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IWrRODUCTION 

Are the critics of the Bible sincere? Have the 

scholars really been searching for the truth with an open, 

unbiased mind and with a sound, logical approach? These 

are fair questions . Since critics have called Daniel a 

"pious fraud" and have implied that Ezekiel was a liar, can 

we not at least examine the accusers? 

The very word ttscholar 11 tends to intimidate the 

average layman. When we hear of the "assured results of 

modern crt ticism," or that 11 scholars are agreed," we are 

expected to bow before superior wisdom. Yet scholars are 

only men and are subject to human failings like the rest 

of us. 

For too long now the critics have hidden behind a 

barrier of complexity which has frightened off the average 

man. The Hebrew language, the mysteries of Greek, the 

complexities of archaeology--all these things seem beyond 

our comprehension . 

But the critics are not all that difficult to 

understand. When all the window dressing is removed and 

the foundation laid bare, anyone can understand them. The 

critics, their methods, their motives, their prejudices, 

all become absolutely transparent. 

The purpose of this thesis is not to prove the 

BibleJ but to examine the critics. Is there any foundation 



at all to their theories? What real evidence do they have 

for their conclusions? What are their motives? Where are 

they leading us? 
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But by far the most important question we have to 

answer about any witness is the one we began with: Is he 

sincere? Can we detect any prejudice, any bias which would 

distort his conclusions? What assumptions has he taken for 

granted') 

In this thesis you are going to be shocked to learn 

what the real foundations of Biblical Criticism are! 



CHAPTER I 

THEOLOGIANS REJECT AUTHORITY 

The most serious assaults ever made on the authority 

of the Bible have NOT come from atheists, rationalists, or 

scientists. They have come from the "Christian" ministry. 

An atheist haranguing against the Bible from a 

soapbox on Speakers' Corner would hardly receive a hearing 

from most Christians, but when a minister solemnly steps 

into the pulpit and begins to criticize the Bible, people 

are going to sit up and take notice! This is happening 

week after week in our western "Christian" world. 

A Rector of the Church of England was quoted 

recently as saying that the Old Testament contains passages 

of "spiritual junk" and 11 poison" for the people (Daily 

Express, May 10, 1963). 

Another, Dr. Lealie Weatherhead, former president 

of the Methodist Conference, said he would like to go 

through the Bible with a blue pencil and cut out certain 

sections. He said that in his opinion, the Old Testament 

was out of date and completely outmoded and that many of 

the psalms were nonsense (Sunday Pictorial, London, 

August 12, 1962). 

One Vicar even went so far as to call the Ten 

Commandments the "Terrible Ten 11 and to say that it is 



often right to break them. 

With so many clergymen openly challenging the 

authority of the Bible, is it any wonder that a man 

was recently moved to write to the editor of his Sunday 

newspaper and complain: 11 I honestly try to live the right 

kind of life, but when you read that so much of what we 

used to think true in the Bible has been discredited, how 

do we know what 1.§. right?" 

How indeed? When clergymen on every side are 

rejecting the Bible as the standard for human behavior, 

where Q!ll a man look for guidance? Certainly not to the 

clergy--they are so deeply divided on moral issues that 

they are becoming confused themselves . Abortion, teenage 

sex experimentation, trial marriages, divorce, drug 

addiction, adultery, homosexuality-~all these are wide

open, controverai;:~l subjects among clergymen today . 

Why No Agreement 

But why is it that intelligent men are unable to 

agree on the right or wrong of such vital ieauea? 

usurely," we exclaim, "they must see from the fruits of 

these things that they are wrong!" 
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No, they don't. When they threw away the standard 

which defines right and wrong and attempted to become a 

law to themselves, they lost the only wisdom they ever had. 



As a desperate world looks to these men for help, 

all they get are opinions . "There are no absolutes," says 

one minister . 11 There are no blacks or whites where morals 

are concerned--only shades of gray,'' says another. 
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Meanwhile a hopelessly confused people sink further 

into moral quicksand . 

Well did Jeremiah prophesy of these men, t'Lo, they 

have rejected the word of the Lord; and what wisdom is in 

tbem?" (Jer . 8:9 . ) 

God has clearly defined what is right and wrong for 

man. If clergymen would turn to the Bible, and accept its 

authgrity on the vital questions _pertaining to man ' s 11f~., 

all this confusion would disappear . God says: -"But if 

they had stood in n counsel, and had caused my people to 

hear mz words, then they should have turned them from 

their evil way, and from the evil of their doinga 11 

(Jer . 23:22), 

But the Bible is no longer accepted by many 

religious leaders as an authoritative standard. 

Having rejected any Biblical authority, much of the 

"Christian" ministry has sunk into a morass of doubt and 

agnosticism. 

One of the most eloquent spokesmen of the new 



"theology of doubt" is Dr. John A.T. Robinson, Bishop of 

Woolwich, and author of Honest £Q God. His book has been 

described as saying nthat the concept of a personal God as 

held in popular Christianity is outmoded--that atheists 

and agnostics are right to reject it." 

Bishop Robinson was asked 1n an interview by Jack 

Lucas of the Daili Herald whether he believed literally in 

a virgin birth. He answered frankly: "I am prepared to 

be agnostic. I do not believe it matters very much. I 

think the evidence is pretty weak on the whole .. n 

The evidence of the virgin birth o.f Christ is in 

the Bible; but it is clear that the Bishop does not accept 

that authority. 

Bishop Robinson, of course, does not intend to 

speak dogmatically in his book, nor does he really intend 

to prove anything. In his own words, he is merely 

"thinking out loud." 

He summed up the general confusion in theological 

circles by admitting to Mr. Lucas: "I do not fully under

stand myself all that I am trying to say" (DailY Herald, 

March 19, 1963). 

These questions that have arisen in the mind of 

Bishop Robinson are by no means unique in theological 

circles. Reviewing the book, Honest to QQ.Q., Canon 

Theodore Wedel said: 

The Bishop is not committing a crime in revealing 

4 



Very fe-w theologians today will accept the Bible ae 

an end to all dispute. In a major ADJeraean otty recently, 

a group of theologians appeared on television to answer 

queet1ons about religion for people who telephoned them 1n 

the studio. One woman who ealled, after try1ns in. vain to 

point out eomethirlg she thought was very clear 1n the New 

T$stament, 'became exaeperated and rald, ncan•t you see 1t? 

It•s 1n plain English." 

*'Well, no,tt was the theo1Qg1an•s reply, 11 it's in 

corrupt cb~eek. n 

5 

R1a answer 1lluatntee the attttude ot the modern 

seh.oole or Biblical Cr1tie1·sua. The Bible 1e not ao.cepted 

as tht infallible Word of God, authoritat1ve in all matters 

ot rel1s1on.. It is looked upon ae the work of men, subject 

to huntan error' ~nd therefore qu·1te fallible. 

A survey commissioned by .iru! 1\\QQk m.sa:e:J.rur in 1961 

ahowe how far this hae gone. They liHB'signed Louis Hc:u.,'l·is 

and Aasoctates:t a public opinion research firmk to lnter

v-tew etudtil!nt ministers 1n eight leading theological 

achools. The results were shocking. 



It was found that only 44 per cent of these future 

ministers believe in the virgin birth of Christ, only 

29 per cent believe there is a real heaven and hell, and 

only 46 per cent believe that Jesus ascended physically 

whole into heaven after His crucifixion! 

Of all the figures listed in the article, the most 

striking concerned the second coming of Christ: Only one 

per cent of these future ministers are cc::mvino.ed that 
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there will be a second coming of Christ~ even though Christ 

apeg1ficallz said that He would come again to this earth 

(Acts 1:11, John 14:3}. 

Cpnfuaion Witbgut Authority 

A woman recently wrote to a minister who writes a 

column for The Bi.rmingham Mail and asked: "If you reject 

the authority of Scripture, what authority can you apeak 

with or appeal to? Or don't you think there is any need 

for authority today?" 

His answer? "Your own mind is the authority!" 

Each of us must face any decisions that come our way and 

"hear again the inner voice, something in us that responds, 

that whispers 'This is true.' There is your ultimate 

authority!n 

But what 1f the "inner voice" is wrong? What if it 

has been the victim of miseducation, misinformation, or 

outright falsehood? There are millions of people in the 



world today telling themselves, uThis is true" while, in 

fact, disagreeing with countless other people who are 

telling themselves .. "This is false. 11 ~fuo is right? Is 

anybody right? It is this sort of confusion that has led 

to a sort of 11 Christian agnosticism" in our day. 

Mankind needs a guide, an authority he can turn to 

with assurance. The Bibl;e has that authority. Why have 

ministers rejected it? It's time you learned the real 

truth about Bible Criticism. 

7 



CHAPTER II 

TRUST NO MAN 

Are the critics honest? Can you rest assured that 

they have always approached the Bible with an open, 

unprejudiced mind--that their research has always been 

careful, thorough, well dooumentedV 

Unfortunately, you cannot . 

Far too many of the objections raised against the 

Bible by critica are firmly grounded in sheer ignorance! 

Scholars do not always understand everything they write 

about . Even "learned men" are occasionally guilty of 

carelessness, deceit, false assumption, or even ignorance. 

Take for example Thomas Paine who launched one of 

the most widely read attacks ever made on the Bible with 

his Age ~ Rgasgn in 1794. Although Paine ripped apart 

the contemporary philosophy of the Bible held by some 

churchmen, he left the Bible itself virtually untouched. 

He wrote: 

From whence then could arise the solitary and 
strange conceit .that the Almighty, who had millions 
of worlds equally dependent on His protection, should 
quit the care of all the rest and come to die in our 
world, because ~ ~ one man and one woman had 
eaten an apple? (Thomas Paine, Age Qt Beason, 
pp. 26, 27, emphasis mine.) 

Notice that his objection is nQi 1Q the Bible 

itself, but to what "they say" about the Bible. nThey,n 
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in this case, were the "Christian" teachers whose doctrines 

he had sampled . The chances are he aid not look any more 

deeply into their teachings than he did into the Bible. 

He admitted that when he wrote the first part of his book, 

he did not even possess a Bible! (W . ~eil, Cambridge 

History Qf ~Bible, p. 250.) 

We might borrow a phrase from Paine and aak: 

"From whence then could arise the solitary and strange 

conceitn that leads a man to argue so confidently from a 

position of ignorance? 

It seems strange to hear a man admit that he 

doesn't know what he's talking about, but we should at 

least be refreshed by his honesty. A great deal of 

criticism of the Bible is launched from a similar lack of 

knowledge but without the candor to admit it . 

It is easy to see how Paine made his mistake . 

After all, if the clergy did not speak for the Bible, who 

did? It is always risky, however, to take another man's 

word for something . The unwary reader may very well find 

himself in possession of an opinion about the Bible which 

completely misses the point . 

Thomas Paine simply failed to check up to aee if 

the Bible really did say what he had heard that it said. 
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A good many errors result from just such a failure. For 

example, Robert Graves and Raphael Patai recently pub-

11ahed a book called Hebrew Myths, the 1lQ,Qk .Q.f. Genesis in 

which they attempt to show the alleged mythological 

character of much of the Old Testament . In making a point 

on page 13, the writers state: nA Ugaritic de ity wor

shipped as Baal-Zebub or Zebul, at Ekron was insulted by 

King Ahaztah (II Kings 1:2ff) . " 

If the reader simply accepts this without checking, 

he ts going to be completely misled . If he checks, he will 

find the account in the Bible is elear and easy to under

stand . King Ahaziah sent to ;tngyire o:f' the god of Ekron 

whether he would recover of his disease. Elijah the 

prophet intercepted the messengers and sent them back to 

tell Ahaziah he would die . There is no indication that the 

messengers ever got to Eaal-Zebub and certainly no insult 

to Baal-Zebub 1e mentioned in the text. 

The book gives no indication and the reader cannot 

tell whether this represents an interpretation of the 

authors or a slip on their part . 

This is a particularly 1nterest1ng example, 

because the two authors have an impressive record of 

scholarship in their fields and list no fewer than seventy 

literary works between them! As one reads through the 

introduction, he cannot help being impressed by the 



obvious scholarship; learning and confidence exhibited. 

This impression, however, gets damaged a bit when 

he reads on page 15 a reference to the "feast of atone

ment." Anyone who 1s going to write with authority about 

the Old Testament ouifit to know that the Day of Atonement 

is a fast day, ngt ~ feast! 

If the student has become a little cautious by 

11 

this time and begins to check up on what he reads, he will 

find another error on the .same page. Here the authors 

refer to the Jewish tradition of Abraham's attempted 

sacrifice of Isaac. They point out that tradition says 

this took place on the first of T1shr1. A careful check 

will disclose that virtually all Jewish tradition places 1t 

on the 14th Nisan. Since the authors do not explain them .... 

selves, it is impossible :for the reader to judge whether 

this is a case of carelessness, ignorance, or some new 

interpretation of the authors. 

One thing is clear, however-·we can't swallow 

everything we see in print! It 1s often necessary to go 

right 1.2. the source to see if it really does say what it is 

purported to say. 

If Thomas Paine had done this, he could have saved 

himself a great deal of misunderstanding. Where did he 



get his concept of God? He wrote: 

When we read the obecene stories~ the voluptuous 
debaucheries, the cruel and torturous executions, the 
unrelenting vindictivtmess with which more than half 
the Bible is filled~ it would be more consistent that 
we called it the word of a demon than the Word of God 
{Thomas Paine, ~ .2f. Reason, p. 7). 
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Of course, the carefuL.student of the Bible already 

knows that the cruelty, barbarism, and vindictiveness which 

~ .9..2. find in the Old Testament are not the l1U..l. .Qf God t 

They are the wgrks .2f. man cgntrarx to the laws of God! 

Nevertheless, far too many people who have read 

Paine's work still share his false impression of the God 

of the Old Testament. They look upon God as a harsh, 

hanging judge who is all too eager to descend upon man 

with great wrath every time he deviates from an n:l.mpos

s1ble1' law. 

As the new PLAIN TRUTH reader from Northampton, 

England, wrote: 

I accept the ethical teaching of Jesus, but I 
cannot in any way reconcile the God Jehovah of the 
Jews as having anything in common with such a teaching. 
There is hardly a ~ in the Hebrew Scriptures which 
does not deal with murder, rape, pillage, etc •.••. 
No loving or merciful God or being could have allowed 
or attributed to the acts as reported in the Hebrew 
Scriptures. I can't read it. It is too bloody. There 
is to.o mu.ch fear. Didn't Paul write :perfect love 
casteth out all fear? (Emphasis mine.) 

Of course, those who have more than a nodding 

acquaintance with the God of the Old Testament have 

encountered an entirely different God. They have found in 
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the pages of the Bible the God who takes no pleasure in the 

death of the wicked . They have encountered the GoCI who 

cried out, "Why will you die, 0 house of Israel!" These 

students of the Bible have encountered prophets whose main 

message was a olea to Israel not to destroy themselves .. 

For some reason, the reader was oblivious to this. 

Either he had not read the Old Testament carefully; or, 

like Thomas Paine, he had allowed his mind to be __ 1!W,.

udiced against it before 1:!st eyer started . 

But what about you? To ~~hat extent have you 

allowed your opinions of the Bible to be formed by what 

others have told you? Have J:.Q!! checked the Bible to see 

what it really does say about God? 

It is a shame, but all too many of the crit1c1sms 

leveled at the Bible have little or nothing to do with the 

real message .Q1.. the ;Bible. They deal purely with the 

false concepts and ph :t losophie.s or man abQ!,.!t the Bible. 

Science Versus the Bible 

Thomas Paine was certainly not the only one to make 

the mistake of assuming that the teaching of the Church was 

the teaching of the Bible. When the science of geology 

began to discover evidence in the rocks that the earth was 

more than six thousand years old, many jumped to the 

conclusion that the book of Genesis had been discredited. 

However, as one writer put it, their concept of Creation 
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was not eo much that or the Bible as that of Milton•• 

&I:D!LUit J'.Qit .. 

Xn ttud r minds, tht:t7 had IOllttbot<i dn,eloped a mElntsl 

1mase of' the creation qf the earth out or nothing and the 

euddtn sl1ap:tna or the •un, moon and stan li.liSn A Jtlk .Q.t 

lbl. Qt.ii$1,£m, at .DIU1.• 

When this 1dea ol~Uthed head-on with evidence that 

the earth l!llaJ be mil1Utnl or :;veare old,. the ra 1 t h of some 

wtuJ shaken. It was unfortunate, bee,aul!le their faith tn 

the iU:ill need not have been ahe.Ur;en at all. The B111le 

11mpl1' dAti ad. JU1:t that the ea:Pth 1a onl;r sbt thoue!Uld 

yea~• oldl 

It 1e not dttficult to see how a euperf1e1al 

rtad11'l8 of O.neate mlght :r:t1.nforee auch an 1fea. :aut a 

careful study or the f'irtt chapter maket it clear that 

Qenea:ta reveele noth.1ng shout the a~tu~l ap of the earth. 

The a~eou:nt sta!*tt limpl,. in tbe t1ra't verse b7 

aa,-tnc; "In tl'hl beginning Goel oreate4 \he hea?en 4ltnd the 

earth ... , The "Writet~ C>f Genet is dotta not tell ua IIllO "th• 

btg1nnine;" tuu1. IJ.'he v~ey longua.ge or 1t oer.rta1nly 1mpl1ea 

antiquity~ but lt 1$ 10SI!f1D4~1· 

The writer soee on to aa:y: "AncS the earth \!las 

w1 tht~ut !'om., and votd; en.d <!a:r:knest was upon th<t raoe of 

the deep.. And tha Spirt t or God moved upon th.e t'ace oi' 

the wetera. And God llfaid .. Let thez'Q be 11EJht~ and the~ 

waa light. n 
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It is obvious from the wording of these verses that 

there is some time lapse between Verse 1 when God created 

the heaven and the earth, and Verse 3 where He said, "Let 

there be light." 

How long did the earth lie without form, and void? 

How long was darkness upon the f'ace of the deep? How long 

did the Spirit of God move upon the face of the waters 

before God finally took action, saying, 11 Let there be 

light It? 

As fa:r as the book of Genesis is concerned, the 

earth could just as easily be twice as old as the wildest 

estimates of geologists. 

It is only after a careful investigation of the 

Bible that the full story of what is described at the 

beginning of Genesis comes to light. An examination of 

the original Hebrew of Genesis 1:2 reveals that the word 

rendered "wasn by the translators of the Authorized 

Version should more correctly be translated "beeame. 11 

Furthermore, the original Hebrew words for 11without 

form, and void," were '!fghu and bohu. The words simply mean 

"chaotic," "in confusion, 11 ''waste, tt or "empty. 11 

Then, we read in Isaiah 45:18 that when God 

created the heavens and the earth He did NOT create them 

TOHU--in vain. 



God is not the author of confusion. When He 

created the heavens and the earth in the first place, He 

created them perfect and tt.!i.Q be inhabited» (Isa. 45:18). 
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It waa after this creation that the earth gecame chaotic 

and in confusion as a result of Satan' a rebellion. We are 

not told in Genesis how this happened or how long it 

lasted. For the full ·story of the earth before Adam, see 

the article, "Did God Create a Devil?n 

It is a fact that many of the criticisms leveled 

at the Bible have 'been made because the critic was mis"" 

informed, failed to check the source, misunderstood what 

the Bible said, or simply did not read it carefully enough. 

Yet many have read their works and supposed that the Biblg 

couldn't be trusted. 

Since the critics have taken it upon themselves to 

scrutinize the Bible, surely 1t is only !'air that W! 

scrutinize the critics. 

What are they trying to prove and why? Do they 

back up their conclusions with fac:te, with proof, or only 

with pp1niQnst 

You may be in for a surprise! 



»Jeeus Chriet I accept aa a ph1.lO$Opher but I do 

J:'lOt aceept :Hi&U ~UJ God,. Nor ean an1 th1nldng man reallY 

believe 1a V1x-g1n Birth o:r Jteaur:ret'.tt1on.n That atatement 

W.$ made )J tbe r•i1&n1n; Vica:r ot Staliattield, Kent, Dr. 

Alan Stea:rt (PJ~l! IIRDU, 26th NovembtU'".r 19~). 

!h.• only thtna pe•uller about this atate~~ent ta 

th~t tbe Vtoar waa £!1\WU• IUs teeltnas are bJ no 

meant novel amons theolegtantt. They are quite 'PM bJ 

~ompavtaon to lio'Ome of the pl."onounoGentJ or cler1J1Jen Who 

are eont1nutna; in thetr 3oba and show no e1sne or 

r4iua1p.1ns. 

In these days wnen elogan1 and oateh ph!'asee like 

"God 1e 4eetl" and *'ChrlstUrn Ath.~1emn a" ban<U.ed about 

lluuona theolosittns, it ia surp~1t1n; that the Vicar even 

aade .news at all! 

:aut .1bJ. did he fftel that no »th:tnldng man*' 

believe6 in the Vtrgi.n B1r"til or the lt.eeurrectton? Ia 

then ettme e:yJsiJllQt to the ~ontrary? Does the man have 

fU>und, logical reaeons t'o:r hta cUsbellet' or te it a pt.n:··•lY 

laiimli1 reaction? 

The philosophy underlying tb1a trend was: tlxpreseed 

'b7 nteneN: 
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So soon as we derive a separate part of Israel's 
religious life directly from God, and allow the super
natural or immediate revelation to intervene even in 
one single point, so long also our view of the whole 
continues to be incorrect . . . • It is the supposi
tion of a natural development alone which accounts 
for a 11 the phenomena { Kuenen, Proohet~ ang Proplrcy, 
quoted by James Orr, The Bible Under Trial, p . 9 ) • 

In other words, whatever you do, leave God out of 

the picture . 

If the writers of the various books of the Bible 

had omitted any r~ference to the supernatural, their work 

would surely stand today as the moat valuable historical 

record in the hands of man . (Of course, if 1t were not 

for th$ mira.culous element in the Bible, we would not have 

it . ) 

For some reason, man simply cannot bring himself 

to believe that anything supernatural could ever happen . 

As one scientist said: "Evolution is unproved and 

unprovable . We believe it becau&e the only alternative is 

special creation, and that is unthinl,able. 11 

The Reason Why 

Why ia tt that a "thinking man" cannot believe in 

either the Virgin Birth or the Resurrection? Why is 

special creation so 11 Unthinkable? 11 

David Hume in his essay on miracles is generally 

recogni zed as one of the chief spokesmen for the argument 

against the cred i bil i ty of miracles. He says: 



A mi racle is a violation of the laws of nature; 
and as a firm and unalterable experience has estab
lished these la\~s, the proof against a miracle from 
the very nature of the fact is as entire as any 
argument from experience can possi bly be imagined 

19 

• • • • It is no miracle that a man seemingly in good 
health, shou l d die on a sudden; because such a kind of 
death, though more unusual than any other, has yet 
been frequently observed to happen. But it is a 
miracle that a dead man should come to life; because 
that has never been observed in any age or country 
• • • • (Quoted by J. H. Bernard, "Miracle," Hasttngs 
Dicti.onarl of the Bible). · 

This statement is characteristic of the arguments 

advanced against the miracles of the Bible, and it is 

\'llorth examining because it contains three fundamenta l 

errors. 

V1olat1op ~ ~ . . . 

First is the statement that a miracle is a 

viglation .2f. the .1.ru:1l of nature. What strange, narrow

minded reasoning! If Uume were at ill alive, it \'iould be 

interesting to take h im to a junk yard, poi.nt to a pile of 

scrap iron and volunteer to make it rise suddenly into the 

air. If anything would arouse his scepticism)' surely this 

would. After all, it would be a violation of natural 

law--the law of gr avity. 

However, if we move up a large crane, swing an 

electromagnet over the pi ~e of scrap iron, and lift it by 

the power of magnetism, has a natural law been "violated?" 

Of course not. 

Other laws were brought into play. The laws of 
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electromagnetism were responsible for holding the iron to 

the electromagnet, and the laws of wheels and pulleys made 

it possible for the crane to 11ft it off the ground and 

deposit it in another place. 

No violation of laws is involved 1 but an invisible 

force 1 which is undetectable by the senses of man, ~ been 

.rut_~! 

In the same way, we are faced with a "violation" of 

natural law every time an airplane takes to the air. Of 

course, law is not violated; it iss1mply that the laws of 

aerodynamics overcome the law of gravity and lift the 

plane off the ground. 

Would it seem impossible to Mr. Hume that a law 

which he did not understand and a force he was unable to 

see created an effect which he was unable to explain? 

It might seem strange to him, but it happens to us 

all the time. We are not able to explain the la'Wa of 

magnetism and do not really know what magnetism is, and 

yet we still consider them as natural laws. Since we have 

experienced the laws of magnetism repeatedly, we donrt 

consider them a miracle and neither would Mr. Hume. 

Think for a moment. If you were seeing repeated 

healings day after day would you cease to call them 

miracles? Why not? Would you understand the forces at 

work any less than you understand what actually comprises 

the lines of force around an electromagnet? Is 
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experience what makes the difference between the worki ng of 

a natural l aw and a supernatural occurrence? 

Unalterable Experience 

This brings us to the second point of Hume's 

argument. He said, 

A miracle is a violation of the laws of nature; 
and as a firm and unalterable experience has 
established these laws, the proof against a miracle 
from the very nature of the fact is as entire as any 
argument frgm e.x.I{erience can possibly be imagined. 
(Emphasis mine.) 

Note that he refers to a firm and unalt§pable 

experience. If Hume had lived long en<>ugh, I'm afraid he 

would have hao to eat those words many times over. He 

would, for example, have seen a good many concepts of law 

altered by the explotlion of the atomic bomb at Hiro.,shima. 

What a strange conceit to assume that man already 

knows it all.,..-that his experience is unalterable! So 

much change has taken place in our world in the past few 

years, that no scientist or philosopher would dare to make 

such a statement today! 

If then, we do not fully understand the physloal 

laws surrounding us in our world, why should it be so 

strange to us that there might be spirityal laws as well 

which we do not understand? Is i t reasonable to deny 

their existence because ~haven't experienced them? 
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When Hume oame to the subject of the resurrection 

from the dead, he commented simply that this has never been 

observed in any age or country. ThiS is supposed to be 

nproof 11 that miracles don 1 t happen. 

Now that U, a remarkable statement! 

That a resurrection has been observed is the very 

case in point. 

How much evidence do we need of Christ's :re1;lur

rection from the dead? We have the word of no less than 

five competent eyewitnesaee, plus one contemporary 

historian, who said that it .b&i been observed., 

Matthew, Markt John, Peter and Paul all S§W 

Christ after His resu.rrEilction and have given us a )!rltt~n 

~~cotd of it. In mentioning his own experience, Paul 

includes a list of th :: others who had seen Christ after His 

resurrection: 

F-or I delivered unto you first of all that which 
I also received, how that Christ diad for our sins 
according to the scriptures; and that He was buried 1 
and that He rose again according to the scriptures: 
and that He ·1as seen of Cephas; then of the twfJJ,ve: 
after that,. lie was seen of above f'1ve nundrg:d brethren 
at once; of whom the greater part remain unto this 
present, but some are fallen asleep. After that, He 
lias seen of James; then oi' all the SJ!postlfis. And last 
of all He was seen of ~ also, as one born out of due 
time (I Cor. 15: 3'"'8). 

Luke--a physician, scientist, and meticulous 

historian-... had ample opportunity to interview other 



eyewi tnesees ~nd conduct a thQrough examination. \<Jhat he 

found certainly convinced him. 

It is a fact that men have been hanged on consid

erably less evidence than ,,.,Ie have of the resurrection of 

Christ. 
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Those who deny the resurrection are faced with the 

alternative that five clever liars and one incompetent 

historian started the greatest religious movement in the 

history of man and then gave their lives for it, going 

through great privation and suffering death for the sake 

of a fraud which surely could easily have been exposed at 

the time by any competent private investigator. 

Look again at Hume 1 s argument against the Cl"'edibil-

1 ty .of miracles. 

First of all he said that a miracle is a violation 

of the laws of nature. We have shown that this statement 

was not very well thought out. 

Secondly, he stated that a 11 fi:rm and unalterable 

experience" had established these laws and ha .d given us a.s 

good a proof against miracles as could possibly be 

imagined • . We have seen that man's experience is far from 

una 1 terable. 

Finally, he said that the resurrection had never 

been observed in any age or country. We have seen good., 
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solid evidence that a reaurrection has been observed~ 

Now what happens to the argument that nmiracles are 

impossible 11 ? 

For many, nothing happens to it, They still will 

refu.se to believe that miracles have happened. They don't 

need any evidence to prove that miracles are impossible. 

They just ''don't believe 1 t .. " 

Strange as it seeme, many of these would laugh at 

a Christian becauee he has "faith." 

But upon what foundation 1s this faith that 

miracles are impossible based? As Sir Robert Anderson said 

about the turn ·Of the century: r'The assumption that 

miracles are impossible indicates mer"ely the stupid 

tendency of the human mind to become enslaved to the 

results of experience" (The Bible and MQd@rn Criticism, 

p . 57). 

Can we reject the existence of something merely 

because it is beyond the rather meager limits of our own 

experience? 

The .RU1. Reason 

~Jhen we see the appalling lack of either evidence 

or logic in the reasons for manra rejection of miracles 

and the supernatural, we ~u~e led to wonder if this ian 1 t a 

cover-up for a deeper reason for rejecting them. 

The Apostle Paul who also lived in an age of 



skepticism, w:t"ote to the Romans: 

For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven 
against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men, 
who suppr.t§§ [marg1fil the truth in unrighteousness; 
because that which may be known of Qoct 1e manifest in 
them; for God has shown it unto them (Rom. 1:18-19). 

These were men who had access o the knowledge or 

God and could have understood the truth . They turned 
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their eyes_ however, away· from those things they could have 

understood. They IYQPP!§§ed the truth. 

In Verse a8, Paul gives L ~ the true ~eason for 

skepticism: "They did not like to retain God 1n their 

knowledge .. . . .. This 1s really the crux of the whole 

matter. Men have used every sort of perverted reasoning 

and twisted arguments to try to get rid of the knowledge 

of God. It tantt mlraelea that are the tssue 1n this case, 

it ia the existence . of God! 

Once man ad~its that God ex1ate, miraeles ceae~ to 

be a problem. As Paul went on to expla.tn in th~ first 

chapte ... of Romans, "The invisible things of H1m from the 

ereatton of the world are cltarly seen, being understood 

by the thinga that are made, even His eternal power and 

Godhead; so that they are without exouseu (Rom. 1~20). 

Let those who stand in doubt or miracles take a 

good look at irrefutabl~ proof of a miracle. Life has not 

always existed on thls planet. If ever man's "firm and 



unaltertlble exper:teno~'' fi.as eatabl1E.ihed anything, 1 t has 

established this. This earth has not always existed., and 

it is abundantly ole~u· t,l"..at 1n its birth throes-when it 

was in a m.Qlten atate--no life could have existed on it. 
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Not only is there no n~Unaral 1· w known to man to 

acccunt tor th~ existence of life on this planet, there are 

def1n1te .. known laws whteh muet s omehow be «'\rtolated'* for 

lif«a to exist. 

It is a .JJu!., kn9wn to sc !enoe, that lU'e only comes 

fl:"'ln pl'eextstins life"' ¥!. bJ!ve AQ. txptra.tnSA !Q ..t.tut 

ogntmn;t 

There are snr number of th19~11 to account f'or 

lite on this planet, but thef all degenerate into :foolish

ness when the7 an examined carefully tn the light of oold 

rea eon., 

Take tor example the idea that life eomehow 

spontaneously generated in some kind ot ocean t'sl!me." 

Itve always been intrigued by th1JB hypothesi s ., because 

ffslime" must certainly have been th§ ~@!HaJ.~, not thEir eauo..1. 

of the e.~1stence ot life. When we encounter a slime, soup,. 

or scum on a stagnant pot>l of: water , we find 1t 1J. alive .. 

It 1s actually xPE!ltHI21Et4 or ra1eroecop1e roms of life. 

Where there 1s lLq l1ti we get §id!ment at the bottom of 

clear water--not ;gyp or scum. 

Some sci entists have been exper1nwnt1ng with the 

idea that volcanoes may have belched out methane gatS which 



made possible the synthesis of certain amino acids which 

later "developed'' a spark of life. Strangely, however .. 

when we find methane gas 1n nature, we find it comes from 

the decomposition of living matter. 
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Is it not strange that scientists are unable to do 

deliberately in a laboratory what they claim happened 

accidentally and spontaneously in a hostile environment? 

The existence of life on this planet is A miracle! 

It la not a violation of natural law, but natural law had 

to be overcome by a greater law for life to exist. 

The Apostle Paul asks us to look at the creation 

of God and understand His power and divinity. When we 

see that God was able to override the "laws or nature" and 

create life on this planet--when we see the fantastic, 

unfathomable des1gn in nature, we begin to see an 

intelligence and a power far superseding anything that 

man has ever known. 

If we can understand that God was able to create 

life on this planet and that He then had the intelligence 

and the power to design the fantastically complex system 

of interdependent life that we see, why doubt that God is 

able to heal the sick, raise the dead, or divide a sea to 

allow people to walk dry-shod across the bottom of it? 

One thing becomes very clear. Manrs rejection of 

the miracles of the Bible is not based on evidence, facts, 

logic, or reason. It is a purely emotional reaction 



against the control of the Creator. If it were based on 

evidence, that evidence should lead the scholars to the 

same conclusions. A solid foundation of fact should lead 

to greater unity as evidence accumulates. 

What 1§. the foundation of criticism? Has it 

produced this unity? 

28 



CHAPTER IV 

THE 'rRUNK OF THE TREE: EVOLTJTION 

At no time in the history of Christianity has 

theology been in such great confusion as it is today! The 

Protestant Reformation was a great upheaval and a turning 

point in theological thought, but it merely divided the 

mainstream of' theology into two branches. Today, theo

logical thought seems to be flowing in every direction at 

once. 

Professor H.H. Rowley of the Victoria University 

of Manchester said of Modern :Biblical Studies: 

In contrast to the large measure of unity that 
prevailed a generation ago, there is today an almost 
bewildering diversity of view on many questions • • •• 
On a number of subJects contrary tendencies have 
appeared in various quarters leading to a greater 
fluidity in the field as a whole than has been known 
for a long time . {H.H. Rowley, The Qld Testament ana 
Modern Study, pp . xviii•xix,) 

George Mendenhall of the University of Michigan 

put it more bluntly: 

The nrluid1tyu in this field referred to by Rowley 
may with perhaps less courtesy but with more accuracy 
be called chaos (G.E. Mendenhall, nBibltcal History in 
Transition," ~Bible and the Ancient ~East, 
p. :;:; ) . 

But why is it that at the very time of the most 

powerful movement toward Christian unity in modern times 

we should be faced with the greatest-ever measure of 



theolog1csl disagreement? What happened to the "unity" 

that prevailed a generation ago? 

To grasp this we must first come to see the 

foundation upon which thia fflarge measure of unity" was 

built . 
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The rationalists and critics of the Bible began by 

cnalleng1ng the assumptigns of the traditional ideas about 

the Bible. There was no reason, the critics thought, why 

they shouldn't check~ on the assumptions of centuries 

and see if they were true. 

That ' s fair enough. After all, the Apostle Paul 

exhorted the Thessalonians to "prove all things," and not 

merely to assume that they were true .. 

Unfortunately, however, too m~ny of the critics 

side-tracked their own work right from the start by 

beginning with false assumptions of their own! 

Assumptions come and go, of course, but a gener

ation ago one stood head and shoulders above them all. 

This presupposition--almost universally accepted by 

Biblical scholars at the time--was the platform from which 

they chose to view the very small amount of evidence they 

had. This presupposition is best expressed by a critic 

named Kuenen in his book, ProRhets and Propnecy: 
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So soon as we derive a separate part of Israel's 
religious life directly from God, and allow the super
natural or immediate revelation to intervene even in 
one single point, so long also our view of the whole 
continues to be incorrect . • • • ll .1.§. ~ suppos
ition of ~ natural deveJ,opment alone which accounts 
for all the phenomena. 

Kuenen's "natural development 11 is merely the 

application of the philosophy of evolution to the study 

of the Bible. 

Kuenen, Wellhausen, and others ruled out any 

possibility of the miraculous, the supernatural. or of 

immediate revelation by God, right from the start! The 

next step was to apply the philosophy of a natural 

development to the religion of Israel. 

Most Blblical scholars, having planted their :feet 

firmly on the evolutionary platform, had little difficulty 

maintaining a semblance of unity. 

As Mendenhall and Rowley point out, however, some

thing happened to shatter that unity! In the last gener

ation the field of Biblical studies has been absolutely 

inundated with new evidence--evidence which has absolutely 

cut the ground from under the evolutionary concept! 

Could Mo§ea Write? 

One of the best illustrations of' this is seen in 

the once commonly held belief that Moses could not have 

written the Pentateuch because writing~ unknown ill his 

day. When we look for evidence upon which such a belief 



could have been founded, we are left empty-handed. The 

only evidence at hand was the Bible which clearly and 

flatly contradicted any such belief. 

Not only did Moses write down God's law (Exod. 

24:4, Deut. 31:9), along \'lith a detailed account of the 

travels of the children of Israel after they left Egypt 

(Num. 33:2), but all the Israelites were commanded to 

write God's commandments upon the posts of their houses 

(Deut. 6:9). The Bible tells us that not only did Moses 

write, but that the populat i on of Israel in general was 

11 terate. 
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The very idea that Mos$s couldn't write seems a bit 

ludicrous looking back from our vantage point. Since the 

time thie theory was in vogue, whole libraries have 

emerged from the sands of Babylonia, Assyria, Palestine and 

Egypt. Many of these not only go back to ~1oses' time, but 

all the way back to Abraham's day and before. 

The theory has been so thoroughly exploded that we 

are led to wonder how any intelligent person could have 

developed such an idea in the first place. 

But Not Israel 

There were some, however, in spite of all the 

evidence, who were still unwilling to believe that a 

11 tribe of Semi tic nomads" like the Israelites invading 

Palestine would have been literate enough to have produced 



the Pentateuch. They admitted that writing was known in 

Egypt--no one could deny that--but they refused to admit 

that it was known among the Israelites. 
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They refused to admit it, that is, unt l l about 

1904 when Flinders Petrie began to decipher some ancient 

tablets found at Serabit el-Khadem, in the Sinai Peninsula. 

This was near the route the children of Israel took in 

coming out of Egypt. After careful examination of the 

t ublets, he concluded that: 

Workmen from Retenu, who were employed by the 
Egyptians and are often mentioned, had thie system Of 
linear writing. The inference that follows from that 
is extremely significant, ma1nly that about 1500 B.C. 
these si!JU?le wqrJ:g:lmn from canaan were able to write 
and that the type of writing ia independent both of 
hieroglyphics and cuneiform. Further, ll 1n,val1dates 
once and for l!..U, tpe h;mqth§Sis tha!( tne Iaraelitee 
that game through this area from Egypt ~ at that 
stage at;Lll iliit~rate.\werner Keller, The Bible as 
History, p. 13, emphaaie mine.) 

This provides proof positive that literacy in the 

time of Moses was not the exclusive property of a group of 

privileged scr1bes. These were working-class .individuals 

who must have taken some of their spare time to prepare 

tablets and carve inscriptions in their own script. 

Also of interest are the discoveries at Has Shamra. 

Over a thousand tablets written in an old cuneiform alpha

bet have been discovered. The language ts an old North• 

west Semitic dialect "which was very closely related to the 

Hebrew of the time of Moses" (W.F. AlbrightJ ~Horizons 

1n. Biblical Research, p. 6). 
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Notice that Dr. Albright--the recognized leading 

authority in archaeology today-"""refers to the Hebrew 

language at the time of Moses. Not only was writing known 

in the time of Moses, but the Hebrew language was already 

a separate, recognized tongue~ .. 

Still another authority tells us that during the 

time Moses was in exile from Egypt, ''the Canaanites were 

familiar with at least eight languages recorded in five 

completely different systems of writingfl (G.E. Mendenhall, 

"Biblical History in Transition,n The J,?ible and th@ 

Ancient .fuUU: East, p . 50) . 

Prgof Moses Wrote 

Not only 1s there no obstacle to believing that 

Moses could have written the bulk of the Pentateuch, th$re 

is ev~r;y: reason to believe that he did. 

First and foremost, there is an ancient histo~ical 

record which aa:vs that he wrote at least some portions of 

the Pentateuch. In Exodus 24:4, we read that Moses wrote 

all the words of the Lord that he had received on the 

mountain and later (verse 7) he took the book or scroll in 

which he had written God's Law and~ it in the audience 

of the people. 

wby argue with the author of Exodus? The writer 

makes a simple statement of fact. Moses, having been 
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reared in Pharaoh's court, was obviously a literate man 

living in a literate age--an age prolific with written 

records. It is to~ally illogical to assume that Moses 

would not have recorded the Law of God as it was given to 

him or that he would not have written or had written a 

history of the Exodus and the wilderness wanderings of the 

children of Israel! This is precisely what he did: 11And 

Moses wrote their goings out according to their journeys by 

the commandment of t~ Lord: and these are their journeys 

according to their goings out" (Num. 33:2). 

Even in the face or evidence and logic, some 

critics still maintained that the first five books of the 

Old Testament were composed as late as 700-800 B.C. from 

oral tradition. The reason they put forward for their 

position is that the literaty style is too highly advanced 

for an early stage in Israel's history. 

On the other hand, even such higher critics as 

Kautzch, Ewald and Deli tzsch place some of the 11best of 

the poetryn from Genesis, Exodus and Judges back to 1250 

B.C. and eapl1er--within 200 years of Israel's conquest of 

Jericho. (See James Orr, The problem of the Old Testament, 

p. 76) . 

Dr. Kautzsch calls the Song of Deborah in Judges 

5 na poem of priceless worth," Hgenuine, splendid poetry." 



Tr.e Hebrew languuge 1 then, was a !'ttlly-dqvelQPga, 

b~gbly-~xpt.iHUf1V~ la,ngyng~, when the Song or Deborah vaaa 

or1r1tten. Such G highly-developed poetic style ae one finds 

1.n the Song or Deborah does not apr1ng up o'ifern1ght,. vlhat 

rJ <:m, having n~ver seen n poem or heard a song and writing 

1n a Pl"'im1 t1ve language, 1a going to be-come an aceom• 

pll.ehed poet ove~n1ght? 

The works of Shakespeare ~ ~ the firet 

L1portant wo:t•ks 1n the Englieh language. In the opinion 

of some. they represent a high-water mark in the develop

ment of the English languag~ and 1n the power of poetic 

language> but 1t came arter a lQna Pltl~ ~ 11tfirAtf 

ris:veJ,g;wugpt. 

The point ts thts. Since 1t 1e an establ1shea f'aot 

that the 11 tet'acy style or t~:'J Old Testament represente a 

v~ry highly-developed language, then there ~ have been 

:a foundation or earltfi)r Hebrew J,itetP!iYrl· Since this 1e 

ao, why ~tgJgyme that the Pentateuch was composed qu1 te late 

fr<:>m ~ trggi.tl2ll? 

It 1 a an 1i! psolY~! g§!rt!U.nty that paviQ~ Wtlt~~n 

rec~rdA ~ C!tant. Any other conclusion denies the 

ev1denoe# flouts logic and displays an ignorance of the 

highly developed culture in the Fertile Crescent ntlQr 

to the time of Moees! 

or oourae, the evidence ts so conelueive that no 

competent scholar bases h1e conclue1one today on the 
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misconception that there was no writing in Moses* time. 

Yet, the fundamental premise which led to this 

mistaken idea is the very concept which underlies mast of 

current Biblical Criticism--the concept of the evolution of 

culture and religion. 

Long cherished ideas die hard. So it has been with 

evolution. Having assumed that man evolved, it was not 

illogical to assume that Moses could not write. However, 

once it was proved that Moses could have written, the 

theory that spawned the idea still did not die. It 

continued to form the basis of Biblical Crtticism :for 

nearly one hundred years. 

Having assumed a natural development for the 

religion of Israel, a plausible theory to account for the 

development of that religion was necessary. Fertile minds 

evolved one. 

The philosophers looked at the religions extant in 

the world and drew their conclusions--conclusions, 

remember, based upon the assumption that religion evolved. 

Having started with their assumption, their quite logical 

minds led them to a plausible theory for the development 

of religion from the primitive to the highly developed . 

Primitive man supposedly observed the forces of 

nature around him--wind, fire, rain, thunder, etc.--and 



attributed these powers to spirit beings. In the passage 

of time he found that certain actions of his either pleased 

or irritated these gods and brought favorable and 

unfavorable results. Worship involving propitiation of 

the spirits was a natural result. 

Fro~ this early beginning, it is theorized that 

religion developed along the way to polytheism, and from 

there to monotheism--monotheism, apparently 11 being the 

highest plane of religious development. 

It all seemed fairly logical, and so ethnologists, 

anthropologists and archaeologists set themselves the task 

of finding out whether it was so. If the theory were true, 

one would expect to find absolutely no monotheism in the 

earliest religions. Upon finding polytheism existing at 

a certain time in a tribe's history, we would not expect 

to find monotheism preceding it. 

Belief in ~ Supreme Being 

As a result of the exhaustive effort of an army 

of scientists, the question is no longer in doubt. 

Even among the most primitive peoples on the face 

of 1.b&, earth--including the Bushmen of South Africa, most 

of the Aboriginal tribes of Australia, all of the Artie 

cultures except one, and virtually all of the primitive 

peoples of North America--we find a belief in a Supreme 

Being! (Short, Modern Discovery and the Bible, p. 23.) 



In fact, it is precisely among the three oldest 

primitive peoples in North America that nwe find the 

religion of a high God established with the greatest 

clearness and in quite characteristic forms" {W. Schmidt, 

High~ 1n North Am@rica, p. 22). 
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A comparison of the beliefs of phese very old 

tribes with the Bible is eye-opening~ Going to the very 

oldest section of the oldest tribe, we find that they have 

a belief in a "Supreme Beinglf who is invisible (ibid, 

p. 28). Compare this with Paul's first epistle to Timothy: 

"No\'11 unto the King eternal, immortal, invisible, the only 

wise God ... r' (I Tim. 1:17). 

Schmidt goes on to say of this Supreme Being of 

the Yuki religion: 

He existed before all other beings and possesses 
unlimited powers. The highest of these is the power 
of creation by which he creates heaven and earth and 
all that it contains especially men. One of their 
creation myths states formally that he created every
thing merely by his own will • • • • Before creation 
he meditates and plans his work; and after it he 
expresses loudly his joyful satisfaction in its 
greatness and beauty (W. Schmidt, High ~ln North 
America, p. 28). · 

A student of the Bible immediately hearkens back to 

the first chapter of Genesis: "And God saw everything that 

He had made, and, behold, it was ~ E.Q.Q!tn (Gen. 1:31'). 

Beliefs of Early Tribes 

Turning to another of the early tribes (the Kato), 
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Schmidt gives us the contents of their creation myth. 

In this myth the cult·ore hero is present at the 
same time with the Supreme Being. But the Supreme 
Being alone commands and directs everything, including 
the culture hero . Together they make the wide 
stretched vault of the sky and support it on fou.r great 
pillars at the cardinal points; they make a way for the 
sun, openings for rain and mist. The body of man is 
molded out of clay . Wind and rain, sun and moon are 
not created until after man. Then comes a narrative of 
a great flood in which all men and animals perish 
(W . Schmidt, High .2QSU!.1D. North America., p . ~9) . 

Remember that all this forms a part of the 

religions of the two oJ,dest tribes of HQrth Am2rica. It is 

remarkable that a purely oral trad1!11Qn would stay so 

close to the written record of the Hebrews. 

However, these tribes did not retain this form or 
religion. As their religion 'tdeveloped" their concept of 

God degenerated into polytheism and animism. 

This picture is repeated in other parts of the 

world as well. 

Dr. John Ross wrote of early religion in China: 

A «ghost theory" of religion would hardly have been 
broached, or the statement made that the spiritual form 
of religion known to us is the result of a long process 
of evolution f ro''1 an original image worship, had the 
story of the original religion of China been generally 
known • • • . We fail to find a hint anywhere as to 
the manner how or the time when the idea of God 
originated in China, or by what process it came into 
common use. The name bursts suddenly upon us from the 
first page of history without a note of warning. At 
this point, the very threshold of what the Chinese 
critics accept as the beginning of their authentic 
history., the name of God and other religious matters 
J?resent themse .. lves with the .. c.ompleteness of a. Minerva. 
(John Ross, Prj,mitive Monotheism ln Chlna, pp. 18, 23, 
25.) 
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A noted Assyr1ologist claims that the Sumerians 

were probably the first people to 11 emerge f rom · barbarism'' 

some time before 4ooo B.C. some or the oldest writings in 

the world have been found in the ruins of Sumerian cities, 

and "the facts point unmistakably to monotheism, and a sky 

god aa the first deity, from whom descended the vast 

Sumerian pantheon" (A. Randle Short, Modern Dtso.qyery and 

the Bible, p. 26). 

One thing becomes abundantly clear. The very 

oldest religious concepts known to man were mpnothe1st_1c 

and the tendency has consi!?!tently been toward greater 

eorruntipn and dftgeneracy in religion . 

Evglut.ion N,Q. Longer Accepted 

Until shortly after the beginning of the twentieth 

century, it was commonly held that the culture (which 

includes the religion) of man had followed certain 

evolutionary linea. This was held not only by theologians, 

but by anthropologists, ethnologiats, etc . 

A change in thinking, however, began to be evident 

almost immediately after the turn of the century. By 1920, 

we are told1 "The voice of evolutionism is muted to the 

work of a few diehards, notably Fraser" (Felix M. Keesing, 

Culture Change, p. 20). 

As more evidence was assimilated into the study of 

anthropology, the concept of evolution in the change of the 



culture of various peoples faded even further. By 1930 

we are told: 
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Writings in the evolutionist tradition are thinned 
to a trickle, and are marginal to profess.tonal work in 
anthropology. The vocabulary and assumptions inVtolved 
in the evolutionary concept continue to make anthro
pologists unhappy by having some vogue in works by 
oecasional atydenlfs, especially in other fields as 
religion, when they write on so-called primitives or 
cultural origins and early development ..... By · this 
time ; however, t.H!Hl~ of the term nevolution," shorn o:t• 
its old unilinear framework, occasionally creeps 
back into the vocabulary of some anthropologists to 
exprefH3 the larger perspectives of culture process. 
(Felix M. Keesing, Cultu:r:e Change, p. 25. Emphasis 
mtne.) ' · · 

By 1940 so much change had taken place that the 

c.oncept of evolution was referred to as having been "long 

since dead eo far as professional anthJ>opologista were 

concerned." In 194,, there was something or a one-man 

revival of the idea, but he gained no professional 

following. (Felix M. KeetHng, Cul tu;r!} Qhange, p. 39.) 

It is strange how such concepts survive even when 

they have been rejected by competent scholars on the basis 

of evidence. 

Jln1ty aone 

Now we begin to see what happened to the unity 

theologians. enjoyed a generation ago. Since that time 

literally floode of' information have been made available 

which absolutely destroy the foundation upon which the 

majority of critics had built their theories. The result 



has been a complete reshuffling of virtually every idea 

they ever held. 

But why no unity now? The reason is simple. The 

evidence now becoming available universally points to the 

fact that the Bible is wpat it .§m llll• The critics 

simply have not been willing to accept this, and the 

result is that there are almost as many theories current 

today as there are critics to put them forward. 

Small wonder that George Wright was moved to say: 

43 

"If the ability to command general assent among those who 

are competent be the criterion of the scientific, it must 

now be admitted that A eciencf of Biblical studies itruUl Jl2]. 

exist." (G.E, Wright, "Biblical History in Transition," 

!!'11.!. Bible and the Ancignt Near Ea§t, p. 32. Emphaeis 

mine.) 



- --·- --- · 

CHAPTER V 

PROPHECY DEMANDS AN ANSWER 

The Bible demands an answer from the reader. It 

has proved to be impossible for modern man to dismiss the 

Bible with a wave of the hand as he would most of the 

religious writings of the ancient world. 

He has largely ignored the Rig Veda of the Brahman 

religion; the Code of Manu; the story of Ramayana; the 

Mahabharata poem (seven times as long as the Iliad and the 

Odyssey combined); the Upanishads or the Puranaa of the 

Hindu religion whioh comprise something in excess of a 

billion lines of poetry; the Cyclopedia of Tibetan 

Buddhism comprising 225 volumes, each two feet long and 

six inches thick. Nor has he devoted much time to the 

writings of Confucius and Zoroaster along with the Zenda

vesta, and the Koran (H.L. Hastings, The Higher Critics 

Qriticized, pp. x-xi). 

It is a remarkable fact that the Higher Critics of 
the present day have hitherto failed to thoroughly 
explore these vast and inviting fields, but have 
mainly devoted their gttention to the examination and 
discussion of s1x1;ty-s1x little, +ns1gn1ficant 
pamphlets, the sacred 11 terature of a small, isolated,. 
scattered, and persecuted nationJ which in numbers is 
positively insignificant in comparison to the vast 
multitudes which accept the voluminous sacred books we 
have mentioned. And it is a somewhat remarkable fact 
that this mighty Mass of Assyrian, Babylonian, 
Chinese, Hindu, and Thibetan sacred literature escapes 
criticism, while the only documents Which are 
especially criticized, and whose errancy and mythical 



and unhistorical character is pointed out with 
unsparing zeal, are the records and laws of a nation 
which has had no political existence for nearly two 
thousand years [ this was written before 1895] , which 
does not control or possess a government, a city, a 
country, or even an island on the face of the earth 
(1b1.d, pp. xi-xii). 
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The Bible has drawn absolutely unparalleled 

attention f'rom the critics. Nothing in the history of 

literature can begin t o compare with it. It has been 

examined, dissected, pulled apart and put back together, 

reviled, defended, through literally thousands of volumes. 

For some reason, man has not been allowed to simply 

say, "I don't believe it! n and then .carry on as always. 

There are many reasons for this, but head and 

shoulders above all the rest stands prophecy! 

Prophecy Demands An Answer 

Even a superficial reading of the prophets demands 

a reaction from the reader. The sheer power and reality of 

the message make it impossible to ignore. 

It is significant that no critic has ever attempted 

to deny the divine origin of these prophecies while leaving 

them in their own time-set ting, It has been universally 

recognized by critics that the human mind, even gifted with 

the greatest insight and sagacity, can only go so far in 

predicting fJ ture events. Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, 

Daniel, and the minor prophets have gone further than man 

can go. The critics have either had to admit that a power 



and intelligence greater t han the hum~n mind had given 

these prophecies, or have had to find some other 

explanation. 
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Their ''explanation" is simple in the extreme--they 

simply shove the date forward a few centuries. The dates 

advanced for Ezekiel, for example, vary between 400 and 

230 B.C. 

Can we know with a~y certainty the date of the 

writing of a prophecy? 

We certainly can! 

Let's take a look at the evidence concerning the 

date of Ezekiel and see if the ctate-s assigned by the 

critics have any basis in fact. 

Ezekiel 1s actually one of the easiest of the 

prophets to date. No one was any more thorgust than 

Ezekiel in dating his prophecies-he gives us no less than 

twelve specific date_s for his prophecies. He dates his 

prophecies from the year of "Jehoiachin's captivity" 

which is a fairly well es t ablished date. As a result, we 

can compose the f ollowing list Of dates for Ezekiel: 

Chapter 1:2 5th day of the 4th month in the 5th 
year (592 B.C.) 

Chapter 8:1 5th day of the 
year (591 B.C . ) 

6th month in the 6th 



Chapter 20:1 

Chapter 24:1 

Chapter 26:1 

Chapter 29:1 

Chapter 29:17 

Chapter 30:20 

Chapter 32tl 

Chapter '2:17 

Chapter 33:21 

Chapter 40:1 

lOth day of the 5th month in the 
7th year (590 B.C.) 
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lOth day of the lOth month in the 
9th year (587 B.C.) 

1st day of the ? month in the 11th 
year (586 B. C,) 

12th day of the lOth month in the 
lOth year (586 B.C.) 

lst day of the 1st month 1n the 
27th year { 570 B •. c.) 

7th day of the 1st month in the 
11th year (586 B.c.) 

lst day of the 12th month in the 
12th year (584 B.C.) 

15th day of th~ ? month in th~ 
12th year (584 B.C.) 

5th day of the lOth month in the 
12th year {584 B.C.) 

lOth day of the ? month in the 
25th year {572 B.C.) 

Now that's evidence! We cannot just toss aside 

such careful,. meticulous dating. Not 'Without mighty good 

reason. 

Where Cri t 1 c s QQ. \1! rong . . . 

What, then, is the reason the critics place the 

dates of Ezekiel 'between 400 and 230 B.C.? The answer 1a 

twofold. Firstly, it is ! esumed without proof that the 

prophecy 1a not of divine origin. Then, proceeding from 

thta assumpt i on, they nknow" that Ezekiel had to have 

certain historical information available before he could 



have written these prophecies. The prophecies concerning 

the fall of Tyre, for example, were still being fulfilled 

in fantastic detail until almost 320 B.C. Consequently, 

some critics reason that Ezekiel couldn't have written it 

before that time! (We won't go into the fact that the 

prophecy concerning Tyre is still being fulfilled.) 
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Ezekiel, then, we are asked to believe, was an 

out-and-out fraud! After all, he lists twelve specific 

dates when he said he wrote his prophecy. Furthermore, we 

are ask,ed to b-elieve that this fraud went undetected until 

the present day. 

Now letts consider the r~cts. Even during the time 

of the Babylonian captivity there was a recognized 

religious authority among the Jews. Ezekiel refers to them 

as the "elders of Judah" (Ezek. 8:1}. 

Later, when Cyrus decided to give permission for 

the Temple to be rebuilt, "then rose up the chief or the 

fathers of Judah and Benjamin, and the priests, an.: the 

L@vites . to go up to build the house of t he Lord 

which is in Jerusalemu (Ezra 1:5). The leaders of this 

expedition were Zerubbabe l the governor and Joshua the 

high priest. 

A little later in 457 B.C. Ezra comes on the scene. 

Ezra is called "a ready scribe in the law .Q.f. Moses., which 

the Lord God of Israel lli!.9,. given" (Ezra 7:6). Ezra "had 

prepared his heart to seek the law of the Lord, and to do 
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it, and to teach in Israel statutes and judgments" (v. 10). 

Notice that Ezra was not a lawgiver, but a scribe--a 

writer--of an already existing code of law. 

Throughout Ezra and Nehemiah it is quite obvious 

that there is a ruling body of Jews concerned with 

ecclesiastical affairs and that there is a ".b...Q.U 

ecripture"--an authgritat1ve body of religious writings 

(see Neh. 8:1). 

There can be no question that this "law of Moses" 

was the Torah. 

fenta]1euch Alreagy .In Jxistenge 

An interesting sidelight on this is found in 

Ezra 4:1-2. The adversaries of Judah and Benjamin (who 

were Samaritans) heard that the Temple was being rebuilt . 

"Then they came to Zerubbabel, and to the chief of the 

fathers, and said unto them, Let us build with you: for 

we seek your God, as ye do; and .!l!t do sacrifice unt o Him 

since the days of Esar-haddon king of Assur, which brought 

us up hither." 

These, of course, were the Samaritans (v.lO) whose 

ancestors' arrival in samaria is recorded in II Kings 17. 

What is significant is that these people called themselves 

worshippers of God and had a sacrificial system. In fact, 

we know that they had the entire Pentateuch in their 

hands--known as the 11 Samar1tan Pentateuch." It had to be 
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so, since the Jews refused to have anything to do wlth the 

Samar1 tans who came down and would certainly have been 

unllkely to supply them l'fith a copy of the law. 

The Samaritans, of course, already had it--this was 

the point 1n coming down .t.q aEHt1J!je, 1n .lb.!. bui:tdi.ng SJt.. .trut 

Xemple. Even down to the time of Christ, we have the woman 

at the well commenting: 'fThe Jews have no dealing with 

the Sam.arttane," (John 4:9). The Samaritans by this time 

had broken with the Jews compJ,etg:L,y--even to the question 

of whgre to worship. In the time of Ezra and Nehemiah they 

even wanted to help build the Temple .1n J!;cusalgm. But 

by the time of Christ this woman could say: "Our fathers 

worshipped in this mountain~ and ye say, that in Jerusalem 

is th& place where men ought to wo~sh1p" {John 4:20). With 

this kind or a relationship the S~maritans would har<nx 
have taken a tpi§J.ly new book--manufactured by the Jews at 

this time as their own sacred writings. No, they had had 

these writings ever since they had moved into Sama :cHl. 

This proves concl~sively th~t the Penta teuch, or 

Xorah.,. was in the hands of both Jews and Samaritans l.Qn& 

before Ez:r>a. There ~ a ":holy aoripture" and there was 

.an authority responsible for copying and preserving it! 

Now consider the problem or a pseudo- Ezekiel. He 

had the problem of palming off on a group ot' Jewish 



t>tl~Ptu,. l&YltffJe, und governors, a totally new book Which 

none or them had ever he rd or b fore and convince them' 

that 1t \as written during t e B3byloniun captivity by 

Ezeld.el. 

Now the Jewa have always been an 1ntell1g nt, 
' 
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practic 1 people with n great deal of hard-headed business 

sense. Are they go1ng to llccept out of a olenr blue aky a 

book purporting to have roretold in advance the hlstory of 

the lnst few yea1•s? t/ould you? Houldn't it hav seemed 

a little bit obvious to them? If it looks 1mpoaslble from 

our point of vtew, hotl m:1eh more from theirs? 

·During the time when the eohoola or Hillel and 
Shammai flourished [ starting about 50 B. C.] 1 Ezekiel 
belonged to those books wh.tch soma wanted "to hide, •t 
the others being Proverbs 1 Eoclea1a etes 1 Esther and 
canticles. I1 those d1ecuss1Cme the question ot 1seue 
wae not the reception of the bOOk into the canon, which 
was rathev presupposed, nor nga1n any effort to exclude 
them from thet Canon again wh1oh thought i!OUld not be 
reconcil~d with the high estimate in Wh1ah 1t was kno n 
that Esther was held_, 'but 1 t was th ex,glu§lM At thest 
:»021£1 .£.t.om gylfl1S t§tHU,ng in the d1 vine service which 
proJect failed. The reasons for th1s propor.u'lll artt not 
to be sought in any doubt as to their authenticity, 
but in refe~ence to th•1r contents • • • • Th re is 
no doubtj however, that the dH'terence of• this book 
[Ezek1~1 ftQI lb4 ~Qtib wae the r$aSon that made it 
unadvisable to read it in publle. ( '.ilhelm Moller, 
rtEzeldel, n lotr:r.nP1<1SUlft1 Stangard :ijU~at £tlQY91P.Ptdi§, 
p. 1073. Emphaai mine 

When one eompr hends the exalted 0$1t1on of the 

Torah one: Jews past nd pres nt, the obstncl a that a 

''pseudo -Ezekiel" t,zould race become formidable indeed. 

There are some marked d1ff•erences between Ezekiel 'e 

:t"eferencee to the saor1f'1c1al worship in the Te. ple an 
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those of the Pentateuch. This presents no problem, of 

course, because Ezekiel is looking ahead to a millennial 

Temple. Howev~r, thiS didn't alter the fact that Ezekiel 

d1ffereg from the Toratk. During part of their history, the 

Jews would not allow any man under the age of thirty to 

read Ez$-kiel. This was not because they didn't think it 

was authentic, but because they didn't want the Torah de"" 

emphasized in any way. 

Why were they willing to accept Ezekiel at all? 

The answt=u• becomes obvious when we understand th$t the 

canon of the Old Testa~nt was ggmpJ.etJ 'by the end of 

the fifth century B.C. Eera and the Jews with him in 

Babylon na. aJ;r!aQ:£ ram!Jrlit ldtb J:iztlUeJ. WhiJl 1ll!X 

return~g. and Ezekiel had been part of the auoeession of 

prophets. He held an <>ffice which was honored and 

respected by Jews. His prophecies had already begun to 

come to pasa. And ae ther continued to be fulfilled 

before their very eyes while the book was 1n th§ir 

"QO§SEt@f.!iQn, there could be np gueation of excluding it from 

the Canon. It is significant that Ezekiel has nevtr been 

seriously queation~d as to its position 1n the Old 

Testament canon. 

When one adds to this the strong Jewish tradition, 

amounting to history, of the completion of the Canon and 
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Joeephus ·' olea X" statement or fact regarding the books of 

the Bible and their compilation into the Canon about the 

end or the fifth century B.c., there can be no question or 
a late date for Ezekiel. 

Abgolu1jieJ.¥ !.Wt QPJ.X §Videnc§ that can be seriously 

advanced to question E~eklel* a own date is l.bA ~ ~ llQ. 

J11.!n QQuld ~ ~ ~ PtQ:Qheciga t~t Jzs:}iJ.!l, ~.. This., 

howeverJ 1e not evidence for a later date, but evidence or 
a divine origin. 

~ .Qat. ~~eki!J. 

In some ot the prophets an attempt is made by the 

critics to bring in an eg1tg;r who amended earlier 

prophecies to include later events. HotH/1ver., the book of' 

Ezekiel has .w2t been amend•d by a later editor. It is the 

conaensus or pr(!sent-day cr1tt1<H! that the :bt;tok of Ezekiel 

is the work of a ~Uns;le aytbgr. This admission 1s made bY 

critics who have been quite free to attribute oth$r books 

of the Bible to as many as half a dozen different authors, 

editors, redactors, etc. In general, am·ong theologians, 

"the conviction obtains t.hat the book 1a characterized by 

such unity that we can only accept or reject tt aa a whole, 

but that for 1te rejection there 1s not the least sub

stantial ground. ft (Wilhelm Moller, "Ezekiel, 11 Inter

QSli:iggaJ, StandarQ XUJ;zle &:ncii:sJ.o"Qe<Ufa, p. 1072.) 

Strangely, the critics who have attempted to place 



later dates on Ezekiel have not been willing to call 

Ezekiel an out-and-out fraud. The reason is obvious. A 
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fraud would have had a motive which would have been trans-

parent throughout the prophecy. No such motive can be 

found in Ezekiel, and no fraud writes like Ezekiel writes. 

Ezekiel rings true. Literature with f!luch a powerful moral 

force as that found 1n Ezekiel simply dQes not ariEl!!! Wm. 

A hypgcri ti ca 1 ~. 

;r>aniel 

But let's consider another example. Daniel claims 

to be a contemporary of King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon. He 

was carried into captivity by Nebuchadnezzar in about 606 

B.C. and continued over seventy years after that time. 

The critics., however, often date Daniel between 

165 and 175 B. c. l SureJ,y, there must be some good reason 

for euch an accusation. Again, however, it is assuwad that 

the Book of Daniel is of purely human origin. 

The fundamental axiom of or1t1a1sm is the dictum 
that a prophet always apoke out of a definite 
historical situation to the present needs of the people 
among whom he lived and that a definite historical 
situation shall be pointed out for each prophecy. 
(.Geo.rge L. Robinson, 11 Isa1ah. , " The In}ernat1ona1 
§t§ndard Bible Encyclopedia, p. 1505. 

Consider what this means. It is a "fundamental 

ax1gm" that every prophet always spoke pureJ,y to the 

present needs of the people among whom he lived. 



In other wo:r;•ds, Daniel ia not seen by the critics 

as a prophet o,ontemporary with Nebuchadnezzar, but as a 

ttpious fraud" writing about 175 B.C. and d1,reet1ng his 

propheolee to the current needs of the people among whom 

he lived. 

When one understands what was going on about 175 

B.C., the cr1t1as•motives become transparent. This wae 

about the time of the Maooabean revolt against Ant1ochus 

ip1phanea. The h1etor1cal details of the breakup of 

Alexander's erap1re into four divis.ions and the subsequent 

war between the king of the north and the king of the 
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south climaxing in Antiochu& Epllphanes' invasion of Jeru ... 

salem is well known. Daniel's prophecies of the details of 

all this are far~ acpurate to have been written 

hundreds of yeare before theu took place. Too accurate to 

have been written by ~ that 1a. Therefore, the funda

mental axiom of criticism is applied and an attempt 1s made 

· to set his prophecies into the historical situation or the 

Maccabean revolt. 

There are two things wrong with this hypothesis. 

Firat of all, Daniel did not really understand the 

things which he wrote. When he asked for further under

standing of 1t he was toldt "Go thy way, Daniel: for the 

words are closed up and sealed to the~ ,gt the end." 



Daniel's words were notodirected at the people of his own 

time but to those living at the ~ of .:t1:ut end. We have 

this witness out of Daniel's own mouth. 

56 

Of course, some will argue that this was an attempt 

to make the people or the time believe that the end was 

near. Fair enough, but why, then, did they accept the book 

into the Canon when the end didn't come at that .ll.mi,? 

us: 

Another Qrt1(1Q!!l Thegq 

Consider another aspect or this. One critic tells 

At this juncture [ about 175 B. c. ] , a Pls>us man 
resolved to avail himself of the traditions regarding 
Daniel, and apply them to the circumstances of his own 
time, and, .1U the nam$! .Qf. th~t prophet, proclaimed 
words o.f admonition and prophecy to the faithful around 
him . 

In other words, a p1gus fraud deceived the people 

around him 1n order to admonish and encourage them . 

Now consider this picture. Some Je'W, living long 

after the time of Daniel, decided to attempt to palm off' 

his spurious prophecy on his contemporaries. He then 

proceeded to give them a detailed description of life in 

Nebuchadnezzarrs court, including punishment given for 

certain crimea, details of the religious leaders and 

customs of the time, etc. 

The critics have generally felt that many of these 

details were fanciful tales, since a Jew living so much 



later would have had no direct knowledge of these times. 

He would have had to be something of a "historical 

novelist.n 

The third chapter of Daniel is thought by critics 

to bear this out. The nstory" of Shadrach, Meschach and 

Abednego has seemed absolutely preposterous to some. The 

very idea of throwing men into a furnace seems strange, 

and foreign to them. It simply doesnJt fit the normal 

pattern of executions. 
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A letter,, however, has been found and is in the 

Niea Babyl~nian collection at Yale University which 

contains a royal decree ordering the death of a slave by 

burning in a furnace. The message is very sh()rt and reads 

as follows: "Since they have t hrown a yotms a lave into the 

oven, do you throw a slave into the furnace." (John B. 

Alexander, trNew Light on the Fiery Furnace, n Joyrnal of 

:§ibljcal ;Literature, Vol. 69, 1950, p. 375-6.) 

Daniel'&! Accuracy 

Daniel's records of the details of Nebuchadnezzar's 

court including the magicians in Babylon have been found to 

be remarkably accurate. Sir Henry Rawlinson has found that 

the findings on the magicians in Babylon at that time 

correspond exactly to the three classes of Chaldean doctors 

which Daniel enumerates. 
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The fact of the matter 1a that Daniel knew far too 

much about the details o1' Babylon to have been \ll'"i ting at 

any other time or situation or place than that which he 

described himself. 

Another thins of importance in this context ia that 

Dan1el•s prophecies did not f1n:bsll 1n 175 B.C. 

Having had Daniel's prophecies in haoo s1nce the 

a1xth century B.C., it must have been quite an experience 

tor the Jews of the time to see these thing$ being 

tulfilled before their eyes, 'l'he prophecies or Chepters 

2, 7 and 8 were pr-oving to be fantastically accurate. The 

Babylonian Empire was succeeded by the Medo~rersian 

Empire, which was in turn conquered by Alexander. 

Wh•n Alexander came to Jerusalem, we ar• told: 

He went up to the temple, where he sacrificed to 
God under the direction of the high priest, and showed 
due honor to the pr1eet:s and to the high priest 
h1.mself. And, .!thin~~ At .Psul1ilr was ehQWt} ,a 
lUJJt, in which he had declared that one of the Greek$ 
would destroy the empire or the rerstans, he believed 
htmself to be the one indicated. (Josephus, 
Antlgu1tl.fr§ .. XI, PP~ 3,5-337 .. ) 

With Alexander' a fantastic rise to power at such a 

young age and his unbelievable march acPoss the civilized 

world, it must have seemed 1mpoaa1blf to those who were 

holding the book or Daniel that h1a kingdom could be 

broken at 1te peak of strength as Daniel had prophesied 1t 

would (Chapter 8:8). Yet 1t happened! Not only was hie 

empire broken, but it was•-as Daniel had said--divided into 
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four divisions. 

A person living at the time of the dege11erat:ton of 

these rour kingdoms and the rise of Rome 1n the west, 

should have had no great d1ff1eulty in foreeaet:tng what was 

about to take plaee. This, or eourae, is what the cr1t1oe 

belteve a ptn~udo·-nantel did. A man CQUld at that point in 

time logically predict that Rome would become the fourth 

great wo:r•ld emp1~. What a man could D.Q.:t. have prer~'l cted at 

that time, was that Rome wo1.1ld be the ~~ 

This Daniel did. 

However, Daniel did not stop therl!ll. He went Qn to 

descrtbe the na;t:u;:e of.' the Roman Empire, what it would be 

like, how it would develop and wha.t it would do before 1 t 

finally came to an end. 

The story 1$ worth reading. 

It would have been logtoal in 165 B.C. to look at 

th(i lesson of history and to asaume that Rom& was going to 

be just like all the rest--another fighting, conquering., 

pillaging, destroying world empire. Daniel., ho-wever, 

emtlPsuU.zea that this fourth kingdom-!hich b.§. dQgsn' t .wunt 

--would bEr different from all the kingdoms that had 

preceded 1t (Dan. 7:7, 19, 23). 
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The comments of historians about Rome and its 

diversity are remarkable . 

Guizot speaks of' Rome as nthe most extraordinary 
domin1on that ever led captive and oppressed a world. 11 

"Now for tne firs~~~~~ says Heeren, "appears on 
the page of history the fearful phenomenon of a great 
military republic. tl 

"I confess that mY own 1mag1nation,n writes Mr. 
Merivale, n1s most powerfully excited by the visible 
connection between moral influence and material 
authority which is presented, to an extent never 
realized b~fQre .Q£. since, by the phenomenon of the 
Roman Empire . n 

Niebuhr expresses still more fully this same 
sentiment. "The history of Rome has the highest claims 
to our attention . It shows us a nation which was in 
its origin small as A gra£n Qt cgrn; but this 
originally small population waxed great, transf.erred 
its character to hundreds of thousands; and became the 
sovereign of nations from the rising to the setting of 
the sun. The whole of Western Eu:rop~ adopted the 
language of the Romans, and its inhabitants looked upon 
themselves as Romans. The laws and institutions of the 
Romans acquired such a power and durability, that even 
at the present moment they still continue to maintain 
their influence upon millions of men. S'ugh ~ develop· 
m~nt ..1-A without 1! parall~l .iJl the history .Qf th{ wgrld. 
Before this star all others fade and vanish . " John 
Urquhart, Wonders of Prophecy, pp . 154, 155. ) 

The unique strength of Rome, its terrifying nature, 

its twofolCJ division and later history are told by Daniel 

with stunning accuracy. The successive revivals of this 

"Beast" and its tenfold last revival are explained else

where. (see Mr. Armstrong's booklet, nwho is the Beast?") 

Where does all this leave the theories of the 



cri t1cs? How ~ould Bueh nobvioue tra\ida" as Daniel and 

Ezek1~1 have gone undetected by the best Jew1&h: minds or 

the ctey? \>.'by lbaUJ.§ these books have been accepted 1nto 

the ea:non when they had DIYtt liltfl .liJU1 befo1~ the 

propheeles were fulf'illt!Jd? On the other hand, how could 

two apious t'rauds 11 have foretold the future even b@X9¥ld 

the J.E(t=tat datee given by the cr1t1cs? 

But WEt li:,ll haven•t seen the complete picture! 



CHAPTER VI 

HOW MANY ISAIAHS? 

In the preceding chapter the ant1-supernatura11stic 

prejudice of biblical critics is shown in its application 

to two prophets. No reference was made in Chapter v~ how

ever~ to the prophet Isaiah. Since Isaiah is probably the 

most important prophet in the Old Testament, it is 

necessary to take ·a more careful look at that book on its 

own. It has posed specia~ problems for the critics. 

Isaiah ts handed to us as the work of a single 

author, and is dated by Isaiah himself somewhere between 

750 and 690 B.C. However, critics have attempted to place 

dates on Isaiah as much as 2.Q.Q. years after .h11 death. One 

even went so far as to place Isaiah in the first century 

B.C., but was rather embarrassed when archaeologists 

discovered a complete scroll of Isaiah--carefully copied 

and preserved--dated at 125 B.C. 

When we examine the reasons for the difficulties 

critics have with Isaiah, we come to the same answer we 

came to on Eeektel and Daniel--Isaiah is just a little too 

accurate for the taste of the critics. 

But with Isaiah, the problem was not solved by 

merely pushing the date forward. The critics have had to 

dissect the book, and have attributed it to between two 



and five authors! 

But why? To understand, we must return to "the 

fundamental axiom of criticism": 
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The dictum that a prophet always spoke out of a 
definite historical situation to the present needs of 
the people among whom he lived, and that a definite 
historical situation shall be pointed out for each 
prophecy. (International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, 
p. 1505.) 

The fact that Isaiah specifically designated many 

of his prophecies "for the time to come 11 is apparently 

neither here nor there. 

Isaiah Xaken Apart 

Having decided that a prophet cannot foretell the 

future, it is essential that he be writing for his own 

generation. When we have begun wtth this assumption, it 

is only natural to begin to look in history to try to find 

a historical context into which we may fit a prophecy. 

What is strange about Isaiah, however, is that there .1!! no 

historical Situation 1n.tQ. Which Isaiah .§.§..!! whole .Q§ll be 

put! 

The solution? Isaiah must be taken apart. 

According to some, uthe conversion of the heathen" 
lay quite beyond the horizon of any eighth century 
prophet; consequently, Isaiah 2:2-4 and all similar 
passages which foretell the conversion of those outside 
the chosen people are to be relegated to an age 
subsequent to Iaaiah. (George L. Robinson, "Isaiah," 
The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, p. 1505.) 

Other ideas which are supposed to be beyond the 
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scope of Isaiah are those of "universal peace," "universal 

judgment," "the Apocal:{Ptic character of chapters · 24-27," 

the "return from captivity," and even the poetic character 

of some passages. All this, according to some critics, 

means that Isaiah couldn't have written the entire book. 

Therefore, they have searched diligently to try to find 

some evidence to back up their beliefs . 

We'll come to this evidence used to back up this 

theory a little later, but first let's consider the 

evidence at ~· 

Could Iaatah Have Known? 

The whole question we have faced in Ezekiel, 

Daniel, and Isaiah is whether they were written by man, or 

whether the¥ coul d have been divinely inspired . The only 

evidence adva.nced by the critics to prove a later date of 

these prophets is the "evidencen that !lQ. lW!U could have 

written the prophecies when these men said they did. That 

isn't proof! That's begging the question! We .5!.ll agree 

that the concept of the conversion of the heathen might 

have lain completely beyond the horizons of an eighth 

century prophet. ;eut :tt dign't 11:.§. beyond ~ horizons of 

God, nor did it lie beyond the ability of God to convey this 

concept to a prophet who otherwise could never have under

stood it! 

Now, what evidence do the critics have to indicate 
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that Isaiah may have been written by more than one prophet? 

In the Journal .Qf. :§ibli,cal I;,iteratyre {Vol. 68, 

1949, pp. 225-230) appears an article by Helen Genevieve 

Jefferson entitled "Notes on the Authorship of I.s.aiah 65 

and 66.n The article is devoted to an enquiry into a 

possible division between a Second and Third Isaiah. Three 

characteristic traits of writing style were advanced by a 

critic in an attempt to show a significant difference in 

style between Isaiah 4o-64 and Isaiah 65-66. These are 

analyzed by Miss Jefferson. 

Literary Qr£ticlsm 

The first characteristic study is the number of' 

times the definite art1c;t.e is used, not counting the cases 

where it is represented in the vowel pointing. That table 

is reproduced below: 

Ch. 4o--16 times in 31 verses Ch. 54--4 times in 17 verses 
It 41--10 " " 29 If If 55--9 II II 13 u 
II 42 .. -11 tl tl 25 If II 56--7 II n 12 n 

11 43-- 7 11 n 28 II n 57--11 11 It 21 II 

tl 44-- 4 II n 28 H II 58--o u ll 14 II 

It 45-- 8 If !I 25 If II 59--3 II II 21 tf 

n 46-- 4 If It 13 1t " 60--13 II II 22 It 

It 47-- g It If 15 " ll 61--3 11 II 11 It 

ll 48-- n II 22 II It 62--8 ll H 12 tf 

II 49-- 2 u II 26 It It 6}--3 If If 19 " 
II 50-- 0 " "' 11 II n 64--1 " 11 11 II 

II 51--15 11 u 23 It II 65--28 II " 25 It 

11 52-- 5 !l " 15 II II 66--27 " n 24 It 

tf 53-- 1 tl It 12 n 

She concludes: ''Although the incidence of the 

article is pot unifgrm in 40-55 or 56-64, it is st~lk1ngJJl: 
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higher in 65 and 66.u {p. 226.) It is higher, yes, but is 

1t any more strikingly high than Chapters 50, 5?, 58 ano 

64 are strikingly low? Also, notice that she says that 

the use of the article is .D.Q1 ynitorm 1n the remainder of 

the chapters. No conclusions can be drawn from the use of 

the definite article. 

The next characteristic lU~ted is the "sign of the 

accusative," which we are told that Second Isaiah om.1ts 

@XC§tr1( fgl" ~YahOW!· It appears as :follows: 

Ch. 4o-- ~ in 31 verses Ch. 54-- 0 in 17 verses 
tt 41-- 5 fl 29 u n 55-- 1 II 13 n 
n 42-- 0 fl 25 fl f1 ;6-- 2 If 12 It 

If 4:;-- 0 fl 28 ft fl 57-· 4 n 21 H 

n 44-- 1 tl 28 If " sa-- 0 fl 14 " .. 45-- 2 ff 25 11 Jl 59'''"'"' 2 !I !1 ft 

N 46-- 0 II 13 ff n 6o-- 0 n 22 " II 47-- 1 n 13 fl II 61-· 0 u ll n 
n 48-.... 1 ft 22 u fl 62-- 4 " 12 n 
n 49-- 7 n 26 fl 11 63-..;. ' 

It 19 tt 

It so-- 2 u 11 " n 64-- 1 n ll tf 

n 51-- 4 ff 2? tt . tl 6;-- 4 It 

~ 
n 

fl 52-- 2 !I 15 u u 66--1} If " ll 5:5- 2 It 12 tt 

The author admits that the above table does not 

show sufficient difference to make 1t useful as a means of 

distinguishing a Third Isaiah from a Second Isaiah. In 

this case 1 note that 0!\apter 65 falls right in with tne 

rest while there 1s some difference w1th chapter 66--still 

not enough, however., to prove anything. 

The third eharacter1st1e listed is the omission of 

a relative particle. The following teble shows the number 

of times it 1s used. 
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Ch. 4o-- 0 in 31 verses Ch. 54-- 1 in 17 verses 
II 41-- 3 II 29 11 u 55-- 5 II 13 " II 42-- 0 II 25 II II 56-- 3 rr 12 II 

II 43-- 2 II 28 tl fl 57-- 0 " 21 II 

ll 44-- 1 tl 28 t! If 58-- 2 It 14 II 

n 45-- 1 II 25 " II 59-- 1 II 21 Jl 

II 46-- 1 11 13 It II 6o-- 1 II 22 II 

u 4?-- 3 II 15 II " 61-- 0 II 11 !I 

If 48-- 0 n 22 11 " 62-- 2 II 12 " II 49-- 4 II 26 tt " 63-- 2 II 19 tl 

n so-- 3 tf 11 " II 64-- 1 If 11 " H 51-- 2 II 23 " It 65-- 7 It 25 II 

II 52-- 3 n 15 It fl 66-- 7 " 24 It 

H 53-- 1 n 12 n 

Now all this is included so you can see for 

yourself the kind of technical details critics have gone 

into 1n a vain attempt to show that Isaiah was written by 

more than one author. The real crux or the matter is npt 

wrtt!ng st~le. Nothing definite can be determined by 

counting particles, articles, conjunctions, or any other 

"characteristic trait" of a man's writing. The fact of the 

matter is that a given man's writing style will change 

through the years and any evidence based upon writing style 

is tenuous at best. 

Furthermore, this analysis of writing style fails 

completely to take into account the possibility of a change 

in form of the literature in question--i.e. a switah from 

prose to poetry, o:r a swit:Ch from one form of poetry to 

another in which the writer is forced into using or omit~ 

ting words for the sake of euphony, rhythm, etc. 

The real criteria for breaking Isaiah down into 

sections are the prophecies themselves. Any man who wrote 



them would navq had to be present 1n flllYtDl. car~e of 

Israel's h1atory. 

One reason for the critics' contueion. 1n the 

prophata is th•:1r ratlure to understand the a1mpl~ 

pr111atple o!' ~YD4.a;x 1n prophecy. 

In the 4oth and 4let chapters or In~1ah1 God 1e 

challenging Israel to ttrRYO their- :tdolt .a.:nd t'a lee gode. 

The te·st He proposes iff ono of prophec,.••foretell.1ng the 

future.. In the proct:sa of eha lleng1ng the 14ole to prove 

they al'1t ,gods, an important prtnc:tpl~ or prophec1 1s 

expreseed~ 

PJ:-Oduce your eauae, saith the LoMJ bring forth 
youl" strong reaeon~t, sa1th the King of Jacob. Let 
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thet%1 bring them i'Ol"th, and shew us •hat tthall hfUtOtll 
[ in the i'uture] ; let them shew the fQrmtr th1ngs, what · 
they b~# that we may cone1d9r them, and kno• the .lPttJr 
..c:.wt of tl'tetn: or . de<llare us thince for to <~ome 
(!ea. 41:21, 22). 

Th1s is something which God doe.s repe tedly in 

prophecy. In prepartns to give us um1erstand1ng or the 

latter end or a thing, He givt<s us a prophecy which will 

have two fult1llment • The former ts not the real soal of 

the pro,ph~cy but is merely a prototype-•.n model 'Which we 

can Y~m1ne to under&tand the latter £ulf1ll~nt. 

When an automobile manuraotuP r decides to make a 

major ch&nge in h1e product. he will often build 1'1hat is 

called a ;rgtpt:ttur. The prototype is not an end in itself, 



but 1e a mggng to an end. It 1s the tneana whereby the 

manut'acturer 11 able) to set a look at the new car u. .t 
unoJ.st to oatch any mistakes in design betore the car goes 

into production and tt lot o:r money is spent on 1t. The 

prototype 1& 1DJ;Y~1ja}ll.x altered, rcteculpted or <:hanged 

before the f1n&l product comes out .. 

There 1a an a.naloQ nere with prophecy. Instead ot 

calling 1t a protottp• 1n prophecy~ we refer to it sa a 

"type'. \ihtle the rt.nal fulfillment or a prophecy ('anti t~') 

will be very much like the previoua fulfillment ('type'), 1t 

wS.ll be t'ar more comprehensive than the "type .. " 

I:Jaiah'e prophecies are this war, and Isa1ah 

himself understood it to be so. 

He not only underetood that prophecy was dual, but 

he una•ntood l!JlX 1t was dual ... -it wat~ not D\U:'JllX flfO we 

could under$tand the latter end of these prophecies. It 

was a.leo to ccmtound and to confuee t.he ekept1cs. In 

Isa1t!h 28,9, l1Utiah aakel .,Whom shall He teach knowledge? 

and whom shall Re tnake to under tand doett"tnef the-m that 

are W$&ned from the milk, and drawn !'rom the breaete. n 

~ ~mm ~Yrl Kill ~ ~dfr§tap~. Isaiah goes on to say: 

Pot* precept must ·be upon prec pt, pr.,cept upon 
prf:eept,; 11ne upon line~- line upOn l1neJ here a little, 
and there a little ••• that they might go, and tall 
backward~ and be broken$ and anared, and taken. 
(I.ea. 28:9-l}.) 
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Got! did not intend for s:oornful men to understand. 

Therqtore 1 the prophecies or God a~e not laid out in 

s1mple·, atra1ghtforwa~li form, but are fout)d ,.here a little 

and there a l1ttl~." They are fhaal 1 and tt takes a keen 

ana d1ecern1ng eye to understand what deale with the rort.uer 

ful1"illment and what deale with the latter fulfillment. 

An excellent e~ample of the dual1.tJ or propneey is 

found in the interesting but difttcult aeat :ton ttunn:1ng 

from Iea1ah 7 through Isa1 h 12. 

The pro{Jhecry 1e eet 1n a time or eonflict between 

King Ahaz ot Judah and a oonfederacy between Damascus ana 

Samari-a 1n the north. The initial p~rpoee or the prophecy 

ie to 1nfom Ahaz that both Dal~Sicua and Samaria would be 

broken w1th1n s1xty•t:tve years. God then told Ahaz through 

Ieta1ah to ask a ..1..1sa--a model or t;ype-• b§Y~U iJ1 ~ ~ 

*' hJ.l .Qt. lllllt'IGWD &lSt §!IH~1l! l 
Ahaz refused to aek tor a 1gn, eo I$81an~ under 

1netruct1one from God.~ gave him a aisn an;rw y., What 

follows in Verse 14 1n the very tam111ar prophecyt 

uTherefore the Lord lUmsel! shall give you a JU.&Il; 

~ehold, a virgln , ehall conceive, 4n4 bear~ eon, and shall 

call H1& name Imtn.anuel. tt 

As we ell know by now. the fulf1lluttnt or thiet 

prophecy ia cited in Matthew 1:2,. 



But how could the birth of Christ be a sign to 

Ahaz? He- had been long since dead. 'l.'he answer 11!1 gtven 

when w-e look at th~ prophecy in its context. Isaiah goes 

on to aay: 

Butter and honey shall he eat, when [marg1~ he 
may know to refuse the evil and choose the good. For 
before ~ ch14d shall know to refuse the evil, and 
choose the good,. the land that you abhor shall be 
forsaken of' both her k1nss (Iaa. 7:15, 16). 

Not only was the birth of this child to be a Sign 

to Ahaz, the child was to be born :pe;rgre the fall o;t' 

Samer1e--leaa than two or three years before it, in fact. 

The child was not to be old enough to know the difference 

between good and evil 'by the time th:ta event took place. 
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Obviously, then, the child which was to be born 

almost immediately before the fall or Samaria was a type., 

sign, or model of that child which would later be born--the 

Messiah. 

The statement that the child will be eating butter 

and honey by the time he gets old enough to know the 

difference between good and evil is also enlightening. 

The power which was going to be responsible for the 

fall of Damascus in Syria waa ~ . .IU.ng .5ll:. As§yraa. 

Unfortunately for Judah, however, the Assyrian was not 

going to stop with the conquest of the north. verse 17 
tells ue he is going to come into the land of Judah: 
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The Lord shall bring upon thee [ Ahaz ] , and upon 
thy people [Judah] , ana upon thy !'ather's hous~, days 
that have not eome,. fl'Om the (lay that Ephraim d~parted 
from Judah1 even the king of Assyria. And it shall 
come to pase 1n that day, that the Lord shall hisa for 
the fly that ia in the uttermost part of the rivers of 
Egypt, and for the bee that is 1n the land of Assyria. 
And tney shall come, and shall rest ill. .SU:. ,Wm in the 
deeolate valleye$ and in the holes o.r the rooks, and 
upon all thorne, and upon all bushes (Isa. 7:17~19). 

All thls happened. The Assyrians and the Egyptians 

made a battleground out of Juljah, and actually destroyed a 

number or cities. 

Even thQugh the city of Jerusalem survived, the 

constant fighting back and ro~th between Assyria and Egypt 

was .dt:YJUJt.lt1n& to the land. Crops were stolen~ burned or 

deatroyeds and the inhabitants of the cities that were left 

were shut up and unable to go out and plant crops. Renee, 

when the Assyrians ~ the land th4ltre was no opportunity 

to grow a orop that ;rear. It came to pass (v. 21)_. "that 

a man shall nourish a young col'l, and two sheep: And 1t ehall. 

come to pass, for the abundance or milk that they shall 

g:l.ve, he ahall eat butter: f or butter and honey shall 

evecy one eat that is left in the land. n This and 

following verses give ue the p1ctur~. Crops had been 

destroyed"' the land had lain idle and wae fit for nothing 

'but grazing land. People had to make do :w1th wild honey 

and animal products, because they had been unable to grow 

anything fllee, 



All this prophecy was to be fulfilled within months 

or the birth of '*the child. n ~16 child could not possibly 

be Christ, It Y«!Hiln•ld Cbrtst, ot course_; it was a ~or 

Ch.riat. 

The birth of this ehil~ whieh was to be the ~ 1s 

recoN.ed 1n Chapt-er 8. Here, the qhili'l has a different 

name and th~ imagery is slightly different. The name is 

Maher-shalal•htHtth-baz (v. ') 1 and Verse 4 tells us that 

before the child ifl old enough to cry, "My fathe.r, and my 

mothe:r,n the cities or Damascus and Samaria would be taken 

by the king of Assyria. 

This child was not, however, born of a virgin. The 

'"t:u:•:ophet.:nutt' {v. ') was Isa1ah*B· wife, and einoe we see 

from Chapter ~ :3 that Iea1ah already had a son, then it•s 

losical to conclude that Maher-shalal-hash-baz was his 

@!Q~ eon and that his wife was not ~ven a virgin at the 

time the eh1ld waE~ conceived. 

There are, then, three basi() d1ff~reneee in these 

two eh1ldren-•the name, the mother, and the hlatorieal 

setting. All we have given to us U}) through Chapter 8:4 

are the 1<ll2!1· 

Iaa1ah understood quite thoroughly that hia pro~ 

pheey was not merely for his conter.<tporarlea. Notice his 

comments beginning 1n Chapter 8:16! 

_ _, 
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Bind up the testimony, seel the l8W among my 
disciples. And I will wait apon the Lora., that hideth 
His race from the hom!e of Jaooo, and I will look tor 
Him. Behold, I and the children whom the Lord hee 
given me are tor §1SQS and f'or wonde1 .. e in Israel from 
the Lord ot hosts, wn.1eh dwella 1n mount Zion. 

The things that took place in Isaiah 1 e own day were 

the ts:mntr fulfillment, and we a~ urged to look to thie 

former fulfillment and consider 1t that we miibt underetand 

the latt·er end thereof (Isa. 41~22). 

Isaiah then eonoludee the eighth ch3pter wtth more 

remat-ks about the time o:t" famine and tU.f!'1eulty the people 

were going to have 1n Judah at the time of ~he Aasyrian end 

ll:QPt1~n iawtH~1on. 

As he eont1nuee 1nto Chapter 91 however, we s~em 

to find ourselves 1n a totally difi'erent time trl1thout any 

warning whatsoever. Actually, the prophecy or Iea1ah 7-12 

beg:tne with the war between Judah and Ierael and f>n<la with 

the f.Ullenn1um. At no time are you g1ven any warning of 

this. Isaiah lf1mPlY' begins at the beginning $nd carries 

thr-ough with fascinating overlapping prophecies and winds 

up at the enC!. It 1a a beautiful example or the ''line upon 

line# precept upon p:t:~eoept 11 principle which he expounds in 

Cha pte.t~ 26. 

As he continues talking in Chapter 9 about the 

difficulties people ar~ going to be having during the 
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As&yr1an 1nva$1on, h~ aaya; 

NevEtrthelesa the d1nmesa shall not be euch as was 
1n her vexation, when at the r1ret he l1gbt17 artlieted 
the land of Zebulun and the land or Naphtal1, and 
at'terward did more gr1ev1ously afflict her by the way 
of the se!'l;,~ "yond Jordan, 1n Galilee or the nations 
(Iea .. 9:1). 

1'his verse is interesting, beeatlse it speake of two 

atf11ct1ons or the area of the northern tribee. One of 

them it that oaueed by the Assyrtan invasion* 

~'hat 1s .espee1all:r 1nteresttng about thia verse 1s 

thet part of 1 t is quoted by Matthe-w as having been 

fulfilled 1n Chrtst•o earthly m1n1stry! (~tt. 4~14•16.) 

Wlaf3 M-'ltth(JW misapplying this Sor1pture? Not at 

all! Notic-e thft context 1n Isaiah 9:6_. uPor unto ua .1. 

2b11!J .14 bQtA .. • • " Now which child dld Isaiah think 

this wast His own or· the one to be bom later or a Yits1D 

as latter fulfillment or the prophecy? Read on: 

For unto us a child 1e born, unto ue a eon is 
given:: and the governmttnt &hall be upon Mia shoulder~ 
and Mia nattte shall be called Wonderful .. Counsellor, 
The ~. ~. Th~ l"it£1311ilPf l!attuu:. th lrtnet .Qf. 
EftftQt. {Isa.9:6, emphasis mine • 

suc.h!enly; without any W$rn1ng1 we have been 

transported across seven cf.lnturies ot time to the birth or 

the Meesiah and Hie ~nrthly m1n1stry. 

tlow we l'lould expect the prophecies following this 

to be in a lat$r time-setting;. They ax'e and they ere notl 
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The p~ophec1es following Isaiah 9:7 are QyaA,! God 

continuel!'r to talk about the 1wm1nent .fall Of Israel end 

Judnh and the subsequent dtUlt:ruetio:n or A::u.tyria at the 

hands of Babyloni Although these two events took place, 

the events ot the latter part or Chapter 9 and Chapter 10 

don•t t"'enlly fit the historical fulfillment ot' those: events 

--the torroer fulfillment its only a li!»!l 

There 11 to be a y~t t:Mt&ltt oaptiv1 t;v of' Israel and 

a yet future dt:$t:ruet1on of Aseyria. Assyria, the leading 

nation o1· a latter-day Ba'bylonieh system, \till be deetroyed 

juet before the retutm or Christ and the establishment of 

Mls KingtZ}om. 

Now, not1c• Chapter ll or Iaaiaht 

And there shall come forth a rod out ot the stem of 
Jesee (Chr1st), ana a Branch shall grow out of' h1s 
root a: and the sp1r1 t of the t¢rd shall rest upon tum 
• . . l!bl. !s>lf . nJ,og ibi~l dMJ.l l!iib lllt 1!ml1 .. and the 
leopard shall 11e <town with the kid; and the ealf and 
the young lion and th.e ratl1ns toSttther,; and a little 
ch 1ld shell lead them. And the cow and th• bea:x:- aha ll 
f'eed ~ theitt young ones shall lie down together: an<J 
the l1on ehall ~at etraw like the ox .. • • .. They 
shall not hurt nor destroy 1n all 11;1 holy mountairu 
f'or thtt earth aha ll be full or the knowledge or the 
Lord~ae the waters cover the a~a (Iea. 11:1•9). 

Then, God spoaka or the reeovertng of the remnant 

of Hie people out or captivity and Chapter 12 follows with 

the m:l.lll!tnnial hpnJ 

It ie lnmgeg1}?lft to date I$a1ah 1e prophecy in any 

__j 
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kind of historical cor:rte.;tt. The p:rophe<:y is ~~~Uil:£11ill.i 

dual and 1s obv10ullly intendec:J for people ot other agetS in 

addition to Imaiah•e own. 

Wn•n the facta a:re considered, the ·critict.sm 

leveled at the prophets becomes ttbtolutely l!UU.'liNHIU· 

'rhe cr1't1ce h~ve J).Qt made a ilaretul evaluation o.f the 

available evidence $nd re·1ch-ed .e logical conolueion.. TheJ 

have 1tarted with an !IIUmPti;iRn ... ~nat the authors o:r the 

proplutt:¥ were eompl•tely hwmt~n and had no <Uv1ne 

1nl!Jpir.at1on. F:r•om this po1nt on, all or1 t1c1sa or the 

prophets degen.~ra tea t nto a &duple ettort to •xpla 1n away 

the taet that the propbeta foNtell the future with 

stunning aceurac7 an.<J condemrt the mor&l degen•ttaot of 

lld.iStB!iH Iiili with a power that trern•cends the h~;ttnan 

oepeo1ty t'or 1"1ghtecus tnd1gnatt.onjj 



CHAPTER VII 

WHO WROTE THE LAW? 

Did Moses write the Pentateuch? Tradition and 

history say he did. The Bible specifically states that he 

wrote '1the law, n made a book of 1 t, and put 1 t into the 

ark (Deut. 31:24-26). We know that Moses could write--that 

there 1a no historical, .archaeological, or literary reason 

for denying it. 

Moreover, it is inconceivable that a literate man, 

as educated as Moses must have been, would not have written 

a chronicle of the Exodus and wilderness wanderings. It is 

just as inconceivable that his works would not have been 

retained by Israel and h~ld in high esteem. There is no 

more venerated figure in all Israel's history. 

It is reasonable that Moses was the author of 

virtually all of the Pentateuch. 

But what difference does it make? 

It makes so much difference that the critics have 

devoted more attention to this sugJect than any other in 

the Bible. In spite of all the evidence pointing to the 

Mosaic authorehip, they have chopped the Pentateuch up, 

giving it to at least five authors oat1ng from about 700-

900 B.C., and delayed the final compiling of the book until 

after the Babylonian captivity! 
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Why? On the basis of what evidence? 

Consider the Evidence 

The critical theories generally deny that Moses 

wrote even the ~. It is supposed to have been written 

over a period of centuries divided into three main periods 

of religious development. Since the Bible makes it quite 

clear that Moses wrote the Law, we must surely expect the 

critics to have ~ gQQQ reason for disputing this. 

It's worth taking the time to examine these 

reasons, and the foundation upon which the theories are 

built. If we find the foundation makes sense and is true, 

we can go on from there. However, if the foundation is 

wrong then any theories built upon it will fall with the 

foundation. 

The critics advance three main "clues• r rom which 

they derive their theories. 

Astruc's Clue {1753}. Certain passages in Genesis 
call God JHWH (Jehovah) and in others He is referred to 
as Elohim. This is interpreted to mean a difference i n 
authorship (A. Rendle Short, M.Qdern Discovery and the 
Bible, p. 167). 

Virtually all of the literary analysis of the 

Pentateuch has proceeded from this observation. How much , 

however, can really be learned from a purely literary 

analysis of a document? 

-
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The reader can easily judge this for himself by a 

simple examination of his own Authorized Version of the 

Bible. In it the word YHVH, or YAH}lEH, (incorrectly 

pronounced Jehovah) is usually rendered by the word LORD in 

capital letters, and occasionally by the word GOD, also in 

capital letters . The word Elohim in all of its forms is 

simply translated "God . u By going through and marking the 

words it becomes quite simple to get an overall view of 

the distribution. 

The first thing Astruc noticed was that the first 

chapter of Geneeis used the term Elohim exclusively. 

It must be remembered that Astruc was a Frenchman, 
and had for ten years resided in Paris, at a time when 
the niceties of style were as much studied as the 
punctilios of etiquette. We can hardly be surprised, 
then, that he should conclude that an author who used 
the name Elohirn thirty-one times in a chapter 
containing only thirty-one verses, ~ have known no 
gther ~ fgr .Q:.QQ.. For how otherwise could he have 
inflicted or endured what to the sensitive Frenchman 
was so frightful a monotony? {John Urquhart, The New 
Biblical Guide, Vol. I, p. 22.) 

In Genesis 2, however, Moses combines the two words 

into "YAHVEH Elohim." For Astruc this was inconceivable. 

It seemed 1mposs1 ble to impute to Moses t'a fault which no 

other writer has ever committed . " He asked: 

Is it not, on the contrary, more natural to explain 
this variation by supposing, as we do, that the Book of 
Genesis is formed of two or three memoirs., joined and 
stitched together in fragments, the authors of which 
had each given to God always the same name, but each 
a different name--one that of Elohim, and the other 
that of Jehovah or Jehovah-Elohim? (Astruc, quoted 
by John Urquhart, ibid., P~ 43.) 

-~___j 
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The Divided Kingdom 

\Vhy these alleged authors only knew one name for 

God isn't explained, but later critics have attempted to 

show that the writers of the two documents (called J and E) 

lived during the time of the divided kingdom after the 

death of Solomon! One of them was supposed to live in the 

north and the other in the south--hence their lack of 

knowledge of the other name for God. How they could have 

known about the same God without having a common knowledge 

of names isn't clear. 

It is clear that the writer of Genesis 2 uses an 

addttiona;t name to that used in Chapter 1. It is important 

to notice that he uses both names together and also uses 

them separately. In Chapters 2 and 3 of Genesis he uses 

the phrase "the LORD God" (YAHWEH ELOH!M) twenty times. 

In the middle of all this at the beginning of Chapter 3 

where we have the dialogue between Satan and the woman we 

find the term Elohim used by itself . Then, as we proceed 

into Chapter 4 we find the term YHVH used by itself. From 

here on through Chapter 9 we have the normal variety of 

names ·. 

It becomes clear, that this 11 other author11 who used 

the name Y1MI ill..Q. knew and ~ ~ name ;Elohim. Now 

examine Chapters 10, 11, 12 and 13 and see what happens to 

Astruc's theory. Here the term YHVH is used exclusively 
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twenty times. Are we to conclude that the "Jehovisticn 

writer had fgrgotten the other game? Or should we conclude 

that he had a nliterary lapse" and wrote in bad style? 

Perhaps we should conclude that there is a third 

author who didn't know the term Elohim! 

One fact simply is not taken into consideration by 

the critics. YHVH and Elohim are ~ §XnonYWs! They are 

two different names for the same Being which have entirely 

diff$):rtnt meanings. It 1s necessary for a writer to choose 

one or the other according to the emphesis which he wishes 

to place on t he name. 

If you care to make a careful examination of 

Genesis, you can judge for yourself whether the distribu

tion of the names of God can be taken as evidence of 

composite authorship. Mos t of Genesis has no significant 

variation in the names at all. The exceptions are Chapter 

1 which uses Elohim e.xclusi vely; Chapters 10-1:; which use 

YAHVEH exclusively; Chapters 33-37 which use Elohim 

exclusively; and finally the unique section beginning in 

Genesis 40. In the thirteen chapters ending with Exodus 2 1 

we find what appears to be an exclusively Eloh1st1c 

passage. Every reference to God is a derivation of the 

word Eloh1m--every reference except one, that is. In 

Genesis 49:18 we find YHVH again. 

Any attempt to determine authorship by the use of 

names breaks down at this point. This entire section is 



obviguslx Elohistic according to the theory. Yet the 

writer inserts the name YAHWEH right in the middle of it 

all. 

What have we proved? The distribution of the 

divine names in Genesis may be interesting and there may 

even be some significance in the choice of words in the 

particular passage. But 1 t certainly cannot be regarded 

as proof of multiple authors! 

Qgler;so' s Theory 

Some i nteresting theories have resulted from the 

critical attempts to bacx ~ the idea of Jehovist and 

Elohist sources . Urquhart describes one of the stronger 

arguments of Colenso. Colenso says: 
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The Elohist uses always Padan or Padan-Aram • . . 
whereas the Jehovist uses Aram-Naharaim • • . . This 
circumstance that such unmistakable differences of 
expression distinguish~ throughout the ~ of Genesis, 
the parts which are due to these separate writers, may 
almost, with reference to the momentous issues involved, 
be called providential since it enables us .tQ. speak 
positively on some points which might otherwise have 
been still sub.iect to goubt. (Colenso, The Pentateuch;, 
pp. 176-177, emphasis mine.) 

This is a pretty firm statement and would certainly 

seem to back up the idea that there is a distinct differ-

ence in authorship. 

Urquhart points out, however, that the term ~

Napara im occurs .Q.!ll.x. once .in the whole .Qi genesis! How 

can it possibly distinguish authorship "throughout the 
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Book of Genesis" v"lhen it only occurs once? Urquhart asks: 

nDoea it not require a peculiar moral build to make so 

confident a statement, knowing that there was only this 

behind it?" 

This , however, doesn't tell the whole story yet . 

Urquhart continues: 

The very first mention of Padan-Aram, the alleged 
distinctive ~ of the Elohtat, occurs in a Jehgvistic 
section (Gen . 25:20). This was not at first noticed, 
but, when attention was directed to it, what was 
proposed? To alter the theory to suit the f~ct? Litt~ 
does he know of critical courage and resource who 
would think so! Noj it was proposed to claim that that 
verse as Elohi .stic ~ .irut sole reason tha. t ll.. had 
Padan-Aram in ll.! {Urquhart, M · ill_. , p . 92 . ) 

The reader should look this up in Genesis 25:20 

and then notice the divine names immediately following . 

This illustrates the ridiculous extremes to which 

the critics have gone in attempting t o explain the incon

sistencies in their theories. Verses have been split down 

the middle, and even individual words assigned to one 

author or the other. 

Check The Source 

Even if the bias of the critic doesn't distort what 

he writes, his laziness or carelessness may. Urquhart 

cite s the example of two commentators on the Psalms 

( Perowne, The 12.QQk of Psalms I. 76: Binnie, The Psalms) 

who state that in the first 41 Psalms "Jehovah occurs 272 

times, and Elohim only 15 times." The reason they make 



this mistake is because "both those writers have accepted 

without examination statements made by Delitzsch" 

(Urquhart, The New Biblical Guide, I, 85). 

It turns out that the word Elohim occurs no fewer 

than 48 times--three times as often as Delitzsch claimed. 
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Perowne and Binnie simply did not check his figures. You 

can check them very easily yourself by consulting Strong•s 

Exhaustive Qoncordance and counting up the words. You, 

too, will find that Elohim occurs exactly 48 times not 

counting the other derivates of the name. If EL and its 

variations are included, the figure is closer to 65! 

The significance of all this does not lie in the 

numbers themselves but in the fact that scholars often ~ 

~another's research w1thoyt making enquiry into 1l! 
accuracy. The result has been a great deal of "scholarly" 

inbreeding which has compounded the errors made! 

Computer Criticism 

Even without mistakes, literary criticism is still 

inadequate in determining the authorship of an ancient 

work. 

Recently two theologians progranutd :ia computer to 

make a purely literary analysis of the Epistles of Paul. 

The computer was programed to analyze key words in the 
r 

author's vocabulary, their frequency of use, and his 

sentence length. Their conclusion? "Only five out of the 

- ___j 
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thirteen letters tested were written by Paul." 

This conclusion was publicized widely and got a 

full ~ spread in a major weekly newspaper. The 

following week had a follow-up article in which other 

theologians commented. The story got very full treatment. 

The results of the computer research were 

considered as conclu§i ve gvtdence that Paul did not write 

all the epistles attributed to him. 

Later, however, scientists used the same computer 

to make a computer analysis of contemporary authors-

notably Ian Fleming, creator of James Bond. The computer's 

conclusions: Ian Fleming didn't write them all! 

Of course, he did actually write the books. They 

have grossed too much money for an unknown author to sit 

quietly by while another author soaks up the money. But 

the standards by which the Epistles of Paul were judged, 

said Ian Fleming didn't write all of his books! 

The works of Graham Greene and G.K. Chesterton were 

also found to have "more than one author." Dr. Robert 

Churchhouse, who conducted the experiment at the Atlas 

Computer Laboratory in Chilton, Berkshire, felt this was 

"highly unlikely. 11 In other words the computer's literary 

analysis wasn't able to accuratel;y: determine apthorship. 

Many of the greatest writers known t~ man are 

quite inconsistent in their style. Sir Walter Scott has 

been criticized frequently for his unevenness of style. 



Let us grant that he could write &bominablJ. But 
ia there any great writer, tapeoially any- great 
novellet, who does not sometimes nod? Dioktma has 
appalling lapeee or sty leu eo has Thackeray; so hae 
George Meredith ••• {John :Buchan, quoted by 0.1'. 
All!&, :l'lli. i.U.t ICU2k§ .At HRI£1. p. 70). 
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Another illustration can be found in the wo:r•ka of' 

Thomas Hardy. Buehan calle the last two paragx-aphs ot !\b.f. 

[QAQl!DOfU:s uthe most be$utt!'ul passage written 1n our day 

by any novel1st. tt Ho-wever, thex-. wae such a lapee in style 

that he ie able to quote two-thirds or a sentence and say" 

ncould anything be better?'! Then, after quoting the r<tst 

or the eentcmoe he says: "Could anything be worse? 11 
( ~) 

If the cr1t1ae found this 1n the :Sible, tney would aseume 

that A sart:sttCD~ 1IWl :wrote .tbi. ~ l.UU.t .D.t .:t,Wt gentsu;wgJ 

we aee then that literary analysis, including 

Astruc'.s clue, 1e unable to determine the authorelh1p o:f the 

Penteteuoh. v!e are ready to look at the second founda~ 

tional 11 clue. u 

De Wet te 'e Clue ( l8o5) • The taws o1' Moses are 
ignored until the time of J"oaiah1 then we begin to 
hear of the central eanetuaey described in DeuteronOD:l1 
12. Moreover, the l1tertU7 style and moral and 
religious tone or the books are eenturiee ahead of 
Moaee • dar lA. Rendle Short# MPdi+:U D·l!HlQ'~~IU !.m1 ~ 
llllll!t· p. 167). 

Now De Wette \~taan •t entirely wrong_ The I.trws or 
Moses ~ generally ignored until the tiM o:t· Josiah. 

However, it 1s an axiom of cr1tla1sm that 11' a law is 
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ignored, broken, or generally unknown at any_ given point 

in history, it may be concluded that it was introduced at 

a later date. In other words, the Law of Moses 1s 

supposed to have come along after Josiah. 

~Sanctuacy 

We are told that it is in Josiah's time that we 

begin to hear of the central sanctuary described in 

Deuteronomy 12. This question of a central sanctuary as 

opposed to a number of high places where offerings might 

be offered is a major theme of Biblical Criticism. The 

reader should examine Deuteronomy 12 for himself. It 

contains instructions, not merely for offerings and 
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sacrifices, but for the observance of holy days, God 

specifically instructed them that they were not to observe 

these holy days anywhere they pleased, but they were to go 

"unto the place which the Lord your God shall choose out of 

all your tribes to put His name there, even unto His 

habitation shall ye seek, and thither thou shalt come" 

(v. 5). 

The place is not specified. It is simply to be a 

place which QQ.Q. selects. Notice what they were to do when 

they they carne to the place where God had put His name: 

And thither ye shall bring your burnt offerings, 
and your sacrifices, and your tithes, and heave 
offerings of your hand, and your ,Y.Q!!!Lt and your free
will offerings, and the firstlings of your herds and of 
your flocks: And there ye shall eat before the Lord 



your God, and ye shall rejoice •. • (vv. 6, 7). 

It is assumed by critics that this idea of a 

central ~aanctuary was unkngwn until the time of Josiah, and 

that therefore Deuteronomy must have originated about that 

time. They seem to overlook entirely the historical record 

of First Samuel. A man named E1kanah is described--the 

father of Samuel.. We are told: "And this man went up out 

Qf. his citY yearly to worship and to sacrifice unto the 

Lord of hosts 1n ShilQh. " (I Sam. 1:3. ) 

Notice that he left his own city and went to a 

sanctuary elsewhere. Reading on in the account, we find 

that there was a high priest at this central sanctuary, and 

that it was a place to which people went to pray (I Sam. 

1:9 1 10). Notice especially verse 21: 

And the man Elkanah, and all his house, went up 
to offer unto the Lord the yearly sagrifice, and his 
VQW . (I Samuel 1:21, compare with Deut . 12:6, 7 above.) 

To say that we begin to hear of a central sanctuary 

in the time of Josiah simply overlooks the plain record of 

all the Biblical history leading up to that time. 

~ pisregarded 

The key to this whole argument, however, lies in 

the idea that laws which were apparently unknown and 

unpractised were not in existence. This argument fails 

utterly to take into account the fact that these laws 

again fell into disuse and became generally unknown after 
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Josiah's time . 

The reader should look into II Kings 22 for himself 

and Judge whether the Law of Moses really was totally new 

to .Josiah and the priests. The book which Hilkiah found in 

the Temple was no ordinary book of laws. It is described 

as "the book of the law . " The direct articles are present 

in the Hebrew. The reaction of Josiah when he heard the 

words of this law made no sense whatsoever if he had had .DQ 

kno~ledge of the existence of such a law before this time. 

Who would be foolish enough to swallow a totally new book 

concerning which there was .!.Ul tradition and of which no one 

had heard and decide that it was a book of great religioys 

authority? Why would Josiah accept it, and how could he 

possibly impose it upon the people unless there was at 

least some knowledge of its authority? 

It is clear that while the c0 ntents of the book 

came as a great shock to Josiah and the others the 

existence of the book and its authority did not. 

Centuries Ahead 

De Wette goes on to point out that, "The literary 

style and moral and religious tone of the books are 

centuries ahead of Moses' day." In a previous chapter, we 

have proved conclusively what De Wette could not have 

known apart from the Bible--that the evolutionary concept 

of an "illiterate" Moses is totally wrong. 
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However.t 1 t is true that the moral and religious 

tone of the books~ centuries ahead of Moses' day. In 

fact, the moral and religious tone of the Law of Moses is 

centuries ahead of our QWn day! 
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Once again we see the adamant unwillingness of 

critics to admit any divine origin of the Bible. Since 

Moses couldn't have written the Law of Moses, they assume, 

then it must have been some other man at a later time. 

However, the obstacles to believing in a human Qrigin for 

the Law of Moses are just as great at any stage in Israel's 

history as they are in the days of Moses. 

Health~ 

The Laws of Moses are centuries ahead of their time 

in every way--scientifically as well as morally. Where 

healing and health are concerned, for example, the Laws of 

Moses stand like an island of common sense in a great sea 

of paganism, mysticism and magic. 

Two ancient documents dealing with medical 

treatment in Egypt have come down to us. The one deals 

with injuries and seems to be fairly sensible. However, 

when it comes to dealing with disease we find a different 

picture: 

The Ebers Papyrus deals with medical diseases, and 
here we are in a different world altogether. A super
natural force is regarded as causing most of the 
ailments, and the remedies are a curious mixture of 



medicines., charms, incantations and charlatanism 
(A. Rendle Short, Modern Discovery A!l9. the Bible, 
p. 119). 

Egypt, of course, was one of the more "advanced" 
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nations of that time. What would we expect, then, from a 

small band of Hebrew nomads coming out of the d,esert and 

invading Palestine? Humanly., we couldn't expect much and 

this is the reason why many critics feel the Laws of Moses 

were written much later. The Law of Moses is much too 

rational. 

The especial value of the Hebrew contribution to 
the development of scientific medicine was the complete 
repudiation of the dominance which magic was thought 
to exercise in the whole realm of pathology, and the 
substitution of a rational prophylactic approach. 
(R. H. Harrison, Healing H~n;'b§ . .o!. ~ Bible, p. 14.) 

Now the evolutionary approach would have us to 

believe that the Hebrews ~c,'gyt of paganism into this new 

phase--that it represents the natural progress of the 

human spirit . But what did the human mind do with these 

laws? 

It is therefore unfortunate that the Jews of the 
apocryphal period abandoned their inheritance and began 
to adopt the ancient Babylonian practice of using 
spells; amulets and charms in the prevention and 
treatment of disease • . • • In later Judaism the 
physician became increasingly involved in magic and 
superstition. C.Uu£1., pp. 14~ 15.) 

The Law of Moses--given by QQ£.--lifted the Hebrews 

out of the paganism and filth of Egyptian medicine, but the 

human spirit couldn't hold on to it. They reverted to 

their own superstition over and over again. It was only 
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occasionally, as in the case of Josiah, that revivals of 

faith in God and ob'edience to His Law took place. 

The evolutionary concept simply won't fit the 

facts. 
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Now what is left of De Wette's clue? We find that 

the evidence for the beginning of these laws in the time of 

Josiah is based on the confusion of Israel's religious 

degeneration with an evolutionary concept of the 

development of religionw We find that the central 

sanctuary wa §. in use from the time of the Judges. When we 

come to the point regarding the 11 terary style or the 

moral and religious tone of the books, we simply come back 

again to the question, "Are these laws of human or divine 

origin?" 

It is true that no man living in Moeee' time could 

~ve originated these laws. The critical argument is that 

the were written later. Yet, in fact, these laws would 

not ;heve orig:f, the mind of any man at any time 
' in the history of Isr el. The history ' of Israel proves 

conclustvel¥ beyond any shadow of' a doubt that both Judah 

and Israel were consistently hostile to this law--before 

and aftE}r the time of Josiah! They were hostile to the 

law because it was the ~ of God, and no one--r repeat 

no one--could have palmed off a spurious Law of Moses on 

these hard-head , stubborn, rebellious people and made 



authority in this book or it could never have been 

accepted! 

Graf' s Clue ( 1866). There are three stages in 
the development of Israelitish religion. JE [ The 
two "documents" containing YAHWEH and Elohim] 
corresponds to a stage, running up to the time of 
Josiah, when God might 'be worshipped anywhere at any 
shrine; any layman could offer his sacrifice, and 
images of Jehovah were tolerated. D corresponds to 
a stage when worship was centralized at Jerusalem, 
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and priests and Levites only might minister at the 
altar. After the exile, a full and complicated ritual 
was laid down by P, and only priests could minister. 
(A. Rendle Short, Modern D1sgovery and the Bible, 
p. 168.) 

All this, of course, is purely hypothetical. A key 

is found in the remark that "images of Jehovah were 

tolerated.'' Tolerated by whom? Certainly not by God! 

The ·~Graf Clue" is based on his own mistaken 

interpretation of the history of Israel. It is based 

squarely on. the evolutionary concept which has since been 

discarded. 

It is quite true that there were numerous altars 

in Israel which are spoken of in Judges, Samuel and Kings 

and that there were images held by some people--including 

Michal, David 1 s wife. All this proves nothing except the 

fact that the people were disobeying the law. It doesn't 

prove that the law was not in existence. Furthermore, it 

does not really represent a stage in Israel's religious 

development 1 but a stage in their religious degeneratiqn. 
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Notice also that Graf held that God could be 

worshipped anywhere at any shrine in the earliest stage. 

Yet we have already seen in I Samuel 1 that Elkanah had to 

leave his city and &Q to the central sanctuary. 

Graf-Wellhausen The9ry 

Actually, this "clue" is not a clue at all but is 

pure theory. It was taken in hand by a literary critic 

named Wellhausen and developed into what is now known as 

the Graf-Wellhausen Theory. Strangely, this theory was not 

based upon literary analysis or archaeological discovery. 

It was founded entirely in a Hegelian evolutionary 

philosophy. 

There is no proQf of these three stages of Israel's 

religious "development" at all. The Bible doesn't back it 

up in any way; nor does archaeology. However, at the turn 

of the century the Graf-Wellhausen Theory was held in 

highest esteem. Dr. C.F. Burney wrote of this theory: 

Thie latter hypothesis [ L e., the Graf-Wellhausen 
Theory] with the reconstruction which it involves of 
our view of the development of Israel's religion after 
B.C. 750, may now be regarded as prQved QQ !Q the hili 
for any thinking and unprejudiced man who is capable 
of estimating the character and value of the evidence. 
(H.M. Wiener, Essays 1U Pentateuchal Criticism, 
p. 176). 

Here again we encounter intellectual blackmail. 

If you don't agree that this hypothesis is "proved up to 

the hilt" then you are either unthinking, prejudiced, or 

incapable of estimating the value of evidence. Many a 



scholar has been intimidated by this approach, and the 

Graf-\vellhausen Theory was almost universally accepted 

among higher critics of the day. 

But has the theory stood the teat of time and 

evidence? No, it hasn't. 

Since 1908 a tremendous amount of new material has 

become available which has forced a complete reappraisal of 

the situation. One of the top contemporary .biblical 

scholars, writing in 1960, tells us that: 

The generally accepted account of Israel 1 s history 
and religion produced by Wellhausen and popularized in 
the late 19th and early 20th centuries survives, to be 
sure, today. It is especially among non-speci§lists 
that it is accepted as indubitably valid, and 
particularly among those who would claim the label 
nLiberal," religious aa well as secular. (G.E. 
Mendenhall, 11Biblical History and Transition," ~ 
Bible and lh§. Ancient~ East, p. 36, emphasis mine.) 

The specialists in the field have had to realize 

that Wellhausen's theory was really not based upon evidence 

as much as on Philosophy. They realize that the evidence 

has not borne out the theory and have acted accordingly-

they have scrapped the theory. 

However, there are always those who don 1 t get the 

word. Mendenhall goes on to point out: 

Yet, .Wellhausen•s theory of the history of 
Israelite religion was very largely based on a 
Hegelian [evolutionary] philosophy of history, not YQQU 
his literary analysts. It was an ~ priori evolutionary 
scheme which guided him in the utilization of his 
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sources. Such evolytionary schemes have been re.jected 
nearly ev§tyWhere else • • . . Hypotheses are basic to 
research, to be sure, but they should arise on the 
basis of some sort of evidence, not simply be trans
ferred from a philosophic system. 

Now this was not published by some obscure 

religious quack, but in a collectlon of articles by the 

most noted Biblical scholars and archaeologists in the 

world. It reflects the scholarship and research of recent 

years. Yet man;y theologians are still blissfully unal'iare 

of it! 

While many people go their merry way assuming that 

critics have successfully repudiated the Bible, the facts 

are stacking higher and higher all the time repudiating 

the critics. Wellhausen, as others have done, started 

with an assumption which prejudiced the rest of his work 

and guaranteed a false conclusion. 

The T{lree "Clues" 

Now, what is left of the three foundational "clues" 

upon which the critical theory was built? Astruc's clue 

was found to be inconclusive. De Wette 1 s 11 clue 11 was 

spawned 1n ignorance of essential evidence. And Graf 1 s 

"clueu was not a clue at all but an expression of an 

evolutionary theory of religion which has since been 

rejected by scholars. 

There is, therefore, no foundation for the critical 

theories whioh deny the r-1oaa1c authorship of the Pentateuch. 
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But there is a very good foundation to support the truth 

that Moses was the human author of the first five books of 

the Bible. 

Israel ~ ~ .Q..t Eg:y;pt 

By the time any schoolboy finishes his education in 

English Literature he has become aware of the fact that 

there are numerous foreign words present in our language. 

In some cases the origin of the words--French, German, 

Latin, etc.--is obvious. In many other cases, however, the 

words have been so smoothly assimilated that the origin 

isn't apparent at all. However, really old English bears 

a much more marked relationship with German., and it iS not 

too difficult to date Old English by the presence of 

foreign words. 

A similar situation has existed down through the 

centuries with the Jewish people. 

The Hebrew language, even at times when only in 
literary and scholarly use., did not cease to live but 
was continually enriched by the adoption of new 
elements through close contact with other peoples, and 
varied cultural surroundings. In the development of 
the Hebrew language, one can follow the route of 
Israel's wanderings during the last twenty-five 
centuries. In its expansion and enrichment, we can 
see reflected the fresh cultural values acquired in all 
the borrowed or imitated expressions, phrases and modes 
of speech, as well as the adopted foreign words, are 
to be found embodied in the language, and worked into 
its texture. Thus there are Aramaic, Assyro•Babylonian, 
Persian, Greek, Latin and Arabic elements, finally 
elements from modern languages in their most recent 
developments. (A.S. Yahuda, The Accuragy .Qf. the Bible, 
p. xxvi ii.) 

J 
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Having seen this phenomenon demonstrated in 

comparatively recent generations, we should be able to 

apply this test to the Pentateuch to see it ln its 

relation to the known languages of the time. If the 

Pentateuch was written long after the time of Moses and 

only was finally finished after the Babylonian captivity 

as the critics would have us to believe, there should be 

certain clearly defined linguistic evidence available. 
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Late Babylonian and Persian influence should be present, 

and there should be no special Egyptian influence. 

Furthermore, the history and archaeology should be 11 full of 

mistakes and anachronisms." (A. Randle Short, Modern 

Discovery and the Bible, p. 161.) 

These tests certainly apply to other books of the 

Bible. 

Such books of the Bible a) Ezekiel, Daniel, and 
partly also Ezra and Nehemiah, which were admittedly 
composed during and immediately after the exile, 
reveal ln language and style such an unmistakable 
Babylonian influence that these newly entered foreign 
elements leap to the eye (A. S. Yahuda, The !§ngyag;e S2f. 
~Pentateuch in Ita Relation~ Egyptian~ p. xxlx). 

The Pentateuch, however, presents a totally 

different picture. The influence of the Babylonian 

language in the Pentateuch is so minute as to be 

negligible, and what there is is not late Babylonian but 

is extremely archaic dating even back to the time of 

Abraham. This, of course, is exactly what we would expect. 

It is when we look for the Egyptian influence, 
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however, that we begin to get the picture. Yahuda finds 

even the early chapters of Genesis "full of Egyptian 

influence." For example, the word tebah is used for Noah's 

ark, and is an Egyptian word. It occurs twenty-six times 

in Genesis, twice in Exodus (dealing with the little ark 

that the baby Moses was hidden in) and nowhere else in the 

Old Testament. 

P1lter lists some of the more notable Egyptian 

words found 1n the Pentateuch. As it would not be 

particularly helpful to list all these words, simply read 

his conclusion: 

These words alone (there appear to be others in the 
Pentateuch) show, firstly, a strong Egyptian influence 
upon the writer, which is adequately and best explained 
by his having been, although a Hebrew, instructed in 
Egyptian schools; in other words, they point to Moses; 
and secondly as they are t4Jords of everyday life-
including a liquid and a dry measure, and linen and 
woollen textiles--indicate strong and persistent 
Egyptian influence upon the common life of the Hebrews 
which admits of no explanation sc:, satisfactory as that 
of the sojourning of the Israe:tttea in Egypt for a 
considerable period (W . T. Pilte~, ~ Pentat~ucn A 
fiistorigal Record, pp. 506, 507). 

This powerful Egyptian influence in the Pentateuch 

which shows itself most distinctly in the Exodus is 

unmistakable evidence of the Mosaic authorship of the 

Pentateuch. Kyle says of these Egyptian \IJOrds: 

These words are of such unusual meaning and of such 
temporary use in Egypt, belong so peculiarly to the 
place and the times and are used with such absolute 
accuracy throughout the Pentateuch, that it is 
incredible that scribes of a late period in Israel's 
history could have attained to such a linguistic 
nicety. The passages in which these words occur must 
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have come from the Mosaic age, the ~~when some 
Qt them were employed .1u Egypt . \M.G. Kyle, ~ 
Deciding Voice Qi the Monuments 1n Biblical Critic!sm, 
pp. 2 9, 250.) 

Everything in the Pentateuch is as it should be 

for Moses to be the author. 

Does The History Fit? 

If, as the critical theory would have us to believe,J 

the Pentateuch was of late origin and baaed on early myths 

and legends, we would expect the history and archaeology to 

be full of mistakes and anachronisms. This however, is not 

the case. 

Then when the archaeological data of' the Mosaic age 
are laid all along the course of the Pentateuchal 
narrative, it is found to be so uniformly harmonious 
with that narrative, with the customs, the institu
tions, the topography, the itineraries, and the 
history, as far as these are known, all the way from 
the shadows of Hebrew slavery in Egypt to the fifth 
year of Maranepta and the turning back from Kadesh
Barnea, as to :make one marvel that different authors 
in different centuries should have been so uniformly 
successful in the representation of historical 
fiction. {M.G. Kyle, The Deciding Yoice Q! th~ 
Monuments in Biblical Criticism~ p. 251.) 

But let's return to the original quest1on. What 

difference does it make whether Moses wrote the Pentateuch 

or not? Why have the critics devoted so much time to 

trying to prove that the Pentateuch was composed of docu

ments written from about 750 B.C. onwards? 

The answer is simple. Once we admit the Mosaic 

authorship of' the Pentateuch, it becomes impossible to deny 
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the diytne origin Qf the ~. The evolutionary concept of 

the development of Israel's religion requires a passage of 

time in which n law could evolve. The L3w, they reason, 

had to be the result of trial and error--of a form of 

11 -riatural selection. n 

No single living man in any given age of history 

could possibly have written such a Law . In this the 

critics are correct. ~, not Moses, is the Author of 

the La~J! 



CHAPTER VIII 

THE BIBLE JUDGES THE CRITICS 

By this time, one thing has become abundantly 

clear--the critics have not taken an unbiased approach to 

the Bible, Why haven't they? What 1a it about the Bible 

that bas drawn such absolutely unparalleled opposition from 

so many men? \ihy have they tried to discredit the Bible? 

For over three hundred years, various critics have 

been sitting in judgment of the Bible., and it's about time 

we saw the Bible's judgment of them. 

Surely it would be remarkable proof of the Bible if 

it could judge these men from a distance of over two 

thousand five hundred years, describe their actions, define 

their motives, and predict the results of their criticism 

accurately. Surely no modern critic would argue that the 

Old Testament prophets were written in our own generation. 

So if Jeremiah can describe the critics along with all 

their arguments, attitudes, conduct and bias, the~ the 

critics can no longer judge Jeremiah. 

Listen to Jeremiah's cry! 

Mine heart within me is broken because Qf the 
prgphets; all my bones shake; I am like a drunken man, 
and like a man whom wine hath overcome, because of the 
Lord, and because of the words of' His Holiness 
( Jer. 23:9). 

Jeremiah had received a prophecy directed at the 
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clergy of ~ ~· Don't make the mistake of assuming that 

this prophecy applied only to his own time. In Jeremiah 

23:20, we are told: 11.Ill the latter~ you will under

stand it clearly" ( RSV). 

What Jeremiah saw in this prophecy left him stunned 

and horrified. He saw a land full of adultery, cursing and 

violence. A land in which "both prophet and priest are 

profaneu (v. 11). As a result of this profanity, God said 

of the religious leaders: 

Wher.efore their way shall be unto them as slippery 
ways in the darkness: they shall be driven on 1 and 
fall therein: for I will bring evil upon them • • . 
(v. 12). 

Ministers Sick 

And something is very wrong with today's religious 

leaders. A glimpse through the veneer of a segment of 

today's "Christian" ministry was given in a recent book by 

Dr. Klaus Thomas, a psychotherapist. The book is entitled 1 

Hangbgok Q! Suicide Prevention. 

After being in practice for six years, Dr. Thomas 

had records of some ~ thousand pegple who had come to him 

desiring advice. The shocking fact is that ministers, 

ministers' wives, teachers of religion, or theology 

students· composed "the largest single professional group of 

desperate people which turned to medical care sick of 

11fe. 11 
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Can you grasp the significance of that? Out of a 

group of ten thousand people the largest single profes

sional group that contemplated suicide were religious 

workers. 

Why? 

Dr. Thomas went on to tell of the first two 

hundred religionists who came to him for help. Five of 

them were high-ranking ministers of a well-known 

denomination, one a professor of theology~ and another one 

of the highest church dignitaries. Out of the two hundred, 

thir>ty-four suffered from sexual perversions of one sort or 

another, twenty-one were homosexuals, seven were sadistic 

perverts~ one was an underclothing fetishist, another 

preferred to wear female dresses, and two were masochists. 

No wonder they had contemplated suicide! And no 

wonder Jeremiah said: nwherefore their way shall be unto 

them as slippery ways in the darkness: they shall be 

driven on, and fa 11 therein. u 

Lest you think this is only one man's experience, 

the German news magazine, ~ Spiegel, reported on a 

meeting of psychotherapists in November, 1962, when the 

attending doctors discussed their experiences concerning 

a total of several hundred sexually-perverted persons. 

They said that: "Nearly .9.lli! of these patients were 

religious officers, predominantly ministers." 
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God thunders throug..h Jeremiah:' 

They commit adultery, and walk in lies: they 
strengthen also the hands of evildoers, that none doth 
return from his wickedness: they are all of them unto 
Me as ~~ and the inhabitants thereof as Gomorrah 
( Jer. 2;-:Tlf). 

Now who is the judge? 

But how could this happen? How can men who are the 

religious leaders--the spiritual guides--become candidates 

for suicide? Listen to Isaiah give us the answer: 

Woe unto them that call evil good, and good ev1lj 
that put darkness for light, and light for darkness; 
that put bitter for sweet, and sweet for bitter! Woe 
unto them t hat are wise in their own eyes, and prudent 
in their own sight! • . • Therefore as the fire 
devoureth the stubble, and the flame consumeth the 
chaff, so their root shall be as rottenness, and their 
blossom shall go up as dust: secause ~have cast 
away .t.h!:. law .Q! thfi .IQ.m .Q.t ~~ and despised the 
word .Qt the 1i.Q.lx. .Qn§:. .Qf. Isra~.l, (Is a. 5: 20-2 . ) • 

More and more people who are going to their 

ministers for advice concerning right and wrong are being 

told that the old moral guidelines (i.e. the Ten Comma nd

ments) no longer apply. One minister, for example, was 

consulted by a married man who was having an adulterous 

affair. When the mi nister learned that the man's wife \ as 

a bed-ridden invalid with whom sexual relations were 

impossible he saidx "The only function I could serve was 

to relieve the man's feeling of guilt" (David Boroff, 

Coronet, August, 1961). 
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In the same article we are told of a young girl who 

went to a minister for advice about a boy she had been 

petting with.. She felt guilty about it and asked the 

minister for help. 

Contrary to her expectations, the minister did not 
rebuke her • • • • When she assured him that the 
relationship was serious--they hoped eventually to 
marry-~the minister indicated that she need not feel 
such terrible guilt. In fact, he added, a total 
indifference to sex might suggest a denial of the 
human instinct, something he considered unwholesome. 

Is it any wonder Jeremiah said: "They strengthen 

also the hands of evildoers, that none doth return from his 

wickedne.ss" ( Jer. 23: 14)? 

Again, who is the judge? What ordina~y mortal 

writing well over 2,000 years ago could have described as 

God's prophets have described, the religious leaders or our 

own day? Remember, that Jeremiah directed his prophecies 

to the latter days--not to his own era. 

We are not yet finished with the Bible's judgment 

of the critics. What are they trying to accomplish? 

No one expresses it any better than the theologian 

who submitted the Epistles of Paul to examination by 

computer--Dr. A.Q. Morton. As we have already seen, his 

conclusions were based on inadequate evidence, and his 

criteria broke down when applied to contemporary writings. 

Nevertheless, having concluded that Paul only wrote five 
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of his Epistles, Dr. Morton revea ls what he is driving at: 

By far the greatest consequences of the establish
ment of the authorship of the Pauline Epistles is that 
it has cut ~ ground from under any notion .Qi. absolute 
religious authority--whether this is expressed as Church 
or Bible (The Qbserver Week§nd Review, November 10, 
1963, emphasis mine). 

And there, in a nutshell, is expressed the goal of 

most of Biblical Criticism. They want to "cut the ground 

from under any notion of absolute religious authority." 

Once again we hear the cry, "There are no abso

lutes." Of course, once we get rid of any authority--

whether it is Church or Bible--then we are free to do as 

we please. "Free from the law," is the cry that goes up 

in many churches and is actually sung in a well-known hymn. 

The only law that we need concern ourselves with, we are 

told, is the "law of love.'' It no longer matters whether 

we commit adultery, fornication, lie, cheat, and steal, as 

long as we have '1 love for our neighbor." 

In a prophecy directed at our day, God wrote to our 

people Israel: 

Behold, ye trust in lying words, that cannot 
profit. Will ye steal, murder, and commit adultery, 
and swear falsely, and burn incense unto Baal, and walk 
after other gods whom ye know not; And come and stand 
before Me in this house, which is called by f'.iy name, 
and say, ~are delivered to do all these abominations? 
(Jer. 7 :8-10}. 

This 1s precisel¥ what is being done by many 

religious people today. They come and stand before God, 

but their minister has liberated them from the law. They 

\ 
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are delivered to do pretty much as they please as long as 

they do 1 t out of ''love to neighbor." Love to God 1sn 1 t 

mentioned. 

The following article appeared in a British paper 

recently: 

A rector who believes the Ten Commandments are 
obsolete and negative was congratulated by his 
congregation after yesterday's services.. "We all 
support his opinion," said the churchwarden of All 
Saints, Ascot, Berkshire. "It is a sensible modern 
approach to religion." The mlnister stated: "I have 
not referred to the Commandments in my services for 
years and no one has objected. I know many clergymen . 
who do the same." 

But should we expect them to object? Not if we 

have read Isaiah. Listen to his indictment of the church-

attending public of our day: 

Now go, write it before them in a table, and note 
it in a book, that it may be fQr w time 1Q. come for 
eve!' and ever: That this is a rebellious people, 
lying children, children that will not hear the law of 
the Lord: Which say to the seers, See not; and to the 
prophets, Prophesy not unto us right things, speak unto 
us smooth things, prophesy deceits: Get you out of the 
way, turn aside out of the path, cause the Holy One of 
Israel to cease from before us {Iaa. 30:8-11). 

Again, we ask, who is the .ludge? We have seen the 

critics• judgment of the BibleJ and now we have seen the 

Bible's judgment of the critics. Whose judgment is true? 

Now we can underatand clearly Christ's judgment: 

For every one that doeth evil hateth the light, 
neither cometh to the light, lest his deeds should be 
reproved {John 3:20). 

When the Bible so thoroughly condemns everything 

that a man st!nds for, it is no wonder we encounter a 
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thinly disguised, quite irrational rejection of the Bible's 

a uthority by that man. 

Yet, the Bible is the ~ aythqrit~ man can turn 

to in this time of great religious confusion. satan knows 

this, and it is precisely for this reason that his 

organization has directed a deliberate concerted effort 

towards destruction of that authority. 

Ezekiel describes it: 

There ll§.. conapirac:f of her prqphets in the midst 
thereof, 11ke a roaring lion ravening the prey • • • 
t·hey have taken the treasure and precious things •••• 
Her priests have violated MY law, and have profaned My 
holy things: they have put no difference between the 
holy and profane, neither have they shewed difference 
between the unclean and the clean, and have hid their 
eyes from My sabbaths, and I. am prqfaned among them 
(Ezek. 22:25-26). 

More and more, in months to come, we are going to 

see religion stripped of all authority. "Situation Ethicarr 

will be preached with ever-increasing volume. As this 

conspiracy continues, the result is going to be a plunge in 

morals that will defy imag1nation4 

Where is it all leading? 



CRAFTER IX 

THE RESULTS OF BIBLICAL CRITICISM 

No one living in this age can be unaware of the 

fact that we are living in a time of moral crisis. The 

rising tide of crilm'!, vice, violence, venereal disease, 

abortion, and drug addiction, has just about reached our 

necks, and it is no longer possible to pretend that it 

isn't there! 

Even the most dedicated optimist of our age, Dr. 

Norman Vincent Peale, had to admit that the situation was 

grim when he said that man h§!s almgst reached ~ bgttQltl! 

Dr . Peale, however, called this an encouraging sign since 

there was no way left to go but up! Unfortunately, history 

shows us that the bottom is not always a turning point. It 

is often a grave . 

It isn 1 t necessary to shock the reader with 

statistics of the millions of dollars lost in shoplifting, 

embezzlement, theft by employees, and fraudulent bank

ruptcies. The figures will be out of date by the time you 

read them anyway. 

Nor does one need to enumerate the hundreds of 

thousands of illegitimate children born every year; the 

staggering number of illegal abortions that take place; 

the hundreds of children whose lives are ruined at birth by 

\ 



venereal disease and drug addict i on; or the hundreds of 

t housands of premature marriages forced by pregnancy. 

~already know these things! 

But do you know why? 

HQ §upreme Authority 
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The editors of 1.Q.Qk magazine assigned Senior Editor 

Robert Moskin to talk wtth a broad selection of leaders who 

are concerned about where we are going. His most signifi

cant observation was that we live in a society wtthgyt .a 
supreme moral authority. He said: "The moral guidelines 

have been yanked from our hands." 

He asked Dean Samuel Miller of the Harvard Divinity 

School where we can get moral standards. nNot from the 

Church,n was the answer. Dean Miller said: 

The Church has become almost as monastic as the 
orders in the Middle Ages. There seems to be no 
connection between what happens in the Church and 
what happens in society, except that people living .1.u 
!! desperate ~ uae it to tranquillize their disturbing 
experiences • . . • ~ Qnurch skmply

6
does ngt have A 

cutti}g ~· (Look. September 2 , 19 3, emphasis 
mine. 

But what real ucutt1ng edge" has the Church ever 

had? It has thrown away the "twoedged sword 11 of the Bible 

(He b. 4 : 12) . 

Where is todayre younger generation going to look 

for moral standards? Are they willing to accept the 

authority of the clergy as the norm by which they will 

t 
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regulate their lives? Why should a minister's opinions 

s tand between them and what they want to do? can tradition 

provide a standard for today's young people? 

There is an authority to which they could turn to 

provide the ''cutting edge" that is needed, but that has 

been laid aside. The theologians have seen tb that. 

Sir Robert Anderson, writing about the turn of the 

century, saw clearly where the criticism of his day was 

leading. He wrote: 

And when these pestilent errors have fully 
penetrated to the unthinking multitude, they will lead 
to an agnosticism with no saving element whatever--an 
agnosticism which will soon develop into practical 
atheism. In this generation the pseudo•cr1t1c1am is. 
undermining the faith of the Church; in the next it 
may affect the fabric of society (Sir Robert Anderson, 
Pseudo-Criticism, p. 39). 

We are that next generation, and the fabric of our 

society has nearly rotted away. 

In the Decline ~Fall ~ the Roman Empire, 

Edward Gibbon tells us that one of the five main reasons 

for the collapse of that "Great Society" was the decay of 

religion 1niQ ~ form, leaving the people without any 

guide. 

Religion is certainly losing its grip on the 

American way of life. A Gallup poll was taken in 1957 

which asked the question: "At present time do you think 
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religion as a whole is increasing its influence on American 

l i fe, or losing its influence?" 

In 1957 only 14% of the population believed that 

religion was losing its influence. 

In 1967, the question was asked again. This time 

no less than 51..:i believed that religion was losing its 

influence. George Gallup pointed out: "Significantly, 

younger adults, 21-29, are more inclined to take a 

pessimistic view than older persons." 

We have been called "a society that cannot agree 

on standards of conduct, language and manners, on what can 

be seen and heard. n A recent news magazine .called us ''the 

permissive soc1ety. 11 More and more journalists are drawing 

parallels between our society and that of Rome just before 

ita fall. 

~ Another Cyple? 

Some, however; like Norman Vincent Peale, believe 

that history shows a series of cycles of decay and 

resurgence, of crisis and recovery. They feel that we are 

simply in another of these cycles of crisis Which will be 

followed by recovery. We are nearing the 'bottom, and 

there will be no way to go but up. 

This is a remarkably narrow view of history! Look 

at the world around you. Where are the great civilizations 

of the past? Have they survived to the present day? 

l 
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Take the earliest of the great world empires-

Egypt. For eenturies Egypt went through cycles of crisis 

and recovery. No doubt during those years there were many 

who said: 11 There will always be an Egypt . " 

But Egypt fell. To this day it is not merely a 

second-rate power, but a diseased, poverty-ridden, ignorant 

people. God prophesied that Egypt would never again rise 

up as a world power, and it is so! The latest effort by 

President Nasser has illustrated that with stunning 

clarity. 

For another example, take the Kingdom of Israel 

under David and Solomon. Again, for centuries we have a 

historical record of cycles of decay and resurgence. We 

have the record of false prophets who predicted ·the kingdom 

would cgntinta...Et and would not be destroyed by Assyria or 

Babylon. "There will always be an Israel." 

Israel fell! 

Is it necessary to continue with the Babylonian 

Empire, the Persian Empire, Alexander's Empire and the 

Roman Empire? Where ~ they today? There have been 

cycles all right, but each successive cycle reached lower 

and lower into the depths of human depravity and moral 

decay. In each case the nation either tore itself apart 

or was destroyed mercifully by another world power. 
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~ Pq;tnt .Q,f.. Hg, fieturn 

The lesson of history is clear, and we have seen 

more and more of the markeg parallels between our own 

present crises and those of the final plunge of the great 

empires of the past. There comes a time in a nation's 

history when they are be;y;ond rec.over:y, and it is becoming 

clear that we are approaching the point of no return. We 

may have passed it. 

Journalists whose life work is k~eping a finger on 

the pulse of our society recognize that we are not merely 

going through another phase. The Editors of The ~ Iqrk 

World Telegram and Sun recently were moved to prepare a 

special series on teenage immorality. Their conclusion: 

It is true that in every era since the dawn of 
man the elders of each community have accused their 
young of going to hell in a handbasket. But most of 
these indictments of the past were made on the basts 
of correlating a few bad cases here and there, and 
using them to stigmatize the whole. Now, however, the 
whole picture of juvenile behavior must be viewed from 
a different angle . • . • There was not ~ single 
sociologist, psychglog1at or youth expert lU1Qm n 
interviEtwed while preoaring .t.h.1§. ser1§3S .!hg ~ l1.Qi 
agree that wanardness among tgday 1 s .1uveni~ea has 
soared _tQ the point of defying al~ precedent .(New IQI'k 
Wgrld Telegram & ~~ July 29, 19 3, emphasis mine). 

Another witness writing in .I&Qk magazine of August 

27, 196~, said: "Whatever the mechanism, something .nm1 and 

rougher than we have ever known has crept into misbehavior 

among the young." 

Remember that both these articles were written 



before the current upsurge in t he use of drugs and this 

fr ightening increase in the number of 11 social dropouts'' 

emphasized by the "hippie" movement. 

JAwles§ness Fgretold 
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It is signi ficant that Christ indicated that 

in~guity;--lawlessnese-would abound on the heels of the 

deception of false ministers (Matt. 24:11-12). Lawlessness 

is the naturaj. result of the removal of law, and the 

removal of law is consistently the object of religious 

deception (see Deut. 13:1-5}. 

No one seems to realize it, but when the 1a'W is 

laid aside, there are no protective barriers left for our 

society. If one law can be broken, why 110t another. Once 

God's laws are laid aside by the ministry, the stage is 

set. Civil disobedience is· the next step, followed by 

rioting and looting and eventually a total breakdown of 

law and order. 

The barriers are already down. The floodgates of 

lawlessness have been opened. How are we ever going to 

close them again? 

It must be frightening to be a political leader 

these days. No matter what you decide, 1t seems bound to 

turn out wrong. 

\ 
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t;Che Dsta!;h .Q.t Prgteetanttsm 

But there is to be yet another, more surprising, 

result of Biblical Criticism. 
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Throughout h1stocy, the Roman Catholic Church has 

been able to flourish even 1n the face of widespread 

ignorance of the Bible. For them, _ the removal of the 

authority of the Bible presents no problem at all. They 

have always held tradition to be of at least equal authority 

with scripture. and where there ts conflict,. the Bible must 

be interpreted in the light of tradition. 

Not so, the Protestants. From the beginning, their 

very existence has depended on scripture for its authority. 

SQla Scriptura--only scripture--was Martin Luther's cry. 

The original protest against the Roman Catholic Church was 

on the basis of scripture,. and without scripture 

Protestantism becomes meaningless. .Qn what 'Pasts can the;y 

prot§st? 

It is ironic that it has been frptestapt 

theologians who have been instrumental in removing the only 

authority the Protestant Church has ever h•d:.· 

As the Ecumenical Movement gains momentum, more and 

more Protestants are beginning to realize that the Bible 

has been the only real objection they have had to the 

catholic Church. More and mor e !'rotestant theologians are 

beginning to look to Rome. As early as 1962, Dr. Ralph 
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Hyslop, Professor of Ecumenical Studies at Union 

Theological Seminary said that if the Catholics are right, 

and if Christ gave to Peter and his successors that kingly 

authority "which is surely His to give," and if the head of 
• the Church upon earth has the power to maintain the truth 

in spite of all error, "then ll is unwise 19. resa:st the 

loving summons of the Vicar of Christ.'' (~, February 2, 

1962). 

In May of 1967, Episcopal Bishop C. Kilner Myers 

called on all Christians to recognize the Pope as head of 

the "Universal Church. 11 He said that the Pope was "the 

chief pastor of men, 11 and stated: "We need a holy father, 

we need a father who can speak and witness to the whole 

human race • • u (UPI, May 5th, 1967). 

As the influence of the Pope becomes greater in the 

world, and as the influence of the Bible becomes less in 

Protestantism, what a.re Protestants to do? Add to the 

present situation a great religious leader showing "great 

signs and wonders," and the answer becomes clear (Matt. 

24:23-25). 

God said concerning our people: ''They return, but 

not to the Most High" (Hos. 7:16). Now we know to whom 

they will return. They left the mother church at the time 

of the Protestant Reformation, and they are going to go 

back again. 

What is remarkable is that as the Protestant 
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Refol"l!laticm beg:Jn 1n Germany., oo the l!JEH!tds ot' 1 ts 

destruction w~n: sown 1n Ckn:•many. The "great name•" of 

ll1bl1cal Cr1t1ciem tall stvonglJ on our earat Wellhausen, 

Grat, Nelbuhr, Bonh®ffer, Delitzeh1 :saur. The:; are ell 

German! 

And even this was prophesied long aso : 

'lt1oe to htr that ie filthy and polluted, to th.t 
oppreeeing n1ty! She obeyed not the voice; ehe 
re¢itived not correction •• ·.. • Rer propbete are 
lisht and tNaeherous persons! her.pr1esta hElve 
polluted the aanetuacy, t~X:ll.B.U. 4lnl. !1olt.QQ! l.Q. 
1bt. J4lt (Zeph~ 'u 1•4)~ 

The oppre•a1ng e1t7 bftx-e is ll.Ql. llrWIIlfll""""it ls 

,U:&ux!fl, tn• capital or AIIJ:£111 (!eph. '•1•4). But thia 

prophee,- \1Q!Jl<£ not have been fult11led until modern t1me!9. 

ADClilla AIIUil llll:II: . .W. §asJ· 11 JIJ!l When we see thttt 1t 

1s :ln mAdlrJl A!IXl'lA.-·(ku·>rn;;lnr""'that the schools or B1bl1cal 

C~1 ticUun began, it all makee JU!Inat. It 11 tb&J, more than 

:anvone elee, who have ljdone v 1olenot to the xaw. " 
As our own theole;lant have tollc;t'Wtu:l their lead 

o~r eeatx-uctton at 1 nation haa b~tn assured. 

Blt God wsrne·d ue .• ~ough the prophet Ko•ea, He 

told ue what would happen when we reJected Hie authority= 

MY peopler are deetroyed ro:r laolt of knowledge: 
beeauee thou hast rejected knowledge• I will also 
reject thee_ that thou enalt 'be no· priest to me: 
seetng ~ ~ (gtp;Q~In llll, J4Ut m:.l,WL i\w1, I 
will alec f'orset thy ohtl<lren (Hoe. 'lh6). 
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Through the remainder of this prophecy, God warns 

of a coming national captivity upon our people because 

they have turned away from the .Q!1l.;y_ authority they can 

trust--His Word. 

We can be thankful, however, that the story doesn't 

end there. Through this time of captivity Israel is going 

to learn a lot of bitter lessons, and we have the promise 

that God will bring them back out of it when those lessons 

are learned. The prophecies tell of the return from 

captivity, and of the Wonderful World Tomorrow. 

To what authQrity are men going to look i·n that 

day? 

And it shall come to pass in the last days, that 
the mountain of the Lord's house shall be established 
in the top of the mountains., and shall be exalted 
above the hills; and all nations shall flow unto it. 
And many people shall go and say, Come ye, and let us 
go up to the mountain of the Lord, to the house of the 
God of Jacob; and He will teach us of His ways, and we 
Will walk in His paths: fQI' gut Qf, .z1Q.n Shflll .B;,Q forth 
th~ l4ut, ang the Woi'd of the Lord from J)arusalem (I sa. 
2:2-}). 

May God haste that cay. 
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