner to all
men, is a true father only to
those who are his children
through his grace and their
repentance and faith. (2) Jesus
also emphasized the value of the
individual before God in prayer.
Not only is the individual child
of the Heavenly Father assured
of a welcome to his presence; he
is also assured that the Father
had been going out in love to-
ward him, to bring him home to
himself. ... In addition to faith
Christ emphasized two other
conditions for success in prayer.
Prayer must originate in a loving
and forgiving disposition (Matt.
18:21-35), and it must be offered
in Christ's own name (John
16:23 £.)."29

SYNTHETIC SYNONYMS

Chopra also moves his readers into
his theories regarding the kingdom of
God. His views do not in any way
resemble the Jewish Old Testament
longing for God’s kingdom, nor can
his views equate with any of the New
Testament material. At one point
Chopra describes reaching the king-
dom of God as “arriving at a higher

level of consciousness.”30 Chopra
wrongly concludes that Christians see
the kingdom of God as only heaven,
or paradise as “a throne above the
clouds™! in eternity. To get at what
Chopra really means, one simply has
to understand how he defines the
kingdom of God. Chopra reduces it to
“you must find a place that is neither
physical nor mental. Jesus calls this
place the kingdom of God, or the
soul.”32 So one need only look into the
mirror, because that is all we get. The
kingdom is us!

Essentially the kingdom of God is,
in Chopra’s view, our own souls.
Moving our souls into God-conscious-
ness or enlightenment (meaning buy-
ing into Chopra’s mystical meander-
ings) will bring us into our godhood.
We are to understand that the soul
and the kingdom of God are inter-
changeable. If two words roughly
mean the same thing, they should be
interchangeable in a sentence.

To demonstrate the folly of
Chopra’s premise, let's survey a few
Scripture verses and insert “’kingdom
of God” (rendered in italics) where
“soul” is used. Genesis 2:7 informs
us, “And the LORD God formed man
of the dust of the ground, and
breathed into his nostrils the breath of
life; and man became a living kingdom
of God.” David referred to his soul on
a number of occasions. Psalm 23:3
says, “He restores my kingdom of
God.” In Psalm 42:1-2, 4-5, we find,
“So pants my kingdom of God for You,
O God. My kingdom of God thirsts for
God, for the living God” and “I pour
out my kingdom of God within me. ...
Why are you cast down, O my
kingdom of God?” And lest we forget
God’s warning through Ezekiel, “The
kingdom of God who sins shall die”
(Ezekiel 18:4). There definitely is
something wrong here.

New Testament passages fare no
better as with Jesus’ warning, “‘fear
Him who is able to destroy both
kingdom of God and body in hell”
(Matthew 10:28). In the garden, Jesus
prayed, “My kingdom of God is exceed-
ingly sorrowful, even unto death”
(Matthew 26:38). Neither does it work
with other New Testament writers,
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“For the word of God is living and
powerful, and sharper than any two-
edged sword, piercing even to the
division of kingdom of God and spirit”
(Hebrews 4:12). And then in Revela-
tion we would be told that John “‘saw
under the altar the kingdom of God of
those that had been slain” (6:9). Sub-
stitute the word “‘soul” in the “king-
dom of God” passages and it gets
even worse.

Chopra has no understanding of the
biblical teaching of the soul. Putting
together all the pertinent Scriptures
we find that in the Old Testament the
soul (nepes) “often comes to be used
for the ego itself ... [It] is then simply
the individual in his totality. ... The
NT, although it continues the idea of
the soul (psyche) as the life-principle
(Acts 20:10; Rev. 8:9) which becomes
personified (Acts 2:43), yet also views
it as a spiritual entity which continues
to exist after death.”33

Chopra tries to prop up his argu-
ment with the use of Luke 17:20-21,
“And when he was demanded of the
Pharisees, when the kingdom of God
should come, he answered them and
said, The kingdom of God cometh not
with observation. Neither shall they
say, Lo here! Or, Lo there! For,
behold, the kingdom of God is within
you” (KJV).

The first thing to notice is whom
Jesus is addressing: the religious lead-
ers (Pharisees) whom He has previ-
ously called hypocrites and white-
washed tombs in Matthew 23. He has
also told them that they were of their
father the devil in John 8:44. He is not
telling them that they had the king-
dom of God in them. The rendering of
the kingdom of God is within you in the
King James Version is a mistransla-
tion. The Greek word for “within” is
entos and, depending on the context,
can be translated as among or in your
midst. Vine concludes that, ““in the
midst of” is to be preferred; the
Kingdom of God was not in the hearts
of the Pharisees.”34 The Jerusalem Bible
translates Luke 17:21 as “the kingdom
of God is among you.”

Charles Ryrie concludes the same,
saying, “the kingdom of God is in your

midst. The necessary elements of the
kingdom were there present and
needed only to be recognized. It
cannot mean ‘within you,” for the
kingdom certainly was completely
unconnected with the Pharisees to
whom Jesus was speaking (v. 20).”35

Another scholar observes the same
thing:

“Jesus would hardly say that the
Kingdom of God is within the
hearts of the Pharisees, the better
translation is, ‘The Kingdom of
God is among you,” but ye do
not perceive it.”36

Jesus would not have instructed His
apostles to pray, “Your kingdom
come” (Matthew 6:10), if somehow it
was already inside of them. The
kingdom of God was being foreshad-
owed in the ministry and miracles of
Jesus Himself. He was in their midst.
Alva McClain, in his classic work on
the kingdom of God, brings this all
together:

”...as to the personal presence of
its King, the Kingdom was actu-
ally ‘in the midst" of men. An-
swering the query of the Phari-
sees as to ‘when’ the Kingdom of
God would come, Christ said,
‘The kingdom of God is in the
midst of you” (Luke 17:21, ASV
margin). The King James render-
ing, by ‘within/ cannot be true;
for surely in no sense could the
Kingdom of God have been
‘within’” the hearts of the Phari-
sees to whom our Lord was
speaking, and who had charged
blasphemously that His miracles
were being accomplished
through the power of the devil
(Matt. 12:24). But in the Person of
its divinely appointed King, vis-
ibly present in incarnate form on
earth where He must eventually
reign, the Kingdom was in that
sense already ‘in the midst of’
men regardless of their attitude,
whether for or against Him. ... In
truth, the long-awaited Kingdom
of Old Testament prophecy had
come so near to the men of that
generation that they had actually
seen the face of the King and
also had witnessed the super-

natural works, which were the
predicted harbingers of His
Kingdom."37

Many look forward to the day when
the fullest manifestation of the king-
dom will occur in the millennial reign
of Jesus. This will ultimately issue out
into the eternal kingdom.

AN EQUAL
OPPORTUNITY GUY

Chopra does not want to leave
anyone behind:

““When Jesus said that the King-
dom of God is within, he meant
within everyone. This would be
in keeping with his injunction to
love your enemies. The same
God is in them as in you. Killing
an enemy would be the same as
killing an aspect of God as well
as of yourself.”38

Chopra’s twisted logic goes like
this: If God within is simply your
enlightened higher self (which is uni-
versal reality), then because yourself
is within yourself, God is in you. So
because everyone’s self is already
within them, then everyone has the
kingdom of God within (which is in
fact their souls). Because our higher
self is part of some ultimate universal
reality (that is, shared by all), to kill
another is to kill an aspect or part of
ourselves. If it sounds confusing, it's
because it is and really makes no
sense. One of the repercussions of this
is that we can conclude that if we
already possess God within, how we
live is of little or no consequence.

The middle section of Chopra’s
book? is a meandering compilation of
what he thinks of various sayings of
Jesus. It is interspersed with ideas
about karma and pacifism as he
twists, bends, manipulates, and misin-
terpreted verses in an effort to sup-
port his mystical-riddle thesis. He
isolates verses, thereby allowing for a
lack of any historical or immediate
context. There is no attempt at proper
hermeneutics. Every verse always
tails back to Chopra’s skewed blas-
phemy, which is:

”..faith in God becomes the same
as faith in yourself. ... You don’t
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need to have faith in the Messiah
or his mission. Instead, you have
faith in the vision of higher
consciousness. ... Jesus helps a
great deal here, because no one
in history was more secure in the
reality of God and the Kingdom
of Heaven to be found within
ourselves. 40

WE ARE THE PLANTS AND
THE PLANTS ARE US

Pantheism is the philosophical view
that sees the entire universe as God.
The word ““pantheism” translates out
literally as — all is God. The 18th-
century British Deist John Toland
coined the term. The idea though
really stretches back to ancient India
and is also called monism. Nothing
could be further from the personal
Savior and Father God of the Bible.
Toland insisted that, “God is the
mind or soul of the Universe."4
Chopra is deeply rooted in pantheism
and follows in the footsteps of Toland
and others like him. He wants us to
know that:

“The physical world itself came
from God’s mind, and when we
draw close to God, all of creation
becomes part of us. In a very real
sense we are clothed by divine
glory. Without faith, this glory is
hidden from sight. We feel that
the world is separate from us
and often hostile to our needs. It
is necessary for Jesus, in his
higher state of consciousness, to
hold out a vision that will free us
from this limited perception.
Once that happens, we find our-
selves basking effortlessly in
glory, like the lilies of the
field.”#2

In other words, if we will only have
faith in Chopra and all he is telling
us, and have faith to believe that Jesus
was a pantheist, our higher conscious-
ness will rally Him. The truth is Jesus
was a Jew. Even with a cursory study
of the Jewish Old Testament and the
theology of Judaism, one thing is
clearly and consistently seen: God
created the material world (Genesis
1:1) and there is a distinction between
creature and creation that is never
violated.

In pantheism there is not only the
loss of the true God, but the loss of
morals:

“Pantheism not only destroys the
foundation of morals, but it ren-
ders all rational religion impos-
sible. Religion supposes a per-
sonal Being endowed not only
with intelligence and power, but
with moral excellence; and to be
rational, that Being must be infi-
nite in all his perfections. Panthe-
ism, however, denies that an
infinite Being can be a person;
that is intelligent, self-conscious,
or possessed of moral attributes.
It is just as impossible to worship
such a Being as it is to worship
the atmosphere, or the law of
gravitation, or the axioms of Eu-
clid.”#3

IT IS ALL IN YOUR HEAD

Chopra reduces Jesus to an entity
who only “exists in our own aware-
ness at the level of God-conscious-
ness.”#* He further says that, “Jesus
isn't reachable as a personality.’4>
Despite these claims, there are ways
that we can get this Jesus experience.
One of the ways is to focus on
religious paraphernalia and even talk
to it:

“Usually I ask people to say,
‘Our Father, who art in Heaven,’
but you may prefer ‘Hail Mary,
full of grace.” Silently repeat the
words to yourself, letting them
settle naturally into your aware-
ness, becoming softer and
deeper. Continue for at least five
minutes and up to twenty min-
utes. This kind of sacred repeti-
tion is common to every religious
tradition. When you open your
eyes, let your gaze settle on a
sacred image, such as an icon, a
picture of Jesus, a statue of Mary.
Ask this figure to embody itself
through you. Gently feel a con-
nection. Don’t force this, just put
out the intention that the arche-
type of Christ, Mary, or a chosen
saint merges with your being.
Some people use angels for this
purpose, which is the same as
asking for the essence of God to
reach you."46

Here Chopra goes from the bizarre
right into the occult. He suggests that
we go into mind-altering mystical
chanting and channeling, which are
forms of spiritism and necromancy.
Altered states leave one open to
believe anything.

MORE RECYCLED HERESY

Chopra continues to try to under-
mine our confidence in Scripture and
rob us of the promises of God:

“It is likely that many unknown
scribes altered the original texts
of the New Testament before a
final version was settled on be-
tween the third and fourth centu-
ries AD. There is no agreed
method for sorting out when a
verse entered the gospels or what
the original wording might have
been.”4”

Chopra then parrots the Marcionite
heresy of the second century, writing,
“The difference between the vengeful
God of the Old Testament and the
loving God of the New Testament is
that human consciousness was ready
for a shift in perception.”#8 Every-
where in the Old Testament God is
shown, not as vengeful, but as a just
and righteous Judge full of compas-
sion, loving kindness, and mercy. He
is a covenant keeper whose mercy
endures forever and the psalmist
found shelter under His wings. The
false dichotomy of the evil Old Testa-
ment God vs. the loving New Testa-
ment God is a fabrication constructed
by Marcion and soundly condemned
by the early Church Fathers.

David Bercot informs us about

Marcion:

“Marcion, who founded his own
church, was one of the leading
heretical teachers of the second
century. His teaching incorpo-
rated many Gnostic elements, in-
cluding the belief that the God of
the Old Testament was a differ-
ent God from the Father of Jesus.
Marcion accepted only the Gos-
pel of Luke and the writings of
Paul for his New Testament
canon, and he was forced to alter
even these to fit his teachings.”4?
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Justin Martyr, around A.D. 160,
wrote, “There is Marcion, a man of
Pontus, who is even at this day alive.
He teaches his disciples to believe in
some other God greater than the
Creator.”50 Irenaeus (A.D. 180)
warned the Church that, “By dividing
God into two, declaring that one is
‘good” and the other is ‘just, Marcion
actually puts an end to Deity alto-
gether. ... The spiritual man will also
examine the doctrine of Marcion —
how he holds that there are two Gods,
separated from each other by an
infinite distance.”>!

It follows that Chopra does not
believe in the existence of Satan or
demons. He believes these are prod-
ucts of our imaginations. When we
begin to imagine these things, Chopra
says, we create our own personal
drama believing the demons and
temptation are real. Our minds only
create the delusion of demons and
spiritual warfare. Chopra tells of a
man who believed that demons were
tempting him and Chopra then asks:

“Can anyone tell this man that
he created his life-and-death sce-
nario in his mind? The demons
who pursued him were conjured
up from his own images of the
Christian struggle between good
and evil. Vivid images lurked in
his memory, placed there by
things he first heard, no doubt, in
Sunday school.”>2

So we are just deluded victims of
silly stories and religious fairy tales
told to us as children. We are to
believe then that when Jesus spoke
about (and spoke to) demons, He was
deluded and only imagining things.
We can only conclude then that Jesus
was not really the truth because He
was teaching something imaginary
and untrue. If Jesus was just accom-
modating Himself to the false beliefs
and imaginations of the era, He Him-
self was misled and was misleading
others.

COULD JESUS CARE LESS?

Chopra misrepresents Jesus when it
comes to the issue of homosexuality.
Chopra seems open to homosexual
“rights,” as if any form of immorality

should be favored and promoted.
Under the topic of gay rights, Chopra
insists:

“There is a long tradition of
condemning homosexuality in
Judeo-Christianity. Again, this
stricture was transferred from the
Old Testament, since Jesus him-
self is silent on this issue. It isn’t
possible to limit Jesus to the
conventions of his time. ... If
fundamentalists want to take
their cue from Jesus, this teach-
ing demonstrates that he was on
the side of the despised. ... homo-
sexuality isn’t mentioned by
Jesus.”53

What Chopra is subtly suggesting is
that because Jesus did not address
homosexuality directly, this implies
that either He was unconcerned about
it or perhaps even for it. Nothing
could be further from the truth. As
Chopra admits there are strong prohi-
bitions in the Old Testament against
homosexuality and any and all forms
of sexual immorality. Jesus affirmed
the Old Testament law. He said, ““Do
not think that I came to destroy the
Law or the Prophets. I did not come
to destroy but to fulfill” (Matthew
5:17). Then He added, “Whoever
therefore breaks one of the least of
these commandments, and teaches
men so, shall be called least in the
kingdom of heaven” (v. 19). Jesus
completely affirmed all the morality
of the Old Covenant. The fact that
Jesus held up heterosexuality in male
and female marriage speaks volumes.
Monogamy between husband and
wife is the absolute standard.

Joe Dallas, who has been on both
sides of the issue, counters the old
canard about Jesus being unconcerned
about homosexuality:

“Or, put another way, are we
really to believe that Jesus didn’t
care about wife-beating or incest,
just because He said nothing
about them? Aren’t the prohibi-
tions against incest in Leviticus
and 1 Corinthians, as well as
Paul’s admonition to husbands to
love their wives, enough to in-
struct us in these matters without
being mentioned in the Gospels?

There are any number of evil
behaviors Jesus did not mention
by name; surely we don’t con-
done them for that reason alone!
Likewise, Christ’s silence on ho-
mosexuality in no way negates
the very specific prohibitions
against it which appear else-
where, in both the Old and New
Testaments. Homosexuality,
while absent from Matthew,
Mark, Luke, and John, is con-
spicuously present in both Testa-
ments and, just as conspicuously,
it is forbidden.”>4

One of the reasons Chopra takes
such a cavalier attitude toward homo-
sexuality is that he proposes that
forgiveness in Jesus’ mind means that
Jesus simply either condones or over-
looks all sin. One does not have to
repent and confess sin as so many
Scriptures affirm (Psalm 51, 1 John
1:9). Chopra argues his proposition in
this way:

“Jesus came into the world to
forgive all sins. ... We know that
the thieves on either side of the
cross were grave sinners, and yet
Jesus offered them entry into the
Kingdom of God without con-
demnation or approval.”>>

So we can live as we please because
in the end there is neither condemna-
tion nor approval, and everyone
makes it. Chopra’s statement is down-
right false. We know only one male-
factor was offered entrance into para-
dise, and only after he pleaded for
entry which strongly implies his re-
pentance and an acceptance of who
Jesus was (Luke 23:39-43). Through-
out his book, Chopra is very selective
in his choice of New Testament verses
and he avoids any verses that speak
of future judgment and the need for
confession of sin as a requirement for
forgiveness. Even those verses which
he does employ, he distorts as we
have seen with the case of the two
criminals on either side of Jesus’
Cross.

Chopra seems to be against nothing
except fundamentalist Christians (that
is, those intolerant toward evil).
Somehow he cannot see his way clear
to overlook what he views as their
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intolerance toward sin. Fundamental-
ism seems to be the only evil that
Chopra allows to exist. Why can’t he
tolerate and love fundamentalists?
Why don’t they have the kingdom of
God within them? So we can conclude
that evil exists after all, at least in
some cases for Chopra.

The Third Jesus is a truly pathetic
book. There is not a shred of evidence
to support a so-called “Third Jesus.”
This book presents nothing new, but
simply conjures up a fantasy Jesus
spun together by heresies from the
past, then compacted together with
the sticky paste of mysticism and
pantheism. We also have to question
the soundness of anyone who teaches,
“If I sense the presence of God, then
in some way I have entered God’s
identity and taken it as my own."56
Chopra and his book are far removed
from Christianity and the Jesus of the
Bible. He in no way presents anything
that even remotely resembles the true
Jesus of history and the Gospels.
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TO HELL AND BACK

(continued from page 1)

also boxes himself in when he states,
“What Scripture states is all that
matters ... Examine the verses, as Acts
17:11 states, and then decide for
yourself.”> This article intends to do
just that. Wiese then lays the ground
rules:

“One thing I was sure of: if what
I experienced was true, then I
should be able to find proof of it
in the Bible. ... The Bible tells us
not to add or take away anything
from His Word.””®

Then he adds, ““any spiritual experi-
ence should be viewed in light of the
Scriptures.”” However, within the

confines of his book’s covers, he
repeatedly violates his own ground
rules. Many of his experiences have
no remote relationship with what’s in
the Bible.

It is clear from the start of Wiese's
book that Scripture will not be the
ultimate court of appeal. All he offers
us is his unverifiable and experiential
claims. For instance, Wiese writes, “I
believe Scripture indicates that cur-
rently in hell (Sheol or Hades), God
does allow the demons to torment the
lost souls.””8 Wiese himself admits the
idea of demons tormenting the lost in
hell is suspect teaching when he
writes, “This may not be absolutely
conclusive in Scripture.”? In fact, it is
absolutely absent from Scripture. So,
apparently, what the Bible actually

teaches does not matter to Wiese. This
clearly is a case of modern Gnosticism
— believing one can receive private
revelations of new truth — and a
clear violation of Revelation 22:18-19,
which forbids adding new content to
the Bible. And this is only the start.

Wiese is either totally confused or
not being truthful when he claims:

“I have since discovered that my
story coincides with what Scrip-
ture details about hell. This is of
far greater importance than what
I have to say.”’10

Serious students of the Bible agree
wholeheartedly that Scripture is more
important than what any of us has to
say, but something cannot be absent
from Scripture, contrary to Scripture,
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