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INTRODUCTION

Are the critics of the Bible slncere? Have the
scholars really been searching for the truth with an open,
unbiased mind and with a sound, logical approach? These
are falr questions. Since critics have called Danlel a
"pious fraud" and have implled that Ezekiel was a liar, can
we not at least examine the accusers?

The very word "scholar" tends to intimidate the
average layman, When we hear of the "assured results of
modern criticism," or that "scholars are agreed," we are
expected to bow before superior wisdom. Yet scholars are
only men and are subject to human failinge 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
complexitlies of archaeology-—all these things seem beyond
our comprehension.

But the critics are not all that diffiecult to
understand. When all the window dreseing is removed and
the foundation laid bare, anyone can understand them. The
critics, thelr methods, thelr motives, thelr prejudices,
all become absclutely transparent.

The purpose of this thesis is not to prove the

Bible, but to examine the critics. Is there any foundation



v
at all to thelir theories? What real gvidence do they have
for their conclusions? What are their motives? Where are
they leading us?

But by far the most important question we have to
answer about any wltness is the one we began with: Is he
Bincere? Can we detect any prejudice, any blas which would
distort hls conclusiong? What assumptions has he taken for
granted?

In this thesls 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
gcientists, They have come from the "Christian™ ministry.

An atheist harangulng against the Bible from a
soapbox on Speakers' Corner would hardly receive a hearing
from most Christlians, but when a minister solemnly steps
into the pulpit and begines 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 01ld Testament contains passages
of "spiritual junk" and "poison" for the people (Daily
Express, May 10, 1963).

Another, Dr. Leslle Weatherhead, former president
of the Methodist Conference, said he would like to go
through the Bible with a blue pencil and cut out certailn
sections. He said that in his opinion, the 0l1d Testament
was out of date and completely outmoded and that many of

the psalms were nonsense (Sunday Piectorial, London,

August 12, 1962).
One Vicar even went so far as to call the Ten

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



often right to break them.

With so many clergymen openly challenging the
authority of the Bible, is 1t any wonder that a man
was recently moved to wrlte to the editor of his Sunday
newspaper and complain: "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 is right?"

How indeed? When clergymen on every side are
rejecting the Bible as the standard for human behavior,
where can a man look for guldance? Certalnly not to the
clergy—=~they are go 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, controverslal 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 issues?
"Surely," we exclaim, "they must see from the frults of
these things that they are wrong!"

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.



Ag a desperate world looks to these men for help,
all they get are opinions. "There are no absolutes,” says
one minister. "There are no blacks or whites where morals
are concerned~—only shades of gray," says another,

Meanwhlle a hopelesgly confused people sink further
into moral guicksand,

Well did Jeremiah prophesy of these men, "Lo, they
have rejected the word of the Lord; and what wisdom is in
them?" (Jer. 8:9.)

God has clearly defined what is right and wrong for
man, If clergymen would turn to the Bible, and accept its
2uthority on the vital questions pertaining to man's life,
all this confusion would disappear. God says: "But if
they had stood in my counsel, and had caused my people to
hear my words, then they should have turned them from
thelr evil way, and from the evil of their doings"

(Jer. 23:22),

Assalled By Doubts

But the Bible 1s no longer accepted by many
religlous leaders as an authoritative standard,

Having rejected any Blbliecal 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 to God. His book has been
described as gaying "that the concept of a personal God as
held 1In popular Christlianity ls outmoded—-{that athelsts
and agnostics are right to reject it."

Bishop Rbbinaon was asked in an interview by Jack
Lucas of the Daily Herald whether he believed llterally in
a virgin birth., He answered frankly: "I am prepared to
be agnostic. I do not believe 1t matters very much. I
think the evidence 1s pretty weak on the whole.,"

The evidence of the virgin birth of Christ 18 in
the Blble; 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 worde, he is merely
"thinking out loud."

He summed up the general confusion in theological
eircles by admitting to Mr. Lucas: "I do not fully under-
stand myself all that I am trying to say" (Dally Herald,
March 19, 1963).

These questlons that have arisen in the mind of
Bishop Robinson are by no means unique in theological
circles. Reviewing the book, gggggg,gg,ggg, Canon
Theodore Wedel said:

The Bishop 18 not committing a crime in revealing



to a wider public what has been going on for a gener~
ation and longer in the world of advanced theological
learning . . . « Honest %o God ig simply & bold, and
ss aame thealagiana may aay, premature @p@ning of a

No Authority

Very few theologians today will accept the Bible as
an end to all dispute. In & major American city recently,
a group of theologlans appeared on televisgion to answer
questions about religien for people who telephoned them in
the studio. One woman who called, after trying in vain to
point out something she thought was very clear in the New
Testament, became exasspersted and said, "Can't you see 1t?
Itts in plain English.,"

"Well, no,"” was the theologian's reply, "it's in
corrupt Greek,"

His answer illustrates the attitude of the modern
gchools of Biblical Criticism. The Bible is not accepted
as the infallible Word of God, authoritative in all matters
of religion. It is looked upon as the work of men, subject
to human error and thersfore quite fallible,

A survey commissioned by Red Book @ in 1961

shows how far this has gone. They assigned louls Harris
and Assoclates, a2 public ¢pinion research {irm, to inter—-
view student ministers in eight leading theologleal

gchools, The results were shocking.



It was found that only 44 per cent of these future
ministers believe in the virgin birth of Christ, only
20 per cent belleve there 1s 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 llsted in the article, the most
gtriking concerned the second coming of Christ: Only one
per cent of these future ministers are convinced that
there will be a second coming of Christ, even though Christ
gpecifical sald that He would come again to thls earth
(Acts 1:11, John 14:3),

Confusion Without Authority

A woman recently wrote to a minister who writes a
column for The Birmingham Mail and asked: "If you reject
the authority of Secripture, what authority can you speak
with or appeal to? Or don't you think there 1s any need
for authority today?"

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

Each of us must face any declsions that come our way and
"hear again the inner voice, something in us that responds,
that whispers 'This is true.' There i8 your ultimate
authority!”

But what 1f the "inner voice" is wrong? What if it
has been the victim of miseducation, misihfarmatian, or

outright falsehood? There are millions of people in the



world today telling themselves, "This is true" while, in
fact, disagreeing with countless other people who are
telling themselves, "This 1s false." Who is right? 1Is
anybody right? It 1s this gort of confuslon that has led
to a sort of "Christian agnosticism" in our day.

Mankind needs a gulde, an authority he can turn to
with assurance. The Bible has that authority. Why have
ministers rejected it? It's time you learned the real
truth about Bible Criticism.



CHAPTER II
TRUST NO MAN

Are the critics honest? Can you rest assured that
they have always approached the Blble with an open,
unprejudiced mind~-that their research has always been
careful, thorough, well documented?

Unfortunately, you cannot.

Far too many of the objections ralsed against the
Bible by critics 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 of Reason in 1794, Although Palne 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
gtrange 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 Say one man and one woman had
eaten an apple? Thomas Palne, Age of Reason,
pp. 26, 27, emphasis mine.)

Notice that his objection 1s not to the Bible

itgelf, but to what "they say" about the Bible. "They,"



9
in this case, were the "Christian" teachers whose doctrines
he had sampled. The chances are he did 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. Neil, Cambridge
History of the Bible, p. 250.)

We might borrow a phrase from Paine and ask:

"From whence then could arise the solitary and strange
concelt” 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.

Check the Source

It 1s easy to see how Palne made his mistake.
After all, if the clergy did not speak for the Blble, 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 Blble which
completely misses the point.

Thomas Palne simply failed to check up to see 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 fallure. For
example, Robert Graves and Raphael Patal recently pub-
lished a book called Hebrew Myths, the Book of Genesis in
which they attempt to show the alleged mythological
character of much of the 0ld Testament. In making a point
on page 13, the writers state: "A Ugaritic deity wor~
shipped as Baal=Zebub or Zebul, at Ekron was insulted by
King Ahaziah (II Kings 1l:2¢f)."

If the reader simply accepts this without checking,
he 18 going to be completely misled. If he checks, he will
find the account in the Bible is clear and easy to under—
gtand, King Ahaziah sent to inguire of 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 18 no indication that the
mesgengers ever got to Baal~Zebub and certainly no insult
to Baal~Zebub 18 mentioned in the text.

The book glves no indication and the reader cannot
tell whether this represents an interpretation of the
authors or a slip on their part.

This ig a particularly interesting example,
because the two authors have an impressive record of
scholarship in their fields and list no fewer than geventy
literary works between them! As one reads through the
introduction, he cannot help being impressed by the
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6bvious 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 18 going to write with authority about
the 0ld Testament ought to know that the Day of Atonement
is a fast day, not a feast!

If the student has become a little cautious by
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 Tishri. A careful check
will disclose that virtually all Jewish tradition places it
on the 1l4th Nisan. Since the authors do not explain them~
gelves, it 1s Imposelble for the reader to Jjudge 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 is often necessary to go
right to the source to see if 1t really does say what it is

purported to say.

What Kind of God?

If Thomag Paine had done this, he could have saved

himself a great deal of misunderstanding. Where did he
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get hls concept of God? He wrote:

When we read the obscene stories, the voluptuous
debaucheries, the cruel and torturous executions, the
unrelenting vindictiveness with which more than half
the Bible is filled, it would be more consistent that
we called 1t the word of a demon than the Word of God
(Thomas Paine, Age of Reason, p. 7).

Of course, the careful student of the Bible already
knows that the cruelty, barbarism, and vindictiveness which
we do find in the 0ld Testament are not the will of God!
They are the works of man gontrary to the laws of God!

Neverthelesg, far too many people who have read
Paine's work still share hig false impression of the God
of the 0l1d Testament. They look upon God as a2 harsh,
hanging Judge who is all too eager to descend upon man
with great wrath every time he deviates from an "impos=-
gible" 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 1s hardly a page in the Hebrew Scriptures which

does not deal with murder, rape, plllage, etec. . . .

No loving or merciful God or being could have allaued
or attributed to the acts as reported in the Hebrew
Scriptures, I can't read it. It 1g too bloedy. There
is too much fear. Didn't Paul write perfect love
casteth out all fear? (Emphasgis mina.?

Of course, those who have more than a nodding
acquaintance with the God of the 01d 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 God who
eried out, "Why will you die, O house of Israel!" These
gtudents of the Blble have encountered prophets whose main
message was a plea to Israel not to destroy themselves.

For some reason, the reader was gblivious to this.
Either he had not read the 0l1d Testament carefully; or,
like Thomas Paine, he had allowed his mind to be prej~-
udiced against it before he ever gtarted.

But what about you? To what extent have you
allowed your opinions of the Bible to be formed by what
others have told you? Have you checked the Bible to see
what it really does say about God?

It is a shame, but all too many of the criticisms
leveled at the Bible have little or nothing to do with the

real message of the Bible, They deal purely with the
false concepts and philosophles of man about the Bible.

Thomas Palne 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 1t, their concept of Creation
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wag not so much that of the Blble as that of Milton's

In thelr mindg, they had somehow developed a mental
image of the creation of the earth out of nothing and the
gudden shaping of the ﬁwn;’maﬁm and stars within 2 ueek of
gation of man.

When this idea clashed head~on with evidence that

the earth may be pillions
wag shaken, It was unfortunate, because their falith in
the Bible need not have been shaken at sll. The Bible
simply does gay that the earth 1ls only six thousand
years old!
It iz not difficnlt to mee how a superiiciasl

reading of (Genesis might reinforce such an idea., But a
carelul study of the first chapter makes it clear that

of years old, the {alith of some

Genesls reveals nothing sbout the azctual ape of the earth,

The account starts simply in the fir&%‘varﬁﬁ by
saying: "In the beginning God c¢reated the heaven and the
earth,” The writer of Genesis does not tell uve when "the
beginning” was. The very language of it certainly implies
antiguity, but 1¢ 1s jndelinite.

The writer goes on t@»ﬁﬁyg "And the earth was
without form, and veold: and darkness wasg upon the face of
the deep. And the Spirit of God moved upon the face of
the waters, And God sald, Let there be light: end there
was light.”
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It 18 obvious from the wording of these verses that
there 1s some time lapse between Verse 1 when God created
the heaven and the earth, and Verse 3 where He saild, "Let
there be light."

How long did the earth lie without form, and vold?
How long wag darkness upon the face of the deep? How long
did the Spirit of God move upon the face of the waters
before God finally took action, saying, "Let there be
light"?

As far as the book of Genesls 18 concerned, the
earth could just as easily be twice as old as the wildest

estimates of geologists.
The Full Story

It 18 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 "was" by the translators of the Authorized
Version should more correctly be translated "became.,"”

Furthermore, the original Hebrew words for "without
form, and void," were tohu and bohu. The words simply mean
"ehaotic," "in confusion," "waste," or "empty."

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

ereated the heavens and the earth He dld NOT create them

TOHU--in vain.
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God 18 not the author of confusion. When He
created the heavens and the earth in the first place, He
_created them perfect and "to be inhabited" (Isa. 45:18).
It was after this creation that the earth became chaotic
and in confusion as a result of Satan's rebellion. We are
not told in Genesils how this happened or how long it
lasted, For the full story of the earth before Adam, see
the article, "Did God Create & Devil"

A 9

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 1t carefully enough.
Yet many have read their works and supposed that the Blble
eouldn't be trusted.

Since the crities have taken 1t upon themselves to

scerutinize the Bible, surely 1t is only falir that uwe

sorutinize the critics.

What are they trying to prove and why? Do they
back up their conclusions with facts, with proof, or only
with opinions?

You may be in for a surprise!




CHAPTER III
JUST WHAT DO YOU MEAN "IMPOSSIBLE"?

"Jesus Christ I accept as a philosopher but I do
not accept HMim as God., Hor can eny thinking man really
believe in Virgin Birth or Resurrection.” That statement
wan made by the resigning Viear of 3talisfield, Kent, Dr,
Alan Stewart (Dally Express, 26th November, 1963).

The only thing pecullar about this statement is

» His feelings are by no
mong theologlane. They are quite tame by

comparison to some of the pronocuncements of c¢lergymen who
are continuing in thelr jobs and show no signs of
resigning.

In these days when slogans and catch phrases like
"God is dead” and "Christian Athelsm" are bandied about
among theologlans, 1t i surprising that the Vicar even
made news at alll

But yhy ¢id he feel that no "thinking man"
believes in the Virgin Birth or the Resurrection? Is

there some gvid Lo the contrary? Doeg the man have

sound, logical reasons for his disbelief or ls 1t 2 purely

signal reaction?

The philosophy underlying this trend wss expressed
by Kuenen:
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S0 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 incorreect . . . . It is the supposi~
tion of a natural development alone which accounts
for all the phenomena (Kuenen, Prophets and Prophec

quoted by James Orr, The Bible Under Trial, p. 98).

In other words, whatever you do, leave (od out of

the pilcture.

If the writers of the various books of the Bible
had omitted any reference to the supernatural, thelr work
would surely stand today as the most valuable historical
record in the hands of man. (Of course, if it were not
for the miraculous 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.
Ag one scientist saild: "Evolution is unproved and
unprovable. We believe it because the only alternative is

specilal ereation, and that 1s unthinkable."

The Reason Why

Why ise itrthat a "thinking man" cannot believe in
either the Virgin Birth or the Resurrection? Why is
special ereation so "unthinkable?"

David Hume in his essay on miracles is generally
recognized as one of the chiefl spokesmen for the argument

against the credibility of miracles., He says:
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A miracle is a viclation of the laws of nature;
and as a firm and unalterable experience has estab~
lished these laws, the proof against a miracle from
the very nature of the fact 1s as entire as any
argument from experience can possibly be imagined

« » It is no miracle that a man seemingly in good
health ghould dle on a sudden; because such a kind of
death, though more unusual than any other, has yet
been frequently observed to happen. But 1t 1ls 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," Hastings
Dictionary of the Bible). -

This statement 1s characteristic of the arguments
advanced against the miracles of the Bible, and it is
worth examining because it contains three fundamental
errors.

First 1s the statement that a miracle is a
violation of the lawg of nature. What strange, narrow-
minded reasoning! If Hume were still alive, it would be
interesting to take him to a Junk yard, point 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 gravity.

However, if we move up a large crane, swing an
electromagnet over the piie of scrap iron, and 1lift it by
the power of magnetism, hasg a natural law been "vioclated?!

Of course not.

Other laws were brought into play. The laws of
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electrcmagnetismlwere responsible for holding the iron to
the electromagnet, and the lawsg of wheels and pulleys made
it possible for the crane to 1ift 1t off the ground and
deposit it 1n another place.

No violation of laws is involved, but an invisible
force, which is undetectable by the senses of man, hag been
at work!

In the same way, we are faced with a "violation" of
natural law every time an airplane takes to the air., Of
course, law 1s not violated; it issimply that the laws of
aerodynamics overcome the law of gravity and 1ift the
plane off the ground,

Would it seem impossible to Mr. Hume that a law
which he d1d not understand and a force he was unable to
gsee created an effect wﬁich 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 laws of
magnetism and do not really know what magnetlsm is, and
yet we gtlll consider them as patural laws. Since we have
experienced the laws of magnetism repeatedly, we don't
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 working of

a natural law and a supernatural occurreénce?

Unalterable Experience

This brings us to the second point of Hume's
argument. He sald,

A mliracle 1s a violation of the laws of nature;
and as a filrm and unalterable experience has
eatablished these laws, the proof agalnst a miracle
from the very nature of the fact is as entire as any

argument from experlience can possibly be imagined.
Emphasgisg min@,§

Note that he refers to a firm and

experience. If Hume had lived long enough, I'm afraid he
would have had to eat those words many times over., He
would, for example, have seen a good many concepts of law
altered by the explosion of the atomic bomb at Hiroshima.
What a strange eancéit to assume that man already

knows 1t 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
gsuch a statement today!

If then, we do not fully understand the physical
laws surrounding us in our world, why should it be so
strange to us that there might be gpiritual laws ag well
which we do not understand? 1Is it reasonable to deny

thelr existence because we haven't experienced them?
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When Hume came to the subject of the resurrection
from the dead, he commented gimply that this has never been
abaerved in any age or country. This is supposed to be
"proof" that miracles don't haggen.

Now that 1s a remarkable statement!

That a resurrection has been observed 1sg the very
case in point.

How much evidence do we need of &hrist‘s resupr-
rection from the dead? We have the word of no less than
five competent eyewitnesses, plus one contemporary
hiaterian, who gaid that 1t hasg been observed.

Matthew, Mark, John, Peter and Paul all gaw
Christ after His resurrection and have given us a written
record of it. In éﬁntianing his own experience, Paul
includes a list of th: others who had seen Christ after His
resurrection:

For I delivered unto you first of all that which

I also received, how that Christ died for ocur sins
according to the scriptures; and that He was buriled,
and that He rose again according to the scriptures:
and that He was seen of Cephas, then of the tuwelve:
after that, le was seen of above flve hundred brethren

at once; of whom the greater part remain unto this
present, but some are fallen asleep. After that, He

was seen of James; then of gll the apostles. And last
of all He was seen of me also, as one born out of due
time (I Cor. 15:3-8).

Luke==a physician, sclentist, and meticulous

historian-~had ample opportunity to interview other
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eyewltnessges and conduct a thorough examination. What he
found certainly convinced him.

It is a fact that men have been hanged on consid=
erably less evidence than we have of the resurrection of
Chrigt.

Those who deny the resurrectlon are faced with the
alternative that five clever liars and one incompetent
historian started the greatest religlous movement in the
history of man and then gave thelr lives for it, going
through great privation and suffering death for the sake
of a fraud which gurely could easlily have been exposed at

the time by any competent private investigator.

What Is Left

Look again at Hume's argument against the credibil-~
ity of miracles,

Filrst of all he sald that a mivacle 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 "firm and unalterable
experience” had established these laws and had glven us as
good a proof against miracles as could possibly be
imagined. .We have geen that man's experience 1s far from
unalterable,

Finally, he said that the resurrection had never

been observed in any age or country. We have seen good,
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golid evidence that a resurrection hag been observed,

Now what happens to the argument that "miracles are
impossible"?

For many, nothing happens to 1t. They gtill will
refuse to believe that miracles have happened. They don't
need any evidence to prove that miracles are impossible.
They Just "don't belleve it,"

Strange as 1t seems, many of these would laugh at
a Christian because he has "faith."

But upon what foundation is this falth that
miracles are impossible based? As Sir Robert Anderson saild
about: the turn of the century: "The assumption that
miracles are impossible Indicates merely the stupild
tendency of the human mind to become enslaved to the
results of experience" (The Bible and Modern Criticism,

p. 57).

Can we reject the exlstence of something merely

because it is beyond the rather meager limits of our ouwn

experience?

When we see the appalling lack of either evidence
or loglec in the reasons for man's rejection of miracles
and the supernatural, we are led to wonder if this lsn't a
cover-up for a deeper reason for rejecting them.

The Apostle Paul who also lived in an age of
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skepticism, wrote to the Romans:
For the wrath of (God is revealed from heaven
against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men,
who guppress [margin] the truth in unrighteocusness;
because that which may be known of God is manifest in
them; for God has shown it unto them (Rom. 1:18-19).
These were men who had access "o the knowledge of
God and gould have understood the truth. They turned
thelr eyes, however, away from those things they could have

understood., They gsuppregsed the truth.

In Verse 28, Paul gives tg the true reason for
skepticism: "They did not like to retain God in their
knowledge . . . ." This 18 really the crux of the whole
matter. Men have used every sort of perverted rﬁaﬁ@ﬂiﬁﬂ
and twisted arguments to try to get rid of the knowledge
of God, It isn't miracles that are the lssuve in this case,
it 18 the existence of God!

Once man admits that God exists, miracles cease to
be a problem. As Paul went on to explain in the first
chapte of Romans, "The invisible things of Him from the
eréation of the world are glearly seen, being understood
by the things that are made, even Hig eternal power and
Godhead; so that they are without ezcuse" (Rom. 1:20).

Iet those who stand in doubt of miracles take a
good look at irrefutable proof of a miracle. Life has not

alwaye existed on this planet., If ever man's "firm and
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unalterable experience" has established anything, it has
egstablished this. This earth has not always existed, and
it is abundantly clear that in its birth throes--when it

wag in & molten atate--no life could have exlisted on 1it.

Not only is there no patursl 1-w known to man to
account for the existence of 1life on this planet, there are
definite, known lawe which must somehow be "violated" for
life to exist. |

It 18 a Jaw,
from preexisting life. We have

n to science, that life only cowmes

There are any number of theories to account for

life on this planet, but they all degenerate into foolish-
ness when they are examined carefully in the light of cold
reason,

@&k@ for example the ideas that life somehow
spontaneously generated in some kind of ocean "slime,"”
I've elways been intrigued by this hypothesis, because
"slime" must certainly have been the result, not the gaun

of the existence of life. When we encounter a slime, soup,
or scum on a stagnant pool of water, we find it 1s alive.
It is actually gompose

d of miecroscopic forms of life.

Where there 18 po life we get gsediment at the bottom of

¢lear water--not

BOUD Or Boun.
Some sclentiets have been experimenting with the
idea that volcanoes may have belched out methane gas which
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made posslble the synthesis of certaln amino acids which
later "developed" a spark of 11fef Strangely, however,
when we find methane gas in nature, we find 1t comes from
the decomposition of llving matter.

Is 1t not strange that sclentists are unable to do
deliberately in a laboratory what they claim happened
accidentally and spontaneously in & hostile environment?

The exiateﬁce of life on this planet 18 & racle!l
It 18 not a viglation of natural law, but natural law had
to be overcome by a greater law for life to exlst,

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 of nature" and
create 1life on this planet-—-when we see the fantastic,
unfathomable deslign 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 1t?

One thing becomes very clear. Man's rejection of

the miracles of the Bible is not based on evidence, facts,
logic, or reason. It is a purely emotional reaction
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against the control of the Creator. If it were based on
evidence, that evidence should lead the scholars to the
game conclusions. A solid foundation of fact should lead
to greater unity as evidence accumulates,

What 1g the foundation of eriticism? Has it
produced this unity?




CHAPTER IV

THE TRUNK OF THE TREE: EVOLUTION

At no time in the history of Christianity has

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

Protestant Reformation was a great upheaval and a turning-

point in theological thought, but 1t merély 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 sald of Modern Biblical Studles:

put

In contrast to the large measure of unity that
prevalled 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
fluldity in the fleld as a whole than has been known
for a long time. (H.H. Rowley, The 01d Testament and

George Mendenhall of the Universlty of Michigan

it more bluntly:

The "fluidity" in this field referred to by Rowley
may with perhaps less courtesy but with more accuracy
be called chaos (G.E. Mendenhall, "Biblical History in
Qra§§§tian, " ZIhe Bible and the Near East,
pn *

But why i8 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

L
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theologlecal disagreement? What happened to the "unity"
that prevalled a generation ago?

To grasp this we must first come to see the

foundation upon which this "large measure of unity" was

built.

Challenging the As

The ratlonalists and critics of the Bible began by

8 of the tradltional ideas about
the Blible. There was no reaﬁon; the critics thought, why
they shouldn't gheck up 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 agsume that they were true.

Unfortunately, however, too many of the crities
side~tracked thelr own work right from the start by
beginning with false assumptions of thelr own!

Assumptlons 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 1n his book, Prophets and Prophecy:




31

So soon as we derive a separate part of Israel's
religious life directly from God, and allow the super-
natural or immedlate revelation to intervene even in
one single point, so long also our view of the whole
contlinues to be incorrect ., . . . It ig the suppos~
dtion of a patural development alone which accounts
for all the phenomena.

Kuenen's "natural development" 1g merely the
application of the philosophy of evolution to the study
of the Bible. |

Kuenen, Wellhausen, and others ruled out any
poasibility of the miraculous, the supernatural, or of
immediate revelation by God, right from the start! The
next step was to apply the phllosophy of a natural
development to the religion of Israel.

Most Bibllecal scholars, having planted their feet
firmly on the evolutionary platform, had little difficulty
maintaining a semblance of unlty.

As Mendenhall and Rowley point out, however, some-
thing happened to ghatter that unity! In the last gener-
ation the fleld of Biblical studies has been absolutely
inundated with new evidence--evidence which has absolutely

cut the ground from under the evolutionary concept!

Could Moses MWrite?

One of the best illustrations of this ls seen in
the once commonly held bellef that Moses could not have

written the Pentateuch becauge writing was unknown in his
day. When we look for gvidence upon which such a bellef
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could have been founded, we are left empty-handed. The
only evidence at hand was the Bible which glearly and
flatly contradicted any such belief,

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

24 .4, Deut. 31:9), along with 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 population of Israel 1n general was
literate.

The very idea that Moses couldn't write seems a bit
ludiecrous looking back from our vantageé point. 8ince the
time this theory was in vogue, whole libraries have
emerged from the sands of Babylonla, Assyria, Palestine and
Egypt. Many of these not only go back to Moses' time, but
all the way back to Abraham's day and before.

The theory has been 8o 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 belleve that a
"tribe of Semitic nomads" like the Israelites invading

Palestine would have been literate enough to have produced
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the Pentateuch. They admitted that writing was known in
Egypt==no one could deny that~—but they refused to admit
that 1t wag known among the Israelites,.

They refused to admit it, that is, until about
1904 when Flinders Petrie began to decipher some ancient
tablets found at Serablt el-Khadem, in the Sinal Peninsula,
This was near the route the children of Israel tock in
coming out of Egypt. After careful examination of the
tablets, he concluded that:
» Workmen from Retenu, who were employed by the
Egyptians and are often mentloned, had this system of
linear wrilting. The Inference that follows from that
is extremely significant, mainly that about 1500 B.C.
these gimple workmen from Canaan were able to write
and that the type of writing is independent both of
hieroglyphics and cuneiform, Further, it invalidates

once and for all the hx&gihﬁﬁ&ﬂ._h§£.~h§

1@~«£;i£g~
Ehag came grgugg this are Egypt were at that
WQraer K@ller, The Bible as

ﬂ;stggx . 134, emphasia mine, )

This provides proof positive that literacy in the
time of Moses was not the excluslve property of a group of
privileged scribes. These were working-class Iindividuals
who must have taken some of thelr spare time to prepare
tablets and carve inscriptions In their own script.

Also of interest are the discoveries at Ras Shamra.
Over & thousand tablets written in an old cuneiform alpha-
bet have been discovered, The language 1is an old North-
west Semitic dialect "which was very closely related to the
Hebrew of the time of Moses" (W.F. Albright, New Horizons

in 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 ﬂoses;'but the Hebrew language was already
a separate, recognized tongue,

5t111 another authorlity tells us that during the
time Moses was in exile from Egypt, "the Canaanites were
familiar with at least elght languages recorded in five
completely different systems of writing" (G.E. Mendenhall,
"Biblical History in Transition,"™ The Bible and the

Anclent Near East, p. 50).

Erool Moses MWrote

Not only i8 there no obstacle to helieving that
Moses could have written the bulk of the Pentateuch, there
ig every reason to believe that he did.

Firast and foremogst, there is an anclent histcorical
record which says that he wrote at least some portions of
the Pentateuch. In Exodus 24:4, we read that Moses uwrote
all the words of the Lord that he had received on the
mountain and later (verse 7) he took the book or serocll in
which he had written God's Law and read it in the audience
of the people.

Why argue with the author of Exodus? The writer

makes a simple statement of fact. Moses, having been
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reared in Pharach's court, was obviously a llterate man
living in a literate age==-an age prolific with written
records., It is totally 1llogical to assume that Moses
would not have recorded the lLaw of God as 1t was given to
him or that he wouid not have written or had written a
history of the Exodus and the wilderness wanderings of the
children of Israel! This 18 precisely what he did: "And
Moses wrote thelr goings out acecording to their journeys by
the commandment of the Lord: and these are their Jjourneys

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

Even in the face of evidence and loglc, some
eritics still malntained that the first five books of the
014 Testament were composed ag late as T00~800 B.C. from
oral tradition. The reason they put forward for their
position is that the literary style is too highly advanced
for an early stage 1in Israel's history.

On the other hand, even such higher critics as
Kautzch, Ewald and Delitzsch place some of the "best of
the poetry" from Genesis, Exodus and Judges back to 1250
B.C. and earlier--within 200 yearsg of Israel's conquest of
Jericho. (See James Orr, The Problem of the 01d Testament,
p. T6).

Dr. Kautzsch calls the Song of Deborah in Judges
5 "a poem of priceless worth," "genuine, splendid poetry.”
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The Hebrew language, then, was a fully=~developed,
ve langzuage when the Song of Deborah was

written, Such a highly-developed poetic style as one finds
in the Song of Deborah does not spring up overnight, What
man, having never seen 2 poem or heard a seng and writing
in a primitive language, l& going to become an accom™
plighed poet overnight?

The worke of Shakespeare were not the firat
ilumortant works in the English language., In the opinion
of some, they represent a high-water mark in the develop~
ment of the English language and in the power of poetic
language, but 1t came after a long perlod

The point 1z this. Since it 18 an established fact

that the literary style of the 0ld Testament represents a
very highly=~developed language, then there mugt have been

a Toundation of earlier Hebrew Since this is

80, why agaume that the Pentateuch was composed quite late
from gral tradition?

It is an ghsolute y that previcus written
records were extant. Any other conclusion denies the
evidence, flouts logiec and displays an ignorance of the
highly developed culture in the Fertile Crescent prior

to the time of Momes!

Of course, the evidence 1s so conclusive that no

competent scholar bages his conclusions today on the




bk
misconception that there was no writing In Moses! time. |
Yet, the fundamental premise which led to this
mistaken idea 1s the very concept which underlies most of
current Biblical Criticism—-the concept of the gvolution of

culture and religion.

Which Came First?

Long cherished 1deas die hard, 8o it has been with
evolution. Having assumed that man evolved, 1t was not
illogical to assume that Moses could not write. However,
once 1t wag proved that Moses could have written, the
theory that spawned the 1dea still did not dile. It
continued to form the basis of Biblieal Criticism 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 necessgary. Fertile minds
evolved one.

The philosophers looked at the religions extant in
the world and drew'their conclusiong==-conclusions,
remember, based upon the gssumption that religion evolved.
Having gtarted 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, flre, rain, thunder, etec.~-and
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attributgd these powers to spirit beings. In the pagsage
of time he found that certain actions of his elther pleased
or irritated these gods and brought favorable and
unfavorable results. WQrship involving propitiation of
the splrits was a natural result.

From this early beginning, it is theorized that
religion developed along the way to polytheism, and from
there to monothelsm=-monotheism, apparently, being the
highest plane of rellgious development.

It all seemed falrly logical, and so ethnologists,
anthropologlsts 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 polythelsm existing at
a certain time in a tribe's hisfory, we would not expect

to find monothelsm preceding it.

Belief in a Supreme Belng

As a result of the exhaustive effort of an army
of scientlists, the question 18 no longer in doubt.

Even among the most primitive peoples on the face
of the earth--including the Bushmen of South Africa, most
of the Aboriginal tribes of Australia, all of the Artic
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.)




29

In fact, it is precilsely among the three gldest
primitive peoples in North America that "we find the
religion of a high God established with the greatest
clearness and in quite characteristic forms" (W. Schmidt,
High Gods in North Amerigca, p. 22).

A comparison of the beliefs of these very old
tribes with the Bible 18 eye-opening. Golng to the very
oldest section of the oldest tribe, we find that they have
a bellef in a "Supreme Being" who is invisible (ibid,

p. 28). Compare this with Paul's first epistle to Timothy:
"Now unto the King eternal, immortal, invisible, the only
wise God . . ." (I Tim. 1:17).

Schmidt goes on to say of this Supreme Being of
the Yuki religion:

He existed before all other belngs and possesses
unlimited powers. The highest of these 1s the power
of ereation 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 hils work; and after it he

expresses loudly his ieyful satisfaction in 1ts

greatness and beauty (W. Schmidt, High Gods in North
America, p. 28). '

A student of the Blble immediately hearkens back to
the first chapter of Genesis: "And God saw everything that
He had made, and, behold, it was very good" (Gen. 1:31).

Beliefs of Early Trlbes

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

In this myth the culture hero is present at the
game time with the Supreme Belng., But the Supreme
Being alone commends and directs everythlng, including
the culture hero. Together they make the wide
stretched vault of the sky and support it on four 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, Sehmidt, High Gods in North America, p. 29).

Remember that all this forms a part of the
religions of the two pgldest tribes of North America. It is
remarkable that a purely oral tradition would stay so
close to the written record of the Hebrews.

However, these tribes did not retain this form of
religlion. As thelr religlon "developed" thelr concept of
God degenerated into polytheism and animism.

This pieture 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 ig the result of a long process
of evolution from 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 1t came into
common use. The name bursts suddenly upon us {rom the
first page of history without a note of warning. At
this point, the very threshold of what the Chinese
eritice accept as the beginning of thelr authentlc
history, the name of God and other religlous matters
yresent themselves with the completeness of a Minerva.
Emsm Ross, Primitive Monotheism in China, pp. 18, 23,

e
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A noted Assyriologist claims that the Sumerians
were probably the first people to "emerge from barbarism"
some time before 4000 B.C. Some of the oldest writings in
the world have been found in the rulns of Sumerian cities,
and "the facts point unmistakably to monotheism, and a eky
god as the first deity, from whom descended the vast
Sumerian pantheon" (A. Rendle Short, Modern Discovery and
the Bible, p. 26).

One thing becomes abundantly clear., The very

oldest religious concepts known to man were monotheistic
and the tendency has conslistently been toward greater

corruption and degeneracy in religion.
Evolution No 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 lines. This was held not only by theologians,
but by anthropologlsts, ethnologlets, etc.

A change in thinking, however, bégan to be evident
almost immedlately after the turn of the century, By 1920,
we are told: "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
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culture of various peoples faded even further. By 1930
we are told:

Writings in the evolutionist traditlion are thinned
to a trickle, and are marginal to profegsional work in
anthropology. The vocabulary and assumptions involved
in the evolutionary concept continue to make anthro-
pologists unhappy by having some vogue in works by
occaslional gtudents, especlally in other fields as
religion, when they write on so—called primitives or
cultural origins and early development ., . . . By this
time, however, use of the term "evolution," shorn of
its 01d unilinear framework, occasionally creeps
back into the vocabulary of some anthropologists to
express the larger perspectives of culture process.
(F@li§ M. Keesing, Culture Change, p. 25. Emphasis
mine.

By 1940 so much change had taken place that the
concept of evolution was referred to as having been "long
since dead so far as professional anthropologlsts were
concerned.” In 1943, there was something of a one=man
revival of the ldea, but he gained no professional
following. (Felix M. Keesing, Culture Chenge, p. 39.)

It is strange how such concepts survive even when

they have been rejected by competent scholars on the basis

of evidence.

Unity Gone

Now we begin to see what happened to the unity
theologlans enjoyed a generation ago. Since that time
literally floods of information have been made available
which absolutely destroy the foundation upon which the
majority of c¢ritics had bullt thelr theories. The result
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has been a complete reshuffling of virtually every ldea
they ever held.

But why no unity now? The reason ls simple, The
evidence now becoming available universally points to the
fact that the Bible 1g what it gaye it is. The critics
gimply have not been willing to sccept 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:
"If the ability to command general assent among those who
are competent be the criterion of the seclentific, 1t must
now be admitted that a sclence of Biblical & does not
exist." (G.E. Wright, "Biblical History in Transition,”
Ihe Bible and the Anclent Near Bast, p. 32, Emphasis

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 hag 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 Puranas of the
Hindu religion which comprise something in excess of a
billion lines of poetry; the Cyclopedia of Tibetan
Buddhism comprising 225 volumes, each two feet long and
8ix 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

griticized, pp. x-x1).

It is a remarkable fact that the Higher Critics of
the present day have hitherto falled to thoroughly
explore these vast and inviting fields, but have
mainly devoted their attention to the examination and
diecussion of gixty-six little, nifi

aphlets, the sacred literature of a small, 1lsolated,
acatt@red, and persecuted nation, 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 gacred literature escapes
eriticism, while the only documents which are
egpeclally criticized, and whose errancy and mythical
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and unhlstorical character is pointed out with
ungparing 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 & government, a city, a
country, or even an island on the face of the earth
(ibid, pp. xi=-xii).

The Bible has drawn absolutely unparalleled
attention from the critics, Nothing in the history of
literature can begln to compare with 1t. 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 1t!" and then carry on as always.

There are many reasons for thisg, 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 1s significant that no critic has ever attempted
to deny the divine origin of these prophecies while leaving
them in thelr own time=-getting, 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 future events. Isaiah, Jeremlah, Ezeklel,
Daniel, and the minor prophets have gone further than man

can go. The critice have either had to admit that a power
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and intelligence greater than the human mind had given
these prophecies, or have had to find some other
explanation.

Thelir "explanation" is simple in the extreme--they
g8imply 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 any certainty the date of the
writing of a prophecy?

We certainly can!

Date of Ezekiel

Let's take a look at the gvidence concerning the
date of Ezeklel and see 1f the dates assigned by the
eritice have any‘basis in fact.

Ezeklel 1s actually one of the easiest of the
prophets to date. No one was any more thorough than
Ezekiel in dating his prophecles—~he glves us no less than
twelve gpecific ggggg for his propheciea.' He dates his
prophecies from the year of "Jeholachin's captivity"
which is a falrly well established date. As a result, we
can compose the following 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 6th month in the 6th
year (591 B.C.)
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Chapter 20:1 10th day of the 5th month in the
7th year (590 B.C.)

Chapter 24:1 10th day of the 10th month in the
9th year (587 B.C.)

Chapter 26:1 lst day of the ? month in the 1llth
year (586 B.C.)

Chapter 29:1 12th day of the 10th month in the
10th year (586 B.C.)

Chapter 29:17 1st day of the lst month in the
‘ 27th year (570 B.C.)

Chapter 30:20 Tth day of the lst month in the
11th year (586 B.C.)

Chapter 32:1 lst day of the 12th month in the
12th year (584 B.C.)

Chapter 32:17 15th day of the ? month in the
12th year (584 B.C.)

Chapter 33:21 5th day of the 10th month in the
12th year (584 B.C.)

Chapter 40:1 10th 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 Critics Go Mrong
What, then, 18 the reason the critics place the
dates of Ezekiel between 400 and 230 B.C.? The answer is
twofold., Firstly, 1t 1s assumed without proof that the
prophecy 18 not of divine origin. Then, proceeding from
this assumption, they "know" that Ezeklel had to have

certain historical information avallable before he could
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have written these prophecies. The pronhecies concerning
the fall of Tyre, for example, were still being fulfilled
in fantastic detail until almost 320 B.C. Consequently,
some critics reason that Ezeklel couldn't have written 1t
before that time! (We won't go into the fact that the
prophecy concerning Tyre 1s gtill being fulfilled.)

Ezeklel, then, we are asked to believe, was an
out~and-out fraud! After all, he lists twelve specific
dates when he sald he wrote hls prophecy. Furthermore, we
are asked to belleve that this fraud went undetected until
the present day.

Now let's consider the facts. Even during the time
of the Babylonian captivity there was a recognized
religious authority among the Jews. Ezékiel refers to them
as the "elders of Judah" (Ezek. 8:1), |

Later, when Cyrus decided to give permission for
the Temple to be rebullt, "then rose up the chief of the
fathers of Judah and Benjamin, and the priests, and the
Levites . . . to go up to bulld the house of the Lord
which i8 in Jerusalem" (Ezra 1:5). The leaders of this
expedition were Zerubbabel the governor and Joshua the

A little later in 457 B.C. Ezra comes on the scene.
Ezra is called "a ready scribe in the law of Moses, which
the Lord God of Israel had given" (Ezra 7:6). Ezra "had
prepared his heart to seek the law of the Lord, and to do
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1t, and to teach in Israel statutes and judgments" (v. 10).
Notice that Ezra was not a lawgiver, but a gcribe-=-a
writer--of an already existing code of law,

Throughout Ezra and Nehemiah 1t 1s quite obvious
that there is a ruling body of Jews concerned with
ecclesiastical affairs ggg that there is a "holy
seripture"--an authoritative body of religious writings
(see Neh. 8:1).

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

was the Torah.

Pentateuch Already In Exlstence

An interesting sidelight on this is found iIn
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 sald unto them, Let us bulld with you: fﬂr.
we geek your God, as ye do; and we do sacrifice unto ﬁiﬁ
gsince the days of Esar-haddon king of Assur, which brought
us up hither."

These, of course, were the Samaritans (v.10) 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 gacrificial system. In fact,
we know that they had the entire Pentateuch in their

handg==known as the "Samaritan Pentateuch." It had to be
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g0, gince the Jews refused to have anything to do with the
Samaritang who came down and would certainly have been
unlikely to supply them with a copy of the law.

The Samaritans, of course, already had it--thle was
the point in coming down %o gssigt in the I
Temple. Even down to the time of Christ, we have the woman

at the well commenting: "The Jews have no dealing with
the Samaritans," (John 4:9), The Samaritans by this time
had broken with the Jews gompletely--even to the question
of where to worship. In the time of Ezra and Nehemiah they
even wanted to help build the Temple in Jerusalem. But
by the time of Christ this woman could say: "Qur fathers
worshipped in this mountain; and ye say, that in Jerusalem
it the place where men ought to worship” (John 4:20). With
this kind of a relationship the Samaritans would hardly
have taken a totally new book--manufactured by the Jews at
this time as thelr own sacred writings. No, they had had
these writings ever since they had moved into Samaria,

This proves conclysively that the Pentﬂtauéh, or
Torah, was in the hands of both Jews and Samaritans long
before Ezra., There mas a "holy scripture" and there was

an authority responsible for copying and preserving it!

Now consider the problem of a pseudo—-Ezekiel. He
had the problem of palming off on a group of Jewish
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prients, levites, and governors, a totally new book which
nione Of them had ever heard of before and convince them
that 1t wasg written during the Babylonian captivity by
Ezekiel,

Now the Jews have always been an intelligent,
practicsl people with s great deal of hard~headed business
sense, Are they goling to accept out of a ¢lear blue sky a
book purperting to have foretold in advance the hlstory of
the last lew years? Would you? Wouldn't it have seemed
a 1ittle bit obvious to them? I 1t looks impossible from
our point of view, how much more {rom theirs?

‘During the time when the schools of Hillel and
Shammai flourished [starting about 50 ﬁ*c;] Ezekiel
belonged to those books which some wanted ' te hide,"
the others being Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Esther and
Canticles., In these discussions the question at lssue
wag not the reception of the book into the Canon, which
wag rather presupposed, nor again any effort to exclude
them from the Canon again which thought could not be
reconciled with the high estimate in wniah it wag known
that Esther was hmlﬁ, but it was the | of |
books from reading in the ﬁivim& gervice whiﬁh
project faileﬁ. The reasons for this proposal are not
to be sought in any doubt ag to their authenticity,
but in reference to their contents . . . . There lis
no doubt, however, that the difference of this book
[E&ukiulj Irew the Torah wae the reason that made it
unadvigable to read it in publie. (wiihalm Hbll&r,
: 2l Standard Bible Ency ped s

"Bzeklel," JInternational
p. 1073. Emphasza mine

When one comprehends the exalted position of the
Torsh among Jews past and present, the obstacles that a
"pEeudo-Ezekiel"” would face become formidable indeed.
There are some marked differences between Ezeklel's

references to the sacrificisl worship in the Temple and
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those of the Pentateuch., This presents no problem, of
course, because Ezeklel is looking ahead to a mlllennial
Temple. However, this didn't alter the fact that Ezeklel
differed from the Torah., During part of their history, the
Jews would not allow any man under the age of thirty to
ragd Ezekiel. This wae not because they didn't think it
wag authentie, but because they didn't want the Torah de~
emyhasixad.in any way.

Why were they willing to accept Ezekiel at all?
The answer becomes obvious when we understand that the
¢ by the end of
the fifth century B.C. Ezra and the Jews with him in
Babylon were already famillar with Ezekiel when they
returned, and Ezeklel had been part of the succession of

Canon of the 01d Testament was

prophete. He held an office which wag honored and
respected by Jews, Hie prophecies had already begun to
come to pass, And as they continued to be fulfilled
before thelr very eyes while the book was jin thelr

sgion, there could be ng guestion of excluding 1t from

the Canon., It is significant that Ezeklel has pever been
seriously questioned as to its position in the 01d
Testament Canon,

When one adde to this the girong Jewlsh tradition,

amounting to history, of the completion of the Canon and
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Josephus' clear statement of fact regarding the books of
the Bible and thelr compilation into the Canon about the
end of the fifth century B.C., there can be no question of
a late date for Ezekiel.
the only evidence that can be seriously
advanced to question Ezekiel's own date im the fact that no

g6 that Ezeklel made. Thisp

however, 18 not evidence for a later date, but evidence of

a divine origin.

In some of the prophets an attempt is madg by the
eritics to bring in an gditor who amended earlier
prophecies to include later events, However, the book of
Ezeklel has not been amended by a later editor. It is the
condensus of present~day gritics that the Dbook of Ezekiel
1s the work of a glngle author. This admission is made by
eritics who have been quite free to attribute other books
of the Blble to as many as halfl a dozen different authors,
editors, redactors, etc. In general, among theologlans,
the conviction obtains that the book is characterized by
such unity that we can only accept or reject it as a whole,
but that for its rejection there 1is not the least sub-
stantial ground.,”" (Wilhelm Moller, "Ezekiel,” JInter—

al Standard Bible Encyclopedia, p. 1072.)
Strangely, the critics who have attempted to place
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later dates on Ezekiel have not been willing to call
Ezekiel an out=-and-out fraud. The reason is obvious. A
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,
Ezeklel rings true. Literature with such a powerful moral
force as that found in Ezeklel slmply does not arise from

Dapiel

But let's consider another example. Danlel claims
to be & contemporary of King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon., He
wag carried into captivity by Nebuchadnezzar in about 606
B.C. and continued over sgeventy years after that time.

The eritics, however, often date Danlel between
165 and 175 B.C.! Surely, there must be scme good reason
for such an accusation., Again, however, 1t is assumed that
the Book of Daniel 1s of purely human origin.

The fundamental axiom of criticism is 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

gituation shall be pointed out for each prophecy.
(&eorge L. R@bin&am, “Iaaian," ghg. rnat

Consider what this means. It is a "fu

axiom" that every prophet always spoke purely to the

present needs of the people among whom he lived,
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In other words, Danlel is not seen by the critics
ag a prophet contemporary with ﬂebueh&dneazar, but as a
"plous fraud" writing about 175 B.C. and directing his
prophecies to the current needs of the people among whom
he lived.

When one understands what was golng on about 175
B.C., the critice'motives become transparent. This was
about the time of the Maccabean revolt against Antiochus
Epiphanes, The hietorical details of the breakup of
Alexander's empire into four divisions and the subsequent
war between the king of the north and the king of the
gouth climaxing in Antiochus Epiphanes' invasion of Jeru~
salem is8 well known. Daniel's prophecles of the detalls of
all this are far too asccurate to have been written
hundreds of years before they took place, Too accurate to
have been written by man, that is, Therefore, the funda-
mental axliom of eriticism 18 applied and an attempt is made
" to set his prophecies into the historical situation of ﬁha
Maccabean revolt.

There are two things wrong with this hypothesis.

Pirst of all, Daniel did not really understand the
th&ngﬂ which he wrote., When he asgked for further under—
gtanding of it he was told: "Go thy way, Daniel: for the
vords are closed up and sealed to the time of the end."
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Daniel's words were not:directed at the people of his own
time but to those living at the time of the end. We have
this witness out of Danlel's own mouth.
Of course, some will argue that this was an attempt
to make the peoplé of the time bellieve that the end was
near. Falr enough, but why, then, did they accept the book

into the Canon when the end didn't come at that time?
Another Critical Theory

Consider another aspect of this. One critic tells
us:
At this Jjuncture [ about 175 B.C.], & plous man

resolved to avall himself of the traditions regerding
Danlel, and apply them to the circumstances of his own

time, and, ln the name of that prophet, proclaimed
gg;?a of admonition and prophecy to the faithful around

In other ﬁarﬁs, a plous fraud deceived the people
around him in order to admonish and encourage them,

Now consider this pleture, Some Jew, living long
after the time of Danlel, decided to attempt to palm off
his spurious prophecy on his contemporaries. He then
proceeded to glve them a detalled description of life in
Nebuchadnezzar's court, including punishment given for
certain crimes, detaills of the religious leaders and
customs of the time, etec,

The critics have generally felt that many of these

detalls were fanciful tales, since a Jew living so much
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later would have had no direct knowledge of these times.
He would have had to be something of a "nistorical
novelist,"

The third chapter of Daniel 1s thought by c¢ritics
to bear this out. The "story" of Shadrach, Meschach and
Abednego has seemed absolutely preposterous to some. The
very ldea of throwing men into a furnace seems strange,
and forelign to them. It simply doesn't fit the normal
pattern of executions,

A letter, however, has been found and 1s in the
Nies Babylonlan collection at Yale University which
contalns a royal decree ordering the death of a slave by
burning in a furnace, The message 18 very short and reads
as follows: "Since they have thrown a young slave into the
oven, do you throw a slave into the furnace." (John B.
Alexander, "New Light on the Flery Furnace," Journal of
Biblical Literature, Vol. 69, 1950, p. 375-6.)

Daniel's Accuracy

Daniel's records of the details of Nebuchadnezzar's
court including the magiclans 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 Danilel engmerates.
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The fact of the matter 18 that Danlel knew far too
much about thw‘detaila of Babylon to have been writing at
any other time or situation or place than that which he
degcribed himself,

| Another thing of importance in this context is that
Danlel's prophecies did not £inisgh in 175 B.C.

Having had Daniel's prophecies in hand since the
sixth century B.C., it must have been quite an experience
for the Jews of the time to see these things being
fulfilled before thelr eyes, The prophecles of Chagpters
2, 7 and 8 were proving to be fantastically accurate. The
Babylonian Empire was succeeded by the Medo~Persian
Empire, which was in turn conquered by Alexander,

When Alexander came to Jerusalem, we are 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 prlests and to the high priest
himgelf. And, the book of Danjel was ghown 1o
him, in uhmh he had declared that one of the Greeks
would destroy the empire of the Persians, he belleved
himself to be the one, 1nﬁiaateé (Josephus,

With Alexander's fantastic rise to power at such a

young age and his unbelievable march across the civilized
world, it must have seemed lp le to those who were
holding the book of Daniel that his kingdom could be

broken at its peak of strength as Daniel had prophesied it

would (Chapter 8:8). Yet it happened! Not only was his
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 degeneration of
these four kingdoms and the rise of Rome in the west,
should have had no great difficulby in forecasting what was
about to take place. This, of course, 18 what the critics
believe a pseudo~Daniel did. A man gould at that point in
time logically predict that Rome would become the fourth
great world empire., What a man could not have predicted at
that time, was that Rome would be the lasy!

This Daniel did.

However, Danlel did not stop there, He went on to
deseribe the nature of the Roman Empire, what it would be
like, how it would develop and what it would do before it
finally came to an end,

The story is worth reading.

It would have been logical in 165 B.C. to look at
the lesson of history and to assume that Rome was going to
be just like all the rest--another fighting, conquering,
pillaging, destroying world empire. Daniel, however,

emphagizes that this fourth kingdom—-which he doesn't name
~=would be 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 itse
diversity are remarkable,

Guizot speaks of Rome as "the most extraordinary
dominion that ever led captive and oppressed a world.,"

"Now for the first time," says Heeren, "appears on
the page of hiatary the fearful phenomenon of a great

military republie.”

"I confess that my own imagination," writes Mr.
Merivale, "is most powerfully excited by the visible
connection between moral influence and material
authority which is presented, to an extent never

realized before gﬁ,ﬁiggg by the phenomenon of the
Roman Empire.

Niebuhr expresses still more fully this same
gsentiment. "The history of Rome has the highest claims
to our attention. It shows us & nation which was in
its origin gmell as 2 graln of corn; but this
originally small population waxed great, transferred
its character to hundrede of thousands, and became the
govereign of nations from the rising to the setting of
the sun. The whole of Western Europe adopted the
language of the Romans, and 1ts 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 1nf1uenca upon millions of men., Such a develop~

=31} hout a para in the history of £ gg% norld,
Eefafe this star all athewﬁ fade and vanish." John
Urquhart, Wonders of Prophecy, pp. 154, 155.)

The unique strength of Rome, 1ts terrifying nature,
its twofold division and later history are told by Daniel
with gtunning accuracy. The successive revivals of this
"Beagt" and its tenfold last revival are explained else-
~where. (See Mr. Armstrong's booklet, "Who is the Beast?")

Where does all this leave the theories of the




critics? How could such "obvious frauds" as Danlel and
Ezekiel have gone undetected by the best Jewish minds of
the day? Why ghould these booke have been asccepted into
the canon when they had pever been m before the
prophecies were fulfilled? On the other hand, how could

two "pious frauds” have foretold the future even heyond

the Jlatest dates given by the critice?
But we stil]l haven't seen the complete pleturel
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CHAPTER VI
HOW MANY ISAIAHS?

In the preceding chapter the anti-supernaturalistic
prejudice of biblical critice is shown in ite 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 014 Testament, it is
necegsary to take a more careful look at that book on its
own. It has posed gpecial problems for the erities.

Isaiah is handed to us as the work of a single
author, and is datéd by Isaiah himself somewhere between
750 and 690 B.C. However, critics have attempted to place
dates on Isaiah as much as 200 years after hisg death. One
even went so far as to place Isaiah in the first century
B.C., but wae rather embarrassed when archaeologists
discovered a complete scroll of Isalah--carefully copled
and preserved-—-dated at 125 B.C,

' When we examine the reasons for the difficulties
eritics have with Isalah, we come to the same answer we
came to on Ezekiel énd 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 bhook, and have attributed 1t to between two



63

and five authors!
But why? To understand, we must return to "the
fundamental axiom of criticism':
The dictum that a prophet always spoke out of a
definite historical situation to the present needs of

the people among whom he llved, and that a definite
historical situation shall be pointed out for each

prophecy. (International Standard Bible Encyclopedia,
p. 1508.)

The fact that Isaiah specifically designated many

of hie prophecies "for the time to come" is apparently

neither here nor there.

Having declded that a prophet cannot foretell the
future, 1t 1s essgential that he be writing for his own
generation. When we have begun with thls assumption, it
is only natural to begin to look in history to try to find
a8 historical context into which we may fit a prophecy.

What 1s strange about Isalah, however, ls that there is no
historical sltuation into which Isalah as a whole can be

put!
The solution? Isailah must be taken apart.

According to some, "the conversion of the heathen"
lay quite beyond the horizon of\ang elghth 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 Isaiah, (George L. Robinson, "Isaiah,"

The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, p. 1505.)
Other ideas which are supposed to be beyond the
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' "universal

scope of Isaiah are those of "universal peace,
judgment," "the Apocalyptic 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
gsome evidence to back up thelr beliefs.

We'll come to this evidence used to back up this
theory a little later, but first let's consider the

evidence at hand.

Could Isalah Have Xnown?

The whole question we have faced in Ezekilel,
Daniel, and Isalah ls whether they were written by man, or
whether they could have been divinely inspired. The only
evidence advanced by the critics to prove a later date of
these praphéts is the "evidence" that no man could have
written the prophecies when these men sald they did. That
isn't proof! That's begging the question! We all agree
that the concept of the conversion of the heathen might
have lain completely beyond the horizons of an eighth
century prophet. But it didn't lie beyond the horizons of
God, nor dld it lie beyond the ability of God to convey this
concept to a prophet who otherwise could never have under-
stood 1t!

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

In the Journal of Biblical Literature (Vol. 68,
1949, pp. 225~230) appesrs an article by Helen Genevieve
Jefferson entitled "Notes on the Authorship of Isailah 65
and 66." The article is devoted to an enquiry into a
poasible division between a Second and Third Isalah. Three
characteristic tralts of writing style were advanced by a
eritic in an attempt to show a significant difference in
style between Isaiah 40~64 and Isaiah 65~66. These are
analyzed by Miss Jefferaon.

Literary Criticism

The first characteristic study is the number of
times the definite article is used, not counting the cases
where it 1s represented in the vowel pointing. That table
is reproduced below:

Ch. 4o~~16 times in 31 verses ch. Glpmenly times in 17 verses

41--10 ' 29 A 559 1D
#u L}R""’“ 1 1 " # 25 " # 56,..,_7 1 " 12 ##
" )43 o 7 H 3] 2 8 " " 5? ——1 # " 2 X #
H 3&-@""‘"’ a_ i " 28 " i 58_‘.9 H 1 1 h "
" l} 5,.,,, 8 it 2} 8 5 4] i 59,_,.3 i L Q 1 n
" 6ﬂ~ a " i 13 it 1" 60““13 1 i 22 it
1 k?*" 3 1 " 15 5 " 61,_3 n " 11 "
" a_ g... s 6 " # 29 1 t 62.... 8 L] # 12 L]
" &guﬁ 2 " " 35 1 " 5}**3 " 1 19 it
H 50,, 0 f 1 11 1t " 6&“”1 " i 11 1
n 5 l s 1 5 " " 35 i n 65.._2 8 1 i 25 i
#n 52*_ 5 # " 15 1] " 6&_-27 L " 24 n

i1 5 - 1 ] n 12 1
She concludes: "Although the incidence of the
article 18 not uniform in 40-55 or 56-64, it is gtrikingly
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higher in 65 and 66." (p. 226.) It iz higher, yes, but is
it any more strikingly high than Chapters 50, 53, 58 and
64 are strikingly low? Also, notice that she says that

the use of the article is pnot uniform in the remainder of

the chapters. No coneclusions can be drawn from the use of
the definite article.

| The next characteristic listed is the "sign of the

accugative,” which we are told that Second Isalah omits

gxcept for euphony. It appears as follows: |

Ch., BO~= 2 in 31 verses Ch, S54~= 0 in 17 verses
i &1"”" 5 £ ‘ " ﬁﬁ,ﬂ‘ 1 1 1:3 ’
# &&.m. G # 2 n # 5&,*,,. a " 13 ##
11 2@....,_ o " g # # Y y " 21 "
1] %..m, 1 L] i3 n 5 - S Q i l‘;‘ "
" &5...” 3 ## :ﬂ?ﬁ H L ﬁg“‘” a " al "
] L} p—— ) u 13 4 £ ﬁQﬁ* 6 1 32 i
] a?m 1 " 13 H a 51..,.. 0 " 11 7
L "ofee- 4 "2 M
ﬂ k@m ? H Eg # 1_1 63..,., 3 ] 3'9 L
i 5@,.,,, 2 b 11 n‘ L 62’““ 1 it 11 L
" 51..“, }3 b ‘?3 " # és’,,.. a n 22 o
# 5@,“, 2 | p 1 5 1§ " 55,,,*13 " s f
n 53.,“, 2 # 12 ]

The author admits that the above table does not
show sufficlent difference to make it useful as a means of
digstinguishing & Third Isaish from a Second Isalah. In
this cese, note that Chapter 65 falls right in with the
rest while there isg some difference with Chapter 66--still
not enough, however, to prove anybthing.

The third characteristic listed is the omission of
& relative particle. The following table shows the number

of times 1t 18 used,.
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Ch. 40==- 0 in 31 verses Ch. 54=~ 1 in 17 verses
" l"l I 5 1 29 i " 5 5,... 5 # 1} "
i ha.,, 0 i 25 " ] 5 6_,_ ﬁ i 12 "
i h_ o 2 " 28 ] ] 57 — 0 #f 21 "
4] l;‘ u.._ 1 1 28 i ] 5 8_,.. 2 ] lu "
# ns_, 1 " 25 n 1t 59.,,_ 1 n 21 "
# L“ 6..,_‘ .1. 1" 13 1" " 60_.,, 1 n 2P n
t l{' — 3 91 15 ] " 51._,... 0 ] 11 L]
" a - 0 1] 22 14} # 62.,_. 2 " 1 2 i
] ﬂ-9"’"’ a_ " 26 1 " 6 —-— D 1 1 9 i3
i3 50_... 3 it 11 " " 6“_.. 1 1" 11 L
H 5 l — " 23 " 1 6 5..... ? i P 5 "
] 52,.,..,, 3 1 1 5 " " 66...,. ? " 211 ]
" 53,, 1 " 12 1

Now all this is Included so you c¢an see for
yoursgelf the kind of technlcal detalls c¢ritics have gone
into In a valn attempt to show that Isalah was wrltten by
more than one author., The real crux of the matter 1s not
writing style. 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 glven 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 falls
completely to take into account the possibility of a change
in form of the literature in question--i.e. a switgh from
prose to poetry, or a switeh from one form of poetry to
another in which the writer is forced into using or omit~
ting worde for the sake of euphony, rhythm, etec.

The real criteria for breaking Isaiah down into

sections are the prophecies themselves, Any man who wrote
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them would have had to be present in geversl eras of
Israel's himtory.

2uality

One reason for the critlics’ confusion in the
prophets is thelr failure to understand the simple
principle of duallity in prophecy.

In the BOth and 4lst chapters of Isalah, God is
challenging Israel to prove thelir idels and false gods.
The test He proposes is one of prophecy-—foretelling the
future. In the process of challenging the idols to prove
they are gods, an important principle of prophecy is
expressed:

Produce your cause, saith the Lord; bring forth
your strong reasons, ssith the King of Jacob. Let
them bring themw forth, and shew us what shall happen
[in the future]; let them shew the mmE things, what

they be, that we may consider them, and know the latter
end of them; or declare us things for to come

s

(Taa. 41:21, 22).
This is something which God does repeatedly in

prophecy., In preparing to give us understanding of the
latter end of & thing, He gives us a prophecy whieh will
have two fulfillments. The former 1s not the real goal of
the prophecy but is merely a prototype--a model which we
can examine to understand the latter fulfillment.

When an avtomobile manufacturerc-decides to make a
major change in his product, he will often bulld what is
¢alled a2 prototype. The prototype is not an end In itselfl,




but is & peang to an end, It is the means whereby the
manufacturer 18 able to get a look at the new car 2§ 4
shole to cateh any mistakes in design beflore the car goes
inte production and a lot of money 18 spent on it. The
prototype 1g ineviitably altered, resculpted or changed
before the finsl product comes out.

There is an analogy here with prophecy. Instead of
calling it a prototype in prophecy, we refer to it as a
"typd, While the final fulfillment of a prophecy (antitype)
will be very much like the previous fulfillment (type), 1t
will be far more comprehensive than the "type."

Isalah'es prophecles are thig way, and Isaish
himsel{ understood it to he wo.

He not only understood that prophecy was dual, but
he understood why it was dual=--it was not purely so we
could understand the latter end of these prophecies. It
was also to confound and to confuse the skeptics., In
Isaiah 28:9, Isaiah aske: "Whom shall He teach knowledge?
and whom shall He make to understand doetrine? them that
are weaned from the milk, and drawn from the breasts.”
Ihe lmgature will not understanc

For precept must be upon precept, precept upon

Bnd there a 110i€ . . . that they might go, and fall

backward, and be broken, and snared, and taken,
(Isa. 28:9-13)

Isaiah goes on to say:
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God d1d not intend for scornful men to understand,
Therelfore, the propheclies of God are not laid out in
gimple, straightforward form, but are found "here a 1itﬁ1e'
and there a little," They are dual, and it takes a keen
and discerning eye to understand what deals with the former
fulfillment snd what deals with the latter fulfillment.

An excellent example of the duality of prophecy is
found in the interesting but difficult section running
from Isaiah 7 through Isaish 12,

The prophecy ie get in & time of conflict between
King Ahaz of Judah and a confederacy between Damascus and
Samaria in the north. The initlal purpose of the prophecy
is to inform Ahaz that both Damascus and Samaria would be
broken within sixty=five years. God then told Ahaz through
Isaiah to ask a gign~-s model or Lype~~ having to do mith
the fall of Damescus and Samaria!

Ahaz refused to ask for & sign, so Isaiah, under
instructiong from God, gave him.a gign anyway. What
follows in Verse 14 is the very familiar pr@pheey:'
"Therelore the Lord Himsell shall give you a gign:

Behold, a virgin shall concelve, and bear & son, snd shall
eall His name Immenuel."

As we all know by now, the fulfillment of this
prophecy i# cited in Matthew 1:23.
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But how could the birth of Christ be a sign to
Ahaz? He had been long since dead, The answer is given
when we look at the prophecy in its context. Isalah goes
on to say:

Butter and honey shall he eat, when[margin] he

may know to refuse the evil and choose the good. For
before the c¢hlld shall know to refuse the evil, and
chooge the good, the land that you abhor shall be
forsaken of both her kings (Isa. 7:15, 16).

Hot only was the birth of thie child to be a gign
to Ahaz, the child was to be born before the fall of
Samaria-—-less than two or three years bhefore 1t, in fact.
The child was not to be old enough to know the difference
between good and evil by the time this event took place.

Obviously, then, the child which was to be born
almost immediately before the fall of Samaria was a type,
gign, or model of that child whieh would later be born--the

Megsiah.
Butter and Honey

The statement that the child wlll be eating butter
and honey by the time he gets o0ld enough to know the
difference between good and evil is also enlightening.

The power which was golng to be responsible for the
fall of Damaseus in Syria was the King of Assyria.
Unfortunately for Judah, however, the Assyrian was not
going to stop with the conquest of the north. Verse 17
tells us he 1 golng to come into the land of Judah:
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The Lord shall bring upon thee [ Ahaz |, and upon
thy people [Judah], and upon thy father's house, days
that have not come, {rom the day that Ephraim departed
from Judah; even the king of Assyria. And it shall
come to pass in that day, that the Lord shall hiss for
the fly that ig in the uttermost part of the rivers of
Egypt, and for the bee that 1s in the land of Assyria.
And they shall come, and shall rest gll of them in the
desolate valleys, and in the holeg of the rocks, and
upon all thorns, and upon all bushes (Isa. T7:17-19).

All this happened. The Assyrians and the Egyptilans
made a battleground out of Judah, and actually destroyed a
number of cities, |

Even though the city of Jerusalem survived, the
constant fighting back and forth between Assyria and Egypt

& Yo the land, Crops were stolen, burned or
deetroyed, and the inhabitantes of the cities that were leilt
were ghut up and unable to go out and plant c¢rops. Hence,
when the Aaayﬁian& Jeft the land there wag no opportunity
to grow & crop that year., It came to pass (v. 21), "that

a man shall nourish & young cow, and two sheep: And it shall
come to pass, for the abundance of milk that they shall
give, he ghall eat butter: for butter and honey shall
every one eat that ig left in the land." This and
following verses give ug the pleture, Crops had been
destroyed, the land had lain idle and was fit for nothing
but grazing land, People had to make do with wlild honey
and animal products, because they had been unable to grow

anything else,
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A Jype of Christ

All this prophecy was to be Iulfillled within months
of the blrth of "the ¢hild,” This child could not pomssibly
be Christ., It masn'y Christ, of course; 1t was a type of
Christ, |

The birth of this child which was to be the Lype is
recorded in Chapter 8. Here, the child has a different
name and the imagery is slightly different., The name is
Maher-shalal-hash~baz (v. 3), and Verse 4 tells us that
before the child is old enough te ery, "My father, and my
mother," the cities of Damsscus and Samaria would be taken
by the king of Assyria. |

Thig child wag not, however, born of a virgin. The
"prophetess” (v. 3) was Isaiah's wife, and since we see
from Chapter 7:3 that Isalsh already had a son, then it's
logical to conclude that Maher-ghalal-hash~baz wasg his
Second son and that his wife was nob even & virgin at the
time the c¢hild wag conceived,

There are, then, three basic differences in these
two children~~the name, the mother, and the historical
setting., All we have given to us up through Chapter 8:4
are the types.

Isaiah understood quite thoroughly that hisg pro=
phecy was not merely for his contemporaries. Notlice his
comments beglnning in Chapter 8:16:
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- Bind up the testimony, seal the law among my
dimeiples, And I will walt upon the Lord, that hideth
His face from the houge of Jagob, and I will look for
Him. Behold, I and the children whom the Lord has
given me are for gilgns and for wonders in Israel from
the Lord of hosts, which dwells in mount Zion,

The things that took place in Iealah's own day were
the former fulfillment, and we are urged to look to this
former fulfillment and consider it that we might underetand
the latter end thereof (Isa. 41:22),

Isaiah then concludes the eighth chapter with more
remarke about the time of femine and dilficulty the people
were going to have in Judah at the time of the Assyrian and

Egyptian invasion.

Az he continues into Chapter 9, however, we sgcem
to find ourselves in a totally different time without any
warning whatsoever. Actuslly, the prophecy of Isalah T~1Z
beging with the war between Judah and Jerael and endg with
the Millennium. At no time are you given any warning of
this, Isaish slmply begineg at the beginning and carries
through with fascinating overlapping prophecies and winds
up at the end. It is a beautiful example of the "line upon
line, precept upon precept” principle which he expounds in
Chapter 28.

Ag he conbtinues talking in Chapter 9 about the
difficulties people are going to be having during t&&
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Asgyrian invasion, he says:

Nevertheless the dimness shall not be such as wasg
in her vexation, when at the [irst he lightly affllicted
the land of Zebulun and the land of Naphtali, and
afterward did more grieviously afflict her by the way
of the sea, beyond Jordan, in Galllee of the natione
(I&m, %:1)#

This verse is Interesting, because it speaks of two
afflictions of the area of the northern tribez. One of
them ieg that caused by the Assyrian invasion,

¥hat ie especially interesting about this verse ig
that poert of 1t 18 quoted by Matthew as having been
fulfilled in Christ'e earthly ministry! (Matt, 8:14-16.)

Was Matthew misapplying thies Seripture? Not at
all! Notice the context in Isaiah 9:6, "For unto us g
ehild iz born . . »" Now which c¢hild did Isaiah think
thies was? Hie own or the one to be born later of & yirgin
ag latter fulfilliment of the prophecy? Read on:

For unto us a child ig born, unto us & son isg

given: and the government shall be upon Hig shoulder:
and His name shall be ﬁ&ll@ﬁ wanﬁwrrul, c@unaallar,

The The Father, The Frince of
9, s emphasis mim .

ties.

Suddenly, without any warning, we have been
transperted across seven ¢enturies of time to the birth of
the Messiah Qnﬁ His earthly ministry.

How we would expect the propheciee following this
to be in 8 later time-setting. They are and they are notl
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The prophecies following Isaiah 9:7 ave gual! God
continues to talk about the imminent fall of Israel and
Judah and the subsequent destruction of Assyria at the
handg of Babylon. Although these two evente took place,
the evente of the latter part of Chapter 9 and Chapter 10
don't really it the historical fulfillment ol these events
-~=the former fulfillment ls only a Lype!
There ig to be a3 yet future captivity of Israel and
a yet future destruection of Assyria., Assyris, the leading
nation of a latter-day Babylonish system, will be destroyed
Just before the return of Christ and the establishment of
His Kingdom.
How, notice Chapter 11 of Isaiah:
And there shall come Torth a rod out of the stem of
Jeese (Christ), and a Branch shall grow out of his
roota: and the splrit of the lord shall rest upon Him
- » - Ihe wolf alego ghall dwell with the lamb, and the
leopard shall lie down with the kid; and the calf and
the young lion and the fatling together; and a little
¢hild shall lead them. And the cow and the bear shall
feed; thelr young ones ghall lie down together: and
the lion shall e¢at straw like the ox . . . . They
ghall not hurt nor destroy in all My holy mountain:
for the earth shall be full of<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>