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Celebrating Jesus as the King of Our Lives

     Good Friday and Easter are just around the corner. People have asked me before the logic in 
celebrating Good Friday since it commemorates the tragic death of Jesus. Well, may I invite you to 
reflect with me the meaning of this sacred holy day by looking at what happened on that day as told by 
the Apostle John. 
 
     The Gospel of John records both the Jews and Pilate as guilty of failing to acknowledge Jesus as 
King. To begin with, Pilate did not want to have a part in nailing Jesus. Against his will, he had to 
interrogate Jesus. Twice, he told the Jews, “I find no guilt in him” (John 19:4, 6). Deep in his heart, he 
knew that Jesus was innocent. He even attempted to release Jesus but the Jews cried out, “If you 
release this Man, you are no friend of Caesar; everyone who makes himself out to be a king opposes 
Caesar” (John 19:12 NASB). Those words must have brought fear to Pilate. Siding with Jesus, the so-
called King, would make him an enemy of his boss, the Roman King, Caesar. To keep both his job and 
head, Pilate could only indicate that Jesus was King of the Jews on the inscription on the cross. 
  
     As for the Jews, they were so adamant about killing Jesus that when Pilate asked them if he should 
crucify their king, the chief priests answered, “We have no king but Caesar” (John 19:15 NASB). It is 
unbelievable that the Jewish religious leaders would proclaim the Roman emperor as their only king 
when later, as part of the Passover liturgy, they would be singing the Nishmat, 
                    From everlasting to everlasting thou art God; 
                    Beside thee we have no king, redeemer, or savior,
                    No liberator, deliverer, provider 
                    None who takes pity in every time of distress and trouble. 
                    We have no king but thee. (Meeks 1967, 77, emphasis mine) 
Out of their hostility towards Jesus, the Jews denied Jesus as King. 
 
     In the quietness of the hour, some time before the Passover, one person did acknowledge Jesus as 
King. That person was Nicodemus, a Jewish leader who earlier had come quietly at night to see Jesus 
(John 3:1). Wanting to embalm the body of Jesus, he brought along with him a mixture of myrrh and 
aloes that weighed about a hundred pounds (John 19:39). Compared with the one pound of lavish 
perfume Mary used to anoint the feet of Jesus (John 12:3), Nicodemus lavishly wrapped the body of 
Jesus with a hundred pounds of spices. By this act, Nicodemus gave Jesus a burial that “befits a king” 
(Keener 2012, 1163).
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      During this day, two thousand years or so ago, Pilate, 
the Jews, and Nicodemus had to make a stand for or 
against Jesus. For this Good Friday, may we make a 
stand for Jesus like Nicodemus did. May we celebrate 
Good Friday, even Easter Sunday, by renewing our 
commitment to Christ as the King of our lives. May we 
review and realign our life priorities to honour our King 
Jesus!



庆祝耶稣成为我们生命之王

      耶稣受难节和复活节就要到了。人们以前问过我，既然耶稣受难节是为了纪念耶稣
的悲惨死亡，那么庆祝耶稣受难节的逻辑是什么。好吧，请允许我邀请你们和我一起思
考这个神圣的日子的意义，看看使徒约翰所说的那一天发生的事情。  
  
       约翰福音记载犹太人和彼拉多都因不承认耶稣为王而有罪。首先，彼拉多不想参与
钉死耶稣。他违背自己的意愿，不得不审问耶稣。他对犹太人说：“我查不出他有什么
罪”（约翰福音19:4，6）。在他的内心深处，他知道耶稣是无辜的。他甚至试图释放耶
稣，但犹太人喊道，“如果你释放这个人，就不是凯撒的忠臣了。凡是自命为王的，就
是与凯撒为敌。”（约翰福音19:12，新译本）。这些话一定让彼拉多感到恐惧。站在所
谓的国王耶稣一边，会使他成为他的老板罗马国王凯撒的敌人。为了保住自己的工作和
头脑，彼拉多只能在十字架上的铭文上表明耶稣是犹太人之王。  
  
       至于犹太人，他们非常坚决地要杀耶稣，当彼拉多问他们是否应该把他们的王钉在
十字架上时，祭司长回答说：“除了凯撒，我们没有王”（约翰福音19:15和合本）。令
人难以置信的是，犹太宗教领袖会宣布罗马皇帝为他们唯一的国王，而后来，作为逾越

节仪式的一部分，他们会唱《尼什马特》，  
                               从古到今，你是神；  
                               除了你，我们没有君王、救世主或救世主，  
                               没有解放者，传递者，提供者  
                               没有人在每一次痛苦和麻烦中都会同情。  
                               除了你，我们没有君王。（米克斯1967，77，黑体为强调）  
犹太人出于对耶稣的敌意，拒绝耶稣为王。  
 
      在逾越节前的一段时间，在这安静的时刻，有一个人承认耶稣为王。那个人就是  
尼哥底母，一位犹太领袖，他早些时候在夜里悄悄地来看耶稣（约翰福音3:1）。他带
着一种没药和沉香的混合物，约有一百磅重（约翰福音19章39节），想用香料薰耶稣
的身体。与马利亚用来抹耶稣脚的一磅香膏（约翰福音12:3）相比，尼哥底母用一百磅
香料把耶稣的身体包裹得很奢华。通过这一行为，尼哥底母为耶稣举行了“适合国王”的
葬礼（基纳2012，1163）。  
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     大约两千年前的今天，彼拉多、犹太人
和尼哥底母不得不站出来支持或反对耶稣。
在这个耶稣受难节，愿我们像尼哥底母一

样，为耶稣立一个立场。愿我们在耶稣受难
节，甚至复活节的星期天，通过重申我们对

基督作为我们生命之王的承诺。愿我们重新
审视和调整我们的生活优先顺序，以尊敬我

们的耶稣王！



The Muratorian Fragment: Discovery, Details, and 
Dating

       Many modern believers may take the canon of the New Testament for granted, but the reality is 
that its development during the first few hundred years of the history of the Church is shrouded in 
mystery. Considering how important the Bible was to the early faith communities, it is astonishing that 
there are so little surviving records documenting how our Scripture, especially the New Testament, 
came into being in the form we have today.  On top of inferring from quotations and allusions in the 
writings of early patristic fathers, one important source of information concerning the development of 
the New Testament canon is the Muratorian Fragment, named after its discoverer, Cardinal Antonio 
Muratori. It has been traditionally held, soon after its publication in 1740, that the content was translated 
from a second-century Greek work.  
  
       The Muratorian Fragment is itself found within a seventh or eighth-century Latin manuscript codex 
from the ancient monastery at Bobbio, Italy, that contained not just this “list” of New Testament books, 
but also several miscellaneous tracts and creeds that were from the fourth and fifth centuries.   The 
Latin manuscript showed evidence of sloppiness in the copying.   Considering the fact that the works 
collected within appear rather random, the manuscript was probably a common book belonging to a 
copyist who merely wanted to collate works he deemed as important.   Beyond the frequent 
orthographical errors in the manuscript, what is generally agreed is that the Fragment showing the Latin 
list of New Testament books was a translation by a copyist, with a poor knowledge of Latin, from an 
original Greek text.   In fact, there are good evidences that suggest the translation was done around the 
early fifth century based on the features of the resultant Latin text. 
 
       The Muratorian Fragment itself runs across eighty-five lines, opening in the middle of a sentence 
supposedly referring to the Gospel of Mark. Thereafter, it mentions the Gospel of Luke and the Gospel 
of John (described as the third and the fourth of the Gospels respectively), the Book of Acts, Paul’s 
thirteen letters (without Hebrews), three Catholic Epistles, and the Revelations of John and of Peter, 
though the author clearly had reservations about the latter. The Fragment continues with an extended 
justification to exclude the Shepherd of Hermas from the list of authorized books, before concluding his 
writing with a list of books that are to be totally rejected and shunned. 
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The Muratorian Fragment: Discovery, Details, and 
Dating

      Interest in the Muratorian Fragment has typically concentrated on establishing the possible date of 
the original writing behind its present form. The question of authorship has also been widely debated 
but is without major consensus, though Hippolytus (c. 170-235) would make a leading candidate.   In 
justifying the rejection of the Shepherd of Hermas, the author of the Fragment argued from the fact that 
the book was written “nuperrim temporibus nostris,” (line 73-74, which can be translated as “very 
recently, in our own times”) and while Pius was the Bishop of Rome (line 75-76), which was probably 
sometime between the years 138 and 155. In other words, the author of the Fragment saw the 
Shepherd of Hermas, which he believed was written somewhere in the middle of the second century, as 
being only slightly earlier to the time of his own writing. Inferring from these supposedly clear 
statements, the Fragment has often been dated to the end of the second century (or at most the 
beginning of the third) and this has largely remained the predominant consensus.  
  
       While most agree that our understanding of the history of the canon is well established by many 
other writings of the early church fathers, and is thus not critically hinged on the dating of the Muratorian 
Fragment, deciding on the date of the Fragment is not unimportant as it can provide us with a glimpse 
of an important development: how discussions of recognized works became reduced to authoritative 
lists of works.   If the Fragment did indeed come from the second century, we would have with it by far 
the earliest such catalogue of books deemed to be authoritative for the universal Church. It would then 
show that, even by the middle of the second century, the church already possessed an awareness of 
limiting the number of sacred writings that are to be deemed authoritative. In other words, the Fragment 
will become an important window into the intermediate state of the canonization process, before the 
canon received its formal confirmation at the Third Synod of Carthage in 397 A.D. 
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穆拉多利殘篇：发现、细节和年代

     许多现代信徒可能认为新约正典是顺理成章的，但事实是，它在教会历
史最初几百年的发展一直笼罩在神秘之中。考虑到圣经对早期信仰社群的重
要性，令人惊讶的是，很少有幸存的文案记录我们的圣经，尤其是新约是如
何以我们今天的形式出现的。  除了从早期教父们的著作中所引用的和典故推
断之外，关于新约正典发展的一个重要信息来源是穆拉多利殘篇，是以其发
现者红衣主教安东尼奥 ·穆拉多利  ( A n t o n i o  M u r a t o r i )  的名字命名。在  
1 7 4 0  年出版后不久，传统上认为其内容是从二世纪的希腊著作翻译而来
的。  
 
     穆拉多利殘篇本身就在来自意大利博比奥古修道院的第  7  世纪或  第 8  
世纪拉丁手稿抄本中，其中不仅包含这份新约书籍的 “清单 ”，还有一些来自  
第 4  世纪和第  5  世纪的其他小册子和信条。  这些拉丁文手稿有草率抄写的
证据。里面收集的作品显得比较随意，手稿大概是属于抄写员的普通书籍，
看来抄写员只是想整理他认为重要的作品。  除了手稿中经常出现的拼写错误
之外，普遍上认为这显示新约拉丁语书籍列表的片段是由一位对拉丁语知之
甚少的抄写员从希腊原文中翻译出来的。  事实上，有充分的证据表明，根据
由此产生的拉丁文本的特征，该翻译是在第  5  世纪初左右完成的。  
 
     穆拉多利殘篇本身跨越  8 5  行，据说是在指马可福音的句子中间开始。
此后，它提到了路加福音和约翰福音（被描述为福音书的第三和第四部）、
使徒行传、保罗的十三封书信（没有希伯来书）、三封天主教书信以及约翰
和彼得的启示录，尽管作者显然对后者有所保留。该殘篇继续声明将赫马斯
牧羊人排除在授权书籍清单之外的理由，然后以被完全拒绝和回避的书籍清
单来结束他的写作。  
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穆拉多利殘篇：发现、细节和年代

     对穆拉多利殘篇的兴趣通常集中在确定其当前形式背后的原始写作的可
能日期。作者身份的问题也引起了广泛的争论，但没有达成共识，尽管希波
吕托斯（约  1 7 0 - 2 3 5  年）是主要的候选人。  为了证明拒绝赫马斯的牧羊
人是正当的做法，该殘篇的作者辩称在这本书里写的是 “ n u p e r r i m  
t e m p o r i b u s  n o s t r i s ”（第  7 3 - 7 4  行，可以翻译为 “最近，在我们自己的
时代 ”  )  并且  P i u s  是当时罗马的主教（第  7 5 - 7 6  行），这可能是在  1 3 8  
年和  1 5 5  年之间的某个时段。换句话说，该殘篇的作者看到了赫马斯的牧
羊人，他认为这是写在第 2世纪中叶，比他自己写作的时间还要早一点。从
这些所谓的明确陈述推断里，该殘篇的写作日期通常可以追溯到第 2世纪末
（或至多第 3世纪初），这在很大程度上仍然是主要的共识。  
      
     虽然大多数人都同意我们对正典历史的理解在早期教父的许多其他著作
中得到了很好的证实，因此并不严格断定穆拉多利殘篇的写作年代，但决定
殘篇的年代并非不重要，因为它可以让我们一瞥重要的发展，这对鉴定公认
作品的权威清单讨论可以减少许多。  如果该殘篇确实来自第 2世纪，那么我
们将拥有迄今为止被认为对普世教会具有权威性的最早的此类书籍目录。这
也表明，即使在第 2世纪中叶，教会已经意识到限制被认为具有权威性的神
圣著作的数量。换句话说，在公元  3 9 7  年迦太基第三次主教会议正式确认
正典之前，该殘篇将成为我们了解正典过程中途状态的重要窗口。  
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      On 12 March 2022, ACTS College Family Day 2022 
began with an exciting treasure hunt challenge at East 
Coast Park. Groups of five made up of students, 
teachers, and family members embarked on separate 
journeys across East Coast Park, searching for clues to 
complete the challenge.  
  
     ACTS College is dedicated to fostering connected 
learning. The ACTS Family Day aimed to achieve that by 
allowing students to get to know one another better 
outside of the classroom. ACTS Family Day offers 
students the social environment they need to enjoy, learn 
from, and develop together. The primary objective and 
goal of ACTS are that whatever we do horizontally as a 
community must build our vertical connection with God.  
 
     True cohesiveness was visible during the treasure 
search when the individual groups switched from 'I' to 
'We' to work as a team, and actions were performed with 
the entire group in mind. ACTS Family Day has 
effectively contributed to forming this networked 
community of Christians of various backgrounds, ages, 
and churches. 
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      2 0 2 2年 3月 1 2日，A C T S学院的家庭
日在东海岸公园以一场激动人心的寻宝挑
战开始。由学生、教师和家庭成员组成的
五人小组开始了穿越东海岸公园的单独旅
行，寻找完成挑战的线索。  
 
     A C T S学院致力于培养互联学习。
A C T S家庭日旨在通过让学生在课堂外更
好地相互了解来实现这一目标。A C T S家
庭日为学生提供他们需要的社会环境，让
他们一起享受、学习和发展。使徒行传的
主要目的和目标是，无论我们作为一个社
区横向做什么，都必须与上帝建立纵向联
系。  
 
    在寻宝过程中，当各个小组从 “我 ”切换
到 “我们 ”作为一个团队工作时，真正的凝
聚力是显而易见的，行动是在考虑整个小
组的情况下进行的。A C T S家庭日有效地
帮助形成了这个由不同背景、年龄和教会
的基督徒组成的学习社群。  
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Join Us To Celebrate  

 ACTS 45th Anniversary Alumni Fellowship  

 on 16 May 2022  

 2022年5月16日，与我们一起庆祝ACTS 45周年校友团契

Calling All  
 致所有 

 BIS/AGBC/ACTS 
Alumni 校友 

  

Follow us: 
关注我们：

Facebook面书        Telegram 电报

Join Now 立即参加     
 
  
              
http://gg.gg/acag22

https://www.facebook.com/groups/556884477755100
https://t.me/ACTSAlumni
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSfrR3w3TOMgFny34KoumliBd1XY9xTvRjyOoxhdrYhb_M9C3w/viewform?usp=sf_link
http://gg.gg/acag22


2022 Semester 2 
English Classes

mailto:registrar@acts.edu.sg


2022 Semester 2 
English Classes

mailto:registrar@acts.edu.sg


2022年 第2学期 
中文课程

mailto:registrar@acts.edu.sg




Follow us on

110 Lor 23 Geylang, #07-06, 
Singapore 388410

https://www.instagram.com/actscollege/
https://www.facebook.com/actscollege
https://t.me/ACTSTODAY
https://m.me/692434350799252
https://acts.edu.sg/contact-us/

