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  Editorial 

Jon Burke 

 

Welcome to the first issue of Defence & Confirmation. This journal aims to provide high quality peer reviewed 

articles,1 supporting the preaching of the good news in Christ, addressing challenges to our faith, encouraging 

deep study of the Bible, and promoting honest consideration of our beliefs whilst defending our 

understanding of the gospel. 

Defence & Confirmation has been set up by the team at BEREA Portal.2 The following regular columns will 

appear in the journal. 

 Archaeology & historicity: defending the Bible's historical claims. 

 Textual criticism & translation: discussion of textual issues and Bible translations. 

 Prophecy: providing evidence for fulfilled biblical prophecy, and assessing interpretations. 

 Doctrines & practices: defending biblical teachings and practices. 

 Inspiration & authorship: discussion of biblical inspiration and the authorship of biblical books. 

 Contradictions: assessing claims of contradictions in the Bible. 

 Science: the relationship between science, Scripture, and scientific claims relevant to biblical 

interpretation. 

 Ethics & morality: assessing ethical and moral issues in the light of Bible teaching. 

 Prove all things: examining apologetic arguments and biblical interpretations from Christadelphians 

and other Christians. 

 Book & article reviews: reviews of books and articles relevant to apologetic issues. 

 Sound words: valuable comments from earlier Christadelphian commentators. 

                                                                    
1 ‘eǀieǁed pƌioƌ to puďliĐatioŶ ďǇ Đoŵŵittee ŵeŵďeƌs ǁith speĐial kŶoǁledge of the aƌtiĐle͛s suďjeĐt. 

2 ǁǁǁ.ďeƌea-poƌtal.Đoŵ 
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 Reader correspondence: questions and comments from readers. 

D&C is produced by members of the Lively Stones Collective, an informal group of brethren offering 

knowledge and skills essential to a high standard of exegesis and apologetics. LSC contributors are deeply 

committed to the scholarly approach and intellectual honesty of the Christadelphian pioneers.  

We promote and facilitate personal development in the fields of Bible study, research, critical thinking and 

debate. We practise and endorse sound principles of interpretation, such as those defined by Bro. James 

Foreman in 1859. 

D&C welcomes regular and ad hoc contributions. We are also looking for several columnists. If you wish to 

submit material for publication, please contact one of the editors: jburke@berea-portal.com; dburke@berea-

portal.com; kgilmore@berea-portal.com; cmatthiesen@berea-portal.com 
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Living on the Edge: a Christadelphian book to strengthen faith 

Jon Burke 

 

Today Christians in the Western world are typically living in a post-Christian society. Christian beliefs are met 

with scepticism, and people see little reason to believe. Christians are confronted with daily challenges to 

their faith, and often struggle to understand the relevance of Christianity to modern life. This book, written 

by Brother Jonathan Burke of the Taipei Ecclesia (Taiwan), addresses these concerns. 

 

1. What is this book about? 

Upholding and defending our beliefs and values, and proving they are relevant to the modern world, is very 

difficult without the kind of evidence which non-religious people will find convincing. This book aims to 

provide that evidence. 

 

2. Could you give an overview of the book? 

The main section headings are 'Living on the edge of certainty', addressing doubts about our beliefs, 'Living 

on the edge of credibility', addressing the challenge of defending our beliefs and preaching to other religious 

people and atheists, and 'Living on the edge of society', addressing the challenge of belonging to a Christian 

community with beliefs and values typically rejected by modern society. 

 

3. How long is the book? 

It's 587 pages long in standard US trade paperback format (6x9 inches), including a bibliography almost 100 

pages long. 

 

4. Will any of it be controversial? 

The book does address issues such as the relationship of science and Scripture, the age of the universe and 

the earth, and whether the flood was local or global. However, I aim to minimize controversy. For example, 

since evolution is a highly divisive issue the book does not address it at all. 
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5. How can people purchase the book? 

It has been printed locally in Taiwan, and can be posted internationally. The purchase price for a hard copy is 

US$15 per hardcopy plus postage (a free ebook version is included with every hardcopy). A discount price of 

US$10 is available for orders of 10 or more copies. To order, or request a sample to assess, email 

jburke@berea-portal.com. 
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Was the Genesis flood global or local? 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

The Genesis flood is typically considered by most Christians to have covered the earth and destroyed all but eight 

humans.  A close examination of the text, however, identifies the flood as local. This interpretation is not new, 

and dates to at least as early as the first century CE. 

 

Possible interpretations 

There are three possible interpretations of the scope of the Genesis flood. It could have been anthropologically 

global (all humans everywhere in the earth were affected), and  geographically global (the entire earth was 

covered with water).  

Alternatively, it could have been anthropologically global (all humans on the earth affected), but 

geographically local (only a local area of the earth covered with water because all the humans were localized 

in that area).  

A third possibility is that it could have been anthropologically local (only humans within the area of the flood 

were affected), but geographically local (and only a local area of the earth covered with water). An argument 

will be made here for the third of these interpretations, on the basis of the Biblical    text. 

 

The language used 

The language used to describe the flood does appear to refer to a global event, but the same language is used 

in other passages to speak of local effects; Genesis 7:21-23 and Ezekiel 38:20 are a good example. Note the 

following phrases which are used in Ezekiel 38:20, and in the description of the flood in Genesis 7:21, 23. 

 all/every: ʬʫ (Genesis 7:21, 23) 

 birds of the sky: ʳʥםימׁ ה ע (Genesis 7:21 [birds] 23 [birds of the heavens]) 

 on the face of the earth: יהʣןהאʴʬע (Genesis 7:23) 

 people: ׁʣא (Genesis 7:21, 23) 
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 creeping things: ריר (Genesis 7:23; Ǯswarming thingsǯ in Genesis 7:21, different words but the same 

kind of animals are referred to) 

 beasts: ַתַיח (Genesis 7:21) )n Deuteronomy ʹ:ʹͷ, the phrase Ǯall the people under heaven [ʬּהַיּיּמַׁ-ל]ǯ is used; ʬּהַיּיּמַׁ-ל ȋǮunder heavenǯȌ, is the same term used in Genesis ͸:ͳ, Ǯdestroy from under the sky all the living creaturesǯ, and ͹:ͳͻ, Ǯall the high mountains under the entire skyǯ.  
But Deuteronomy 2:25 is clearly speaking of a local event. 

Deuteronomy 2: 

24 Get up, make your way across Wadi Arnon. Look! I have already delivered over to you Sihon the 

Amorite, king of Heshbon, and his land. Go ahead! Take it! Engage him in war! 

25 This very day I will begin to fill all the people under heaven [ʬּהַיּיּמַׁ-ל] with dread and to terrify 

them when they hear about you. They will shiver and shake in anticipation of your approach. 

So 'all the people under heaven' here means all the nations in the land of Canaan, not 'all the people on the 

planet'.  

The word ʬʫ, Ǯeveryǯ, used in Genesis ͹:ͳͻ for Ǯevery living substanceǯ is the same word used in Ezekiel 38:20 for Ǯall creeping thingsǯ and Ǯall the people who are on the face of the earthǯ, neither of which has a global 

referent. So as in Deuteronomy and Ezekiel, in Genesis the judgment of the flood came as a direct result of the 

sins of the covenant community, the people who knew God and His commandments, and who were called by 

His name.3  

On the principle that God judges and punishes only those who are enlightened by His law and choose to 

disobey it,4  the flood could only have destroyed those who had been enlightened by Godǯs law and chose to 
                                                                    
3 GeŶesis ϲ:Ϯ, ͚the soŶs of God saǁ that the daughteƌs of huŵaŶkiŶd ǁeƌe ďeautiful. Thus theǇ took ǁiǀes foƌ 

theŵselǀes fƌoŵ aŶǇ theǇ Đhose.͛ . 

4 ‘oŵaŶs Ϯ:ϭϮ, ͚Foƌ all ǁho haǀe siŶŶed apaƌt fƌoŵ the laǁ ǁill also peƌish apaƌt fƌoŵ the laǁ, aŶd all ǁho haǀe 

siŶŶed uŶdeƌ the laǁ ǁill ďe judged ďǇ the laǁ͛; ϰ:ϭϱ, ͚ǁheƌe theƌe is Ŷo laǁ theƌe is Ŷo tƌaŶsgƌessioŶ eitheƌ͛; 

ϱ:ϭϯ,͛ theƌe is Ŷo aĐĐouŶtiŶg foƌ siŶ ǁheŶ theƌe is Ŷo laǁ ,͛ ϭ JohŶ ϯ:ϰ, ͚siŶ is laǁlessŶess .͛ 
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break it. This validates the view that God destroyed only the enlightened people in the earth by means of a 

local flood, while unenlightened people elsewhere in the earth were unaffected by the flood. 

 

Survival of the Nephilim 

A well-known problem for the geographically and anthropologically global interpretation of the flood, is the 

survival of the Nephilim.5 The flood narrative itself tells us that the Nephilim Ǯwere on the earth in those days 

                                                                    
5 ͚The ďald allusioŶ to the Nephiliŵ ;lit. falleŶ oŶesͿ iŶ GeŶ ϲ:ϯ ;͚The Nephiliŵ ǁeƌe oŶ the eaƌth iŶ those daǇs 

… ͛Ϳ fits uŶeasilǇ iŶto a ĐoŶteǆt that has alǁaǇs pƌeseŶted a ĐhalleŶge to eǆegetes.͛ , CoǆoŶ, ͚Nephiliŵ ,͛ iŶ TooƌŶ, 

BeĐkiŶg & Hoƌst ;eds.Ϳ, ͚DiĐtioŶaƌǇ of Deities aŶd DeŵoŶs iŶ the Biďle ,͛ p. ϲϭϴ ;ϮŶd ƌeǀ. ed. ϭϵϵϵͿ. 
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ȋand also after thisȌǯ ȋGenesis ͸:ͶȌ. This is recognized by standard commentaries as an explicit statement that 

the Nephilim survived the flood.6 7 8 9 10 11 

                                                                    
6 ͚IŶ GeŶesis ϲ, the Nephiliŵ aƌe ĐoŶŶeĐted ǁith the ŵultipliĐatioŶ of huŵaŶitǇ oŶ the faĐe of the eaƌth ;ǀ ϭͿ aŶd 

ǁith the eǀil of huŵaŶitǇ ǁhiĐh ďƌiŶgs aďout God͛s judgŵeŶt iŶ the foƌŵ of the flood ;ǀǀ ϱ–ϳͿ. Veƌse ϰ iŶĐludes a 

ƌefeƌeŶĐe to lateƌ ;postdiluǀiaŶͿ Nephiliŵ. The ŵajoƌitǇ of the spies ǁho ǁeƌe seŶt ďǇ Joshua to spǇ out CaŶaaŶ 

ƌepoƌted giaŶts ǁhoŵ theǇ Đalled Nephiliŵ, aŶd ǁho aƌe desigŶated iŶ the aĐĐouŶt as the soŶs of AŶak ;Nuŵ 

ϭϯ:ϯϯͿ.͛ , Hess, ͚Nephiliŵ ,͛ iŶ FƌeedŵaŶ ;ed.Ϳ, ͚AŶĐhoƌ Yale Biďle DiĐtioŶaƌǇ ,͛ ǀoluŵe ϰ, p. ϭϬϳϮ ;ϭϵϵϲͿ. 

7 ͚Fƌoŵ Nuŵďeƌs ϭϯ ǁe leaƌŶ that the AaŶakites aƌe said to ďe desĐeŶdaŶts of the ͞Nephiliŵ.͟  If the Nephiliŵ of 

Nuŵ ϭϯ:ϯϯ aŶd GeŶ ϲ:ϰ aƌe takeŶ as the saŵe gƌoup, the ǀeƌse iŶdiĐates that the Nephiliŵ aŶd theiƌ 

desĐeŶdaŶts suƌǀiǀed the flood.͛ , Mattheǁs, ͚GeŶesis ϭ-ϭϭ:Ϯϲ ,͚ Neǁ AŵeƌiĐaŶ CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ, ǀoluŵe ϭA, p. ϯϯϲ 

;ϮϬϬϭͿ. 

8 ͚It is Ŷot Đleaƌ ǁhǇ oƌ hoǁ the Nephiliŵ suƌǀiǀed the Flood to ďeĐoŵe the oƌigiŶal CaŶaaŶites; pƌoďaďlǇ a 

dualitǇ of oldeƌ oƌal tƌaditioŶs ĐaŶ ďe deteĐted iŶ the Đlash ďetǁeeŶ these tǁo teǆts.͛ , HeŶdel, ͚Nephiliŵ ,͛ iŶ 

Metzgeƌ & CoogaŶ ;eds.Ϳ, ͚The Oǆfoƌd guide to people & plaĐes of the Biďle ,͛ p. Ϯϭϳ ;ϮϬϬϭͿ. 

9 ͚The Ŷephiliŵ of Nuŵ ϭϯ.ϯϯ aƌe the people ǁhoŵ the ŵeŶ saǁ ǁheŶ theǇ ǁeƌe seŶt to spǇ out the laŶd of 

CaŶaaŶ ǁhile Isƌael ǁas iŶ the ǁildeƌŶess. These ďeiŶgs desĐƌiďed as iŶ LXX pƌeseŶt the ƌeadeƌ ǁith 

the pƌoďleŵ of hoǁ giaŶts suƌǀiǀed the Flood, iŶ ĐoŶtƌast to the WatĐheƌ tƌaditioŶ that ĐoŶǀeǇs that all the 

giaŶts ǁeƌe phǇsiĐallǇ killed.', Wƌight, ͚The OƌigiŶ of Eǀil “piƌits: The ‘eĐeptioŶ of GeŶesis ϲ.ϭ-ϰ iŶ EaƌlǇ Jeǁish 

Liteƌatuƌe ,͚ p. ϴϭ ;ϮϬϬϱͿ. 

10 ͚Thus, ǁithiŶ the Flood Ŷaƌƌatiǀe itself, the sole ĐoŶtiŶuitǇ of life ďetǁeeŶ pƌe-Flood aŶd post-Flood is 

ƌepƌeseŶted ďǇ Noath aŶd the otheƌs iŶ the aƌk. BeǇoŶd the Flood Ŷaƌƌatiǀe pƌopeƌ, hoǁeǀeƌ, theƌe aƌe iŵpliĐit 

poiŶteƌs iŶ a diffeƌeŶt diƌeĐtioŶ. OŶe issue is the pƌeseŶĐe of ͞the Nephiliŵ͟ ďoth ďefoƌe the Flood ;GeŶ. ϲ:ϰͿ 

aŶd suďseƋueŶtlǇ iŶ the laŶd of CaŶaaŶ as ƌepoƌted ďǇ Isƌael's spies ;Nuŵ. ϭϯ:ϯϯͿ. IŶdeed, theƌe is a Ŷote iŶ the 

teǆt of GeŶesis ϲ:ϰ ǁhiĐh eǆpliĐiitlǇ poiŶts to the ĐoŶtiŶuitǇ of Nephiliŵ pƌe-aŶd post-Flood: ͞The Nephiliŵ 

ǁeƌe oŶ the eaƌth iŶ those daǇs - aŶd also afteƌǁaƌd͟" ;ŵǇ italiĐsͿ, a Ŷote ǁhiĐh of Đouƌse poses the pƌoďleŵ 

ƌatheƌ thaŶ ƌesolǀes it.͛ , BaƌtoŶ & WilkiŶsoŶ, ͚‘eadiŶg GeŶesis Afteƌ DaƌǁiŶ ,͛ p. ϭϮ ;ϮϬϬϵͿ. 

11 ͚Although iŶ Nuŵďeƌs ϭϯ the iŶhaďitaŶts of CaŶaaŶ aƌe ĐoŶsideƌed eŶeŵies of the Isƌaelites, ďoth the use aŶd 

Đo-oƌdiŶatioŶ ;LXXͿ oƌ deƌiǀatioŶ of the desigŶatioŶ ;MTͿ iŶ aŶ allusioŶ to GeŶesis ϲ ďetƌaǇs aŶ assuŵptioŶ that 
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Description of the animals saved 

Hugh Ross argues that the description of the animals aboard the Ark is a limited list of animal types. Animals 

designated using the Hebrew words basar, behema, hayya, nephesh, op, remes, and sippor are used to describe 

the animals which were taken aboard (the common theme is land based oxygen breathing animals with 

blood).12  

Animals designated using the Hebrew words sheres and yequm (the common theme is sea creatures, 

swarming creatures, insects, reptiles, rodents, and amphibians), are not in the list of animals taken aboard.13 

Ross argues that this limited list of animals saved demonstrates that not all species were preserved in the 

Ark, which suggests a local flood and also suggests that the animals saved were only those immediately local 

to Noah.  

The Ark running aground 

After the waters had been receding for 150 days (Genesis  8:2-3), the Ark ran aground on the 17th day of the 

seventh month even though  the tops of the mountains were not seen until much later, on the 1st day of the 

tenth month (Genesis 8:4-5). This proves that the floodwater was only 20 feet above the mountains (Genesis 

7:20), in the area local to Noah, and could not have covered all the mountains in the earth. 

The flood has historically been understood as local 

Interpreting the Genesis flood as a local event is not new, nor was it invented in order to overcome conflict 

with scientific evidence. Two first century interpreters of the flood narrative, the Jewish Alexandrian 

                                                                    
oŶe oƌ ŵoƌe of the Nephiliŵ ŵust haǀe esĐaped the gƌeat deluge.͛ , Auffaƌth & “tuĐkeŶďƌuĐk, ͚The Fall of the 

AŶgels ,͛ p. ϵϮ ;ϮϬϬϰͿ. 

12 ͚All these ǁoƌds ƌefeƌ to ďiƌds aŶd ŵaŵŵals, though soŵe ĐaŶ ďe used a little ŵoƌe ďƌoadlǇ. We see a high 

ĐoƌƌelatioŶ ďetǁeeŶ this list aŶd the list of soulish aŶiŵals God Đƌeated oŶ the fifth aŶd siǆth ĐƌeatioŶ daǇs, 

aŶiŵals that held sigŶifiĐaŶĐe iŶ the pƌepaƌatioŶ of Eaƌth foƌ huŵaŶkiŶd. CleaƌlǇ, the suƌǀiǀal of these Đƌeatuƌes 

ǁould ďe iŵpoƌtaŶt to the ƌestoƌatioŶ aŶd suƌǀiǀal of huŵaŶ soĐietǇ afteƌ the Flood. NothiŶg iŶ the GeŶesis teǆt 

Đoŵpels us to ĐoŶĐlude that Noah s͛ passeŶgeƌs iŶĐluded aŶǇthiŶg otheƌ thaŶ ďiƌds aŶd ŵaŵŵals .͛ , ‘oss, ͚The 

GeŶesis QuestioŶ: “ĐieŶtifiĐ adǀaŶĐes aŶd the aĐĐuƌaĐǇ of GeŶesis ,͛ p. ϭϲϳ ;ϮϬϬϭͿ. 

13 ͚While sheƌes ĐaŶ ƌefeƌ to sŵall ŵaŵŵals, ŵost ofteŶ it is used foƌ sŵall ŶoŶsoulish aŶiŵals. Likeǁise, ǇeƋuŵ 

ĐaŶ ƌefeƌ to all aŶiŵals oƌ just those that ŵeƌelǇ suďsist.͛ , iďid., p. ϭϲϳ. 
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philosopher Philo14 and the Jewish historian Josephus,15 16 17 both interpreted the flood as local. The same 

interpretation was followed by some rabbis in the next few centuries, as well as some of the early Syrian 

Christians.18 19 20  

                                                                    
14 ͚“iŶĐe the deluge of that tiŵe ǁas Ŷo tƌifliŶg iŶfliĐtioŶ of ǁateƌ, ďut aŶ iŵŵeŶse aŶd ďouŶdless oǀeƌfloǁ, 

eǆteŶdiŶg alŵost ďeǇoŶd the pillaƌs of HeƌĐules aŶd the gƌeat MediteƌƌaŶeaŶ “ea, siŶĐe the ǁhole eaƌth aŶd all 

the spaĐes of the ŵouŶtaiŶs ǁeƌe Đoǀeƌed ǁith ǁateƌ; aŶd it is sĐaƌĐelǇ likelǇ that suĐh a ǀast spaĐe Đould haǀe 

ďeeŶ Đleaƌed ďǇ a ǁiŶd, ďut ƌatheƌ, as I haǀe said, it ŵust haǀe ďeeŶ doŶe ďǇ soŵe iŶǀisiďle aŶd diǀiŶe ǀiƌtue.͛ , 

Philo, ͚QuestioŶs aŶd AŶsǁeƌs oŶ GeŶesis ,͛ II.Ϯϵ, iŶ YoŶge, ͚The Woƌks of Philo: Coŵplete aŶd UŶaďƌidged ,͛ p. ϴϮϰ 

;ϭϵϵϲͿ; Philo hoǁeǀeƌ seeŵs to haǀe ďelieǀed that the flood ǁas aŶthƌopologiĐallǇ uŶiǀeƌsal, though Ŷot 

geogƌaphiĐallǇ uŶiǀeƌsal. 

15 ͚HieƌoŶǇŵus the EgǇptiaŶ, also, ǁho ǁƌote the PhoeŶiĐiaŶ AŶtiƋuities, aŶd MŶaseas, aŶd a gƌeat ŵaŶǇ ŵoƌe, 

ŵake ŵeŶtioŶ of the saŵe. NaǇ, NiĐolaus of DaŵasĐus, iŶ his ŶiŶetǇ-siǆth ďook, hath a paƌtiĐulaƌ ƌelatioŶ aďout 

theŵ, ǁheƌe he speaks thus:— ;ϵϱͿ͞Theƌe is a gƌeat ŵouŶtaiŶ iŶ AƌŵeŶia, oǀeƌ MiŶǇas, Đalled Baƌis, upoŶ 

ǁhiĐh it is ƌepoƌted that ŵaŶǇ ǁho fled at the tiŵe of the Deluge ǁeƌe saǀed; aŶd that oŶe ǁho ǁas Đaƌƌied iŶ 

aŶ aƌk Đaŵe oŶ shoƌe upoŶ the top of it; aŶd that the ƌeŵaiŶs of the tiŵďeƌ ǁeƌe a gƌeat ǁhile pƌeseƌǀed. This 

ŵight ďe the ŵaŶ aďout ǁhoŵ Moses, the legislatoƌ of the Jeǁs ǁƌote.͟ ,͛ Josephus, ͚AŶtiƋuities ,͛ ϭ.ϵϰ-ϵϱ, iŶ 

WhistoŶ, ͚The Woƌks of Josephus: Coŵplete aŶd UŶaďƌidged͛ ;updated ed. ϭϵϴϳͿ. 

16 ͚Hoǁeǀeƌ, iŶ the light of Noah's ƌeŵaƌk iŶ the pƌaǇeƌ, I thiŶk Josephus takes it that theƌe ǁeƌe ŵoƌe suƌǀiǀoƌs 

of the Flood, ŶaŵelǇ, hoŶest people ďesides Noah, ǁho ǁeƌe also judged fit to suƌǀiǀe.͛ , JoŶƋuiğƌe, ͚PƌaǇeƌ iŶ 

Josephus ,͛ p. ϱϵ ;ϮϬϬϳͿ. 

17 ͚“iŵilaƌlǇ, Josephus tells us that Noah asks God iŶ his pƌaǇeƌ that the people ǁho ǁeƌe ƌesĐued ŵaǇ fouŶd 

Đities aŶd ďuild up Ŷeǁ liǀes.͛ , p. ϲϬ. 

18 ͚Deďates oǀeƌ ǁhetheƌ the flood ƌeaĐhed as high as the gaƌdeŶ of EdeŶ aƌe fouŶd iŶ ƌaďďiŶiĐ liteƌatuƌe: GeŶ. ‘. 

ϯϯ. ϲ; Leǀ. ‘. ϯϭ. ϭϬ; CaŶt. ‘. ϭ. ϭϱ. § ϰ; ϰ.ϭ, § Ϯ; Đf. P‘E. Ϯϯ. Of the “ǇƌiaŶ fatheƌs, Maƌ Ephƌeŵ said it oŶlǇ ƌeaĐhed 

the outeƌ ĐoŶfiŶes of Paƌadise; see A. LeǀeŶe, op Đit., p. ϴϰ.͛ , Leǁis, ͚A “tudǇ of the IŶteƌpƌetatioŶ of Noah aŶd the 

Flood iŶ Jeǁish aŶd ChƌistiaŶ Liteƌatuƌe ,͛ p. ϯϵ ;ϭϵϲϴͿ. 

19 ͚‘esh Lakish ;PA. ϮͿ aŶd ‘. JohaŶaŶ ;PA. ϮͿ diffeƌ oǀeƌ ǁhetheƌ the laŶd of Isƌael ǁas iŶĐluded, foƌ J‘. JohaŶaŶ 

iŶsisted that it ǁas Ŷot.ϭͿ ‘. Leǀi ;PA. ϯͿ agƌeed appealiŶg to Ez. ϮϮ:Ϯϯ, ͞a laŶd... Ŷot ƌaiŶed upoŶ iŶ the daǇ of 
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The Bible is not a science textbook 

Ken Gilmore 

Abstract 

While the evidence against special creationism and monogenism is considerable and is too often inadequately 

rebutted, the mechanism of creation does not impact on the authority of the Bible as the creation narratives 

serve as a polemic against competing creation myths, with the mechanism of creation a secondary issue at best. 

As monogenism is primarily advanced to support Original Sin, a view that has no Biblical  support, the evidence 

against it is of no theological significance. Furthermore, a plain reading of Genesis ͺ implies the existence of 

human beings other than Adam, Eve, and Cain, providing indirect Biblical support for polygenism.  

 

Biblical authority is not contingent on special creationism We need to acknowledge that this problem is largely one of our own making. The evidence for an ancient Earth21 is compelling, and was recognised in the early ͳͻth century by Christian geologists, well before Darwinǯs Origin of Species was published.  Likewise, by the late ͳͺth century at the earliest, educated Christians had come to accept the inability of a global flood to explain the geological formations seen on the Earth: 
                                                                    
iŶdigŶatioŶ.͟ ϮͿ “oŵe authoƌities iŶsisted that the flood did Ŷot ƌeaĐh as high as the GaƌdeŶ of EdeŶ.ϯͿ ,͛ pp. ϭϰϮ-

ϭϰϯ; the footŶotes ϭ, Ϯ, aŶd ϯ saǇ ͚ϭͿ T.B. )eď. ϭϭϯď. ϮͿ GeŶ. ‘. ϯϯ. ϲ; P‘E. Ϯϯ. ϯͿ GeŶ. ‘. ϯϯ. ϲ; Leǀ. ‘. ϯϭ.ϭϬ; CaŶt 

‘. ϭ.ϭϱ. § ϰ; ϰ.ϭ. § Ϯ; Đf. P‘E. Ϯϯ aŶd NaĐhŵoŶides, GeŶ. ϴ:ϭϭ.  

“oŵe “ǇƌiaŶ fatheƌs shaƌed this ǀieǁ, aŵoŶg ǁhoŵ ǁas Maƌ Ephƌeŵ ǁho said it oŶlǇ ƌeaĐhed the outeƌ 

ĐoŶfiŶes of Paƌadise.͛ , iďid., p. ϭϰϯ ;iŶ these footŶotes, PA is the PalestiŶiaŶ Aŵoƌa, P‘E is Piƌke de ‘. Eliezeƌ, TB is 

the Talŵud BaďǇloŶ, aŶd ‘ afteƌ a ďook Ŷaŵe ƌefeƌs to a Midƌash; GeŶesis ‘aďďah, LeǀitiĐus ‘aďďah, aŶd 

CaŶtiĐles/“oŶg of “oloŵoŶ ‘aďďah aƌe all ĐitedͿ. 

20 ͚The souƌĐe fƌoŵ ǁheŶĐe the doǀe oďtaiŶed the oliǀe ďƌaŶĐh ďƌought ĐoŶtƌoǀeƌsǇ. ‘. Aďďa ďaƌ KahaŶa ;PA. ϰͿ 

iŶsisted she ďƌought it fƌoŵ the ǇouŶg shoots of the laŶd of Isƌael. ‘. Leǀi ;PA. ϯͿ ĐoŶteŶded foƌ the Mt. of Oliǀes 

ǁhiĐh had Ŷot ďeeŶ suďŵeƌged.͛ , iďid., p. ϭϰϲ. 

21 DalƌǇŵple G BƌeŶt The Age of the Eaƌth ;“taŶfoƌd: “taŶfoƌd UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess, ϭϵϵϭͿ. 
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For late eighteenth and early nineteenth century Christian geologists, the flood failed to explain a growing wealth of geological features. Those who wanted to maintain a literalist approach to the biblical    texts increasingly found themselves on the outside of the geological community. Throughout the nineteenth century there was no lack of writing within a literalist framework, but the books of writers like Granville Penn or George Fairholme, despite some acquaintance with geology, overlooked many important details of geology. The views of literalists no longer carried weight with Christians thoroughly trained in geology.22 Early Christadelphians such as John Thomas, Robert Roberts, and CC Walker, far from Ǯcompromisingǯ in accepting an ancient Earth and rejecting a global flood, had recognised what was apparent by the first half of the ʹͲth century, that the Earth was ancient and that the evidence from geology flatly ruled out a global flood. Sceptics who deny the authority of the Bible because a fundamentalist instantiation of our community endorses these views are correct in pointing out that the evidence refutes those views, but forget that these views were hardly normative for most of our communityǯs existence. While our community originally accepted an ancient Earth and a local flood, it must be acknowledged that it has never accepted evolution. (owever, unlike many contemporary Christadelphians, they accepted the known facts about natural history, which even then indicated that life on the Earth had progressively appeared over geological time: ǮThere can be no reasonable doubt that when the non-fossiliferous rocks were first formed the heat of the earthǯs matter was too intense for vegetable and animal life to exist. There can be no reasonable doubt that it was only in a later age that the lower forms of plant and animal life could exist. And there can be no reasonable doubt that the succeeding ages allowed the creation of still higher and more perfect forms, till we reach the age called the ǲTertiary,ǳ and the ǲPost-plioceneǳ period of that age, when we are told remains of man are found for the first time.  All of this, ) say, ) do not doubt. The facts of old mother earthǯs storehouse are too convincingly inscribed upon her crust to allow me to doubt. At the same time, and amid it all, ) have the most implicit faith and unbounded trust in God and (is sacred word.ǯ23 

                                                                    
22 YouŶg Daǀis A ͞“Đƌiptuƌe iŶ the HaŶds of Geologists ;Paƌt OŶeͿ͟ WestŵiŶsteƌ TheologiĐal JouƌŶal ϰϵ ;ϭϵϴϳͿ: Ϯϱ. 

23 WelĐh, "KŶoǁledge.- No., ϭϮ GeologǇ", The ChƌistadelphiaŶ Ϯϴ ;ϭϴϵϭͿ : ϰϭϲ. 
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)n fact, CC Walker openly considered the possibility that if large-scale change in the fossil record could be proven, our community would need to alter its understanding of Genesis: Supposing that it were ever established that they were the actual progenitors of our smaller forms ȋǲThere were giants in the earth in those daysǳ might apply to birds and beastsȌ, would the credibility of the Mosaic narrative suffer? Not at all, in our estimation. We should indeed have to revise somewhat our interpretation of the brief cosmogony of Gen. ͳ.; but should not waver as concerning its divinity, nor await with less faith and patience the reappearance of Moses in the land of the living.24 Walker and his contemporaries wrote over a century ago, and since then, the scientific evidence in favour of common descent25, and large-scale evolutionary change in the fossil record26 has accumulated to the point that common descent not only is no longer doubted by the mainstream scientific community, but also has been accepted as such over a century ago: Each of thousands of peer-reviewed articles published every year in scientific journals provides further confirmation ȋthough, as Futuyma ȋͳͻͻͺȌ notes, ǲno biologist today would think of publishing a paper on Ǯnew evidence for evolutionǯ ... it simply hasnǯt been an issue in scientific circles for more than a centuryǳȌ. Conversely, no reliable observation has ever been found to contradict the general notion of common descent.27 Denying these facts not only is counter-productive28, but unnecessary when we recognise that Genesis was not written to provide a detailed description of how the Earth was formed, but who formed it, and why. A century ago, CC Walker remarked that: 
                                                                    
24 Walkeƌ C.C., "GeŶesis", The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ϰϳ ;ϭϵϭϬͿ :ϱϬϭ. 

25 D.L. Theoďald "Ϯϵ+ EǀideŶĐes foƌ MaĐƌoeǀolutioŶ: The “ĐieŶtifiĐ Case foƌ CoŵŵoŶ DesĐeŶt." [Đited ϮϮ Feď 

ϮϬϭϰ]. OŶliŶe http://ǁǁǁ.talkoƌigiŶs.oƌg/faƋs/ĐoŵdesĐ/ 

26 Pƌotheƌo DoŶald EǀolutioŶ: What the Fossils “aǇ aŶd WhǇ it Matteƌs ;ǆǆ :Coluŵďia UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess, ϮϬϬϳͿ. 

27 GƌegoƌǇ T ‘ǇaŶ ͞EǀolutioŶ as FaĐt, TheoƌǇ aŶd Path͟ Eǀo Edu OutƌeaĐh ϭ ;ϮϬϬϴͿ : ϰϵ. 

28 AttaĐks oŶ eǀolutioŶ ďǇ ChƌistadelphiaŶs haǀe ŵet ǁith ǁitheƌiŶg ĐƌitiĐisŵ ďǇ iŶfoƌŵed oďseƌǀeƌs. “ee “hallit, 

JeffƌeǇ ͞AŶ OpeŶ Letteƌ to JohŶ C. Bilello, oƌ Moƌe Data foƌ the “aleŵ HǇpothesis͟ [Đited ϮϮ Feď ϮϬϭϰ] 

http://paŶdasthuŵď.oƌg/aƌĐhiǀes/ϮϬϬϱ/Ϭϱ/aŶ-opeŶ-letteƌ-ϭ.htŵl 

http://www.talkorigins.org/faqs/comdesc/
http://pandasthumb.org/archives/2005/05/an-open-letter-1.html


DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ͳ͸ 

Mosesǯ testimony was given to )srael in what might be called the infancy of the world, when men did not know the extent of the earth, let alone that of the sun, moon, and stars. And, as we believe, it was given ȋby God through MosesȌ, not so much to instruct )srael in cosmogony in detail, as to impress upon them the idea that The Most (igh God is the Possessor of (eaven and Earth ȋGen. ͳͶ:ʹʹȌ. And this against the claims of the gods of the nations, as was abundantly proved in )sraelǯs history.29 )n Walkerǯs observation is recognition that ȋaȌ any account of origins needs to accommodate a pre-scientific audience and ȋbȌ the issues of importance to that original audience are more of who created the universe and why. Such observations are entirely uncontroversial among even conservative Christian scholars, who see the creation narratives as a polemic30 against competing creation myths that accommodate the pre-scientific cosmology without endorsing it, much as Jesus accommodated the belief in demon possession as a cause of disease. Furthermore, careful study of the creation narratives against their ancient Near Eastern background suggests that an account of functional origins, rather than material origins, was of more importance to the ANE world: When we investigated the precosmic condition as it was portrayed in texts from the ancient Near East that reflect the ancient cognitive environment, we noted that it was characterized not as a cosmos absent of matter but a world lacking function, order, diversity, and identity. 31 The three functions—time, weather, and food production—are called into existence by the utterance of God and are given their functions through acts of separating and naming, with both the functions themselves and the actions that make them operational having precedents in the cognitive environment of the ancient Near East. They are evaluated and found to be perfectly functional ȋǲgoodǳȌ for the human world. 32 Reading Genesis as a polemic against ancient Near Eastern creation myths which also functions as an account of functional origins not only reads Genesis in its ANE context, as opposed through inappropriately modern 
                                                                    
29 Walkeƌ CC ͞Is it ǁƌoŶg to ďelieǀe that the Eaƌth is a spheƌe?͟ The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ϱϬ ;ϭϵϭϯͿ ϯϰϴ. 

30 “ee foƌ eǆaŵple Futato D ͞BeĐause It Had ‘aiŶed: A “tudǇ Of GeŶ Ϯ:ϱ-ϳ With IŵpliĐatioŶs Foƌ GeŶ Ϯ:ϰ-Ϯϱ AŶd 

GeŶ ϭ:ϭ-Ϯ:ϯ͟ WestŵiŶsteƌ TheologiĐal JouƌŶal ϲϬ ;ϭϵϵϴͿ ϭ-Ϯϭ. 

31 WaltoŶ J GeŶesis ϭ as AŶĐieŶt CosŵologǇ , ;WiŶoŶa Lake, EiseŶďƌauŶs: ϮϬϭϭͿ ϭϯϵ. 

32 Iďid. p ϭϳϬ–ϭϳϭ. 



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ͳ͹ 

scientific and historiographical standards, but also decouples the creation narratives from the mechanics of creation, making the creation-evolution issue essentially irrelevant. The qualification in my previous paragraph comes from the question of human origins, which unlike the broader question of how the universe was created cannot be subsumed under an explanation of the creation narratives both as apologetic against competing ANE creation mythology and as an account of functional origins.  A natural reading of Gen ʹ-͵ would suggest that Adam and Eve are historical figures, a view which gains some credence as shown by the fact33 that these chapters contain reliable geographical and historical information.  Conversely, the evidence against monogenism is solid. )f the entire human race descended from two people living several thousand years ago, we would expect to see a sharp genetic bottleneck in the human genome, and this is simply not present. As geneticist and evangelical Christian Dennis Venema notes: Taken individually and collectively, population genomics studies strongly suggest that our lineage has not experienced an extreme population bottleneck in the last nine million years or more ȋand thus not in any hominid, nor even an australopithecine speciesȌ, and that any bottlenecks our lineage did experience were a reduction only to a population of several thousand breeding individuals. As such, the hypothesis that humans are genetically derived from a single ancestral pair in the recent past has no support from a genomics perspective, and, indeed, is counter to a large body of evidence.34 Furthermore, the fossil evidence for human evolution is quite robust, and is definitely not a mere handful of bones. Cartmil et al point out that the creationist arguments against the fossil evidence for human evolution are based on hopelessly dated information: Opponents of scientific biology are fond of dismissing that record as a pathetic handful of controversial fragments. )f that were so, this book would be a lot shorter. An often-repeated creationist canard insists that all known human fossils would fit on a billiard table. This was probably true in the ͳͻth century, but it has not been true for a hundred years.  
                                                                    
33 Hill C "The GaƌdeŶ of EdeŶ: A ModeƌŶ LaŶdsĐape" PeƌspeĐtiǀes oŶ “ĐieŶĐe aŶd ChƌistiaŶ Faith ϱϮ ;ϮϬϬϬͿ: ϯϭ-ϰϲ. 

34 VeŶeŵa D ͞GeŶesis aŶd the GeŶoŵe: GeŶoŵiĐs EǀideŶĐe foƌ HuŵaŶ-Ape CoŵŵoŶ AŶĐestƌǇ aŶd AŶĐestƌal 

PopulatioŶ “izes͟ PeƌspeĐtiǀes oŶ “ĐieŶĐe aŶd ChƌistiaŶ Faith͟  ;ϲϮͿ ϮϬϭϬ :ϭϳϱ. 
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Known human fossils number in the thousands and represent the remains of hundreds of individuals...(aving seen most of the major collections of human fossils in the world's museums, we can assure our readers that those collections can no longer be laid out on a billiard table. )t would be hard to cram them into a boxcar.35 A resolution to this problem that respects both the scientific and Biblical evidence comes when we recognise that Genesis Ͷ implicitly assumes the existence of human beings other than Adam, Eve, and Cain. The en passant references to Cainǯs wife and people whom he feared would kill him are readily explained if human beings outside of the covenant community. This view is hardly radical, enjoying support from theologically conservative sources: ǮThe origin of CainǮs wife is an old debate, but the mark of Cain assumes the presence of other tribes that would attack Cain as he went as a vagabond through the earth. )t is little help to hear the 

fundamentalists explain how this would be done by his brothers and sisters born later or his nieces and nephews.  The famous four ȋAdam and Eve, Cain and AbelȌ are only representative human beings at the dawn 

of civilization, not the only human beings. There is plenty of room here for L. S. B. Leackeyǯs discoveries in AdamǮs Ancestors.ǯ36 ȋEmphasis mineȌ. Claus Westermann warns against the common fundamentalist error of reading the narratives with inappropriate modern historiographical standards: "Even if Cain is described as the son of the first couple ȋand this information belongs to the genealogy, not the narrativeȌ then the conclusion does not necessarily follow that at that time there could not have been other human beings. One should not apply criteria belonging to historical thought patterns 

to the presentation of the primeval events. When Cain presumes that there are other people ǲout thereǳ, he is speaking in an utterly unreflective manner."37 ȋEmphasis mineȌ Westermannǯs admonition to read the narratives in their context applies equally well to fundamentalists exegetes as well as the naï ve critic of the Biblical text, who ironically are closer to each other than they 
                                                                    
35 M Caƌtŵil et al The HuŵaŶ LiŶeage ; HoďokeŶ, NJ :WileǇ-BlaĐkǁell, ϮϬϬϵͿ ǆi. 

36 MoodǇ D, ͞Taďletalk oŶ TheologǇ Toŵoƌƌoǁ͛ ‘eǀieǁ & Eǆpositoƌ ϲϰ ;ϭϵϲϳͿ : ϯϰϱ. 

37 WesteƌŵaŶŶ, Claus. A CoŶtiŶeŶtal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ: GeŶesis ϭ–ϭϭ. ;MiŶŶeapolis, MN: Foƌtƌess Pƌess, ϭϵϵϰ.Ϳ, ϯϭϭ. 
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would suspect. The former reject modern science because it clashes with their literal reading of the narratives, while the latter dismiss the text because they read it literally and note that such a reading is rebutted by science. Both err in forgetting to read the narrative in its ancient Near Eastern context. 
 

Conclusion Early Christadelphians accepted an ancient Earth, and the progressive appearance of life through natural history. Although they rejected evolution, they were careful to reject the literalism and reflexive opposition to science that characterises too many Christadelphians today, and were willing to consider modifying interpretations of Genesis should the evidence demand it. This policy alone would remove many of the alleged conflicts between Bible and science, which arise from a flawed interpretation of the former. Contemporary Old Testament and ancient Near Eastern scholarship, in showing that the creation narratives share the ANE emphasis on functional origins allow us to decouple the narratives from material origins, while a sensitive reading of Gen Ͷ shows that polygenism is implied by the text. Both approaches serve to show that the alleged conflict is more a function of both sides sharing the same flawed fundamentalist exegetical model. 
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Review: Reasonable Faith 

Dave Burke )n Reasonable Faith ȋCrossway, ʹͲͲͺȌ William Lane Craig presents a philosophical defence of Christianity on the basis of rational argumentation.ǯ38 Rejecting the legacy of fundamentalism,39 he urges Christians to take advantage of a new cultural environment40 in which Christianity can reassert itself as a credible worldview. 
Part One ȋǮDe FideǯȌ introduces the historic development of Christian epistemology. Augustine appealed primarily ȋbut not exclusivelyȌ to the authority of Scripture.41 Thomas Aquinas favoured reason but exempted 
                                                                    
38 His appƌoaĐh is eǆeŵplified ďǇ the iŶtƌoduĐtioŶ, iŶ ǁhiĐh apologetiĐs is defiŶed as ͚a theoƌetiĐal disĐipliŶe that 

tƌies to aŶsǁeƌ the ƋuestioŶ, What ƌatioŶal ǁaƌƌaŶt ĐaŶ ďe giǀeŶ foƌ the ChƌistiaŶ faith? Cƌaig, Williaŵ LaŶe 

;ϮϬϬϴ-Ϭϳ-ϮϯͿ. ‘easoŶaďle Faith: ChƌistiaŶ Tƌuth aŶd ApologetiĐs ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶ ϭϱϭͿ. Good Neǁs 

Puďlisheƌs/CƌossǁaǇ Books. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

39 ͚…the gƌeat PƌiŶĐetoŶ theologiaŶ J. Gƌeshaŵ MaĐheŶ soleŵŶlǇ ǁaƌŶed, ͞False ideas aƌe the gƌeatest oďstaĐles 

to the ƌeĐeptioŶ of the Gospel. We ŵaǇ pƌeaĐh ǁith all the feƌǀouƌ of a ƌefoƌŵeƌ aŶd Ǉet suĐĐeed oŶlǇ iŶ ǁiŶŶiŶg 

a stƌaggleƌ heƌe aŶd theƌe, if ǁe peƌŵit the ǁhole ĐolleĐtiǀe thought of the ŶatioŶ to ďe ĐoŶtƌolled ďǇ ideas 

ǁhiĐh pƌeǀeŶt ChƌistiaŶitǇ fƌoŵ ďeiŶg ƌegaƌded as aŶǇthiŶg ŵoƌe thaŶ a haƌŵless delusioŶ.͟  UŶfoƌtuŶatelǇ, 

MaĐheŶ͛s ǁaƌŶiŶg ǁeŶt uŶheeded, aŶd ďiďliĐal   ChƌistiaŶitǇ ƌetƌeated iŶto the iŶtelleĐtual Đloset of 

FuŶdaŵeŶtalisŵ. AŶti-iŶtelleĐtualisŵ aŶd seĐoŶd-ƌate sĐholaƌship ďeĐaŵe the Ŷoƌŵ.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, 

KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϵϬ-ϭϵϲ. 

40 ͚We aƌe liǀiŶg at a tiŵe ǁheŶ ChƌistiaŶ philosophǇ is eǆpeƌieŶĐiŶg a ǀeƌitaďle ƌeŶaissaŶĐe, ƌeiŶǀigoƌatiŶg 

Ŷatuƌal theologǇ, at a tiŵe ǁheŶ sĐieŶĐe is ŵoƌe opeŶ to the eǆisteŶĐe of a tƌaŶsĐeŶdeŶt Cƌeatoƌ aŶd DesigŶeƌ of 

the Đosŵos thaŶ at aŶǇ tiŵe iŶ ƌeĐeŶt ŵeŵoƌǇ, aŶd at a tiŵe ǁheŶ ďiďliĐal   ĐƌitiĐisŵ has eŵďaƌked upoŶ a 

ƌeŶeǁed Ƌuest of the histoƌiĐal Jesus ǁhiĐh tƌeats the Gospels seƌiouslǇ as ǀaluaďle histoƌiĐal souƌĐes foƌ the life 

of Jesus aŶd has ĐoŶfiƌŵed the ŵaiŶ liŶes of the poƌtƌait of Jesus paiŶted iŶ the Gospels.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, 

KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϮϬϲ-ϮϭϬ. 

41 ͚“oŵetiŵes ǁe get the iŵpƌessioŶ that he ǁas a stƌiĐt authoƌitaƌiaŶ; that is to saǇ, he held that the gƌouŶd foƌ 

faith ǁas sheeƌ, uŶƋuestioŶaďle, diǀiŶe authoƌitǇ. This authoƌitǇ ŵight ďe eǆpƌessed iŶ eitheƌ the “Đƌiptuƌes oƌ iŶ 
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certain doctrines from rational scrutiny.42 Unitarian philosopher John Locke proposed an evidential basis for religious belief, affirming Godǯs existence via cosmological argument and insisting no divine revelation could be contrary to reason.43 Karl Barth was the opposite, claiming human reason has no capacity to obtain knowledge about God.44 Alvin Plantinga rejects evidentialism45 on the basis that we need no evidence for the gospelǯs truths because these are communicated through the (oly Spirit.46  
                                                                    
the ĐhuƌĐh. …But ĐeƌtaiŶ stateŵeŶts of AugustiŶe͛s ŵake it Đleaƌ that he ǁas Ŷot aŶ uŶƋualified authoƌitaƌiaŶ. He 

ŵaiŶtaiŶed that authoƌitǇ aŶd ƌeasoŶ Đoopeƌate iŶ ďƌiŶgiŶg a peƌsoŶ to faith.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle 

LoĐatioŶs ϯϵϰ-ϰϬϰ. 

42 ͚But ǁheŶ he Đoŵes to the fouƌth ǀoluŵe, iŶ ǁhiĐh he haŶdles suďjeĐts like the TƌiŶitǇ, the iŶĐaƌŶatioŶ, the 

saĐƌaŵeŶts, aŶd the last thiŶgs, he suddeŶlǇ ĐhaŶges his ŵethod of appƌoaĐh. He states that these thiŶgs aƌe to 

ďe pƌoǀed ďǇ the authoƌitǇ of HolǇ “Đƌiptuƌe, Ŷot ďǇ Ŷatuƌal ƌeasoŶ. BeĐause these doĐtƌiŶes suƌpass ƌeasoŶ, theǇ 

aƌe pƌopeƌlǇ oďjeĐts of faith.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϰϰϳ-ϰϰϵ. 

43 ͚WheŶ oŶe ŵoǀes ďeǇoŶd suĐh ŵatteƌs of deŵoŶstƌaďle ƌeasoŶ iŶto ŵatteƌs of faith, LoĐke iŶsisted that 

ƌeǀealed tƌuths ĐaŶŶot ĐoŶtƌadiĐt ƌeasoŶ. …The ƌeǀealed tƌuths uŶattaiŶaďle ďǇ ƌeasoŶ ĐaŶŶot ĐoŶtƌadiĐt ƌeasoŶ, 

ďeĐause ǁe shall alǁaǇs ďe ŵoƌe ĐeƌtaiŶ of the tƌuth of ƌeasoŶ thaŶ ǁe shall ďe of a puƌpoƌted ƌeǀelatioŶ that 

ĐoŶtƌadiĐts ƌeasoŶ. Theƌefoƌe, Ŷo pƌopositioŶ ĐoŶtƌaƌǇ to ƌeasoŶ ĐaŶ ďe aĐĐepted as diǀiŶe ƌeǀelatioŶ.͛  Cƌaig, 

‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϰϵϵ-ϱϬϯ. 

44 ͚AĐĐoƌdiŶg to Baƌth, theƌe ĐaŶ ďe Ŷo appƌoaĐh to God ǁhatsoeǀeƌ ǀia huŵaŶ ƌeasoŶ. Apaƌt fƌoŵ God͛s 

ƌeǀelatioŶ iŶ Chƌist, huŵaŶ ƌeasoŶ ĐoŵpƌeheŶds aďsolutelǇ ŶothiŶg aďout God.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle 

LoĐatioŶs ϱϰϬ-ϱϰϭ. Baƌth pƌeĐluded fideisŵ ǀia the pƌoǀiso that if kŶoǁledge of God depeŶds solelǇ oŶ His gƌaĐe, 

theŶ ͚eǀeŶ the aĐt of faith ǁould ďe a siŶful ǁoƌk ǁeƌe it Ŷot ǁhollǇ ǁƌought ďǇ God͛ ;Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, 

KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϱϱϴ-ϱϲϬͿ. 

45 ͚PlaŶtiŶga ŵaiŶtaiŶs that ďelief iŶ God aŶd iŶ the ĐeŶtƌal doĐtƌiŶes of ChƌistiaŶitǇ is ďoth ƌatioŶal aŶd 

ǁaƌƌaŶted ǁhollǇ apaƌt fƌoŵ aŶǇ eǀideŶtial fouŶdatioŶs foƌ ďelief. This ďƌiŶgs hiŵ iŶto ĐoŶfliĐt ǁith ǁhat he Đalls 

the eǀideŶtialist oďjeĐtioŶ to theistiĐ ďelief.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϲϭϱ-ϲϭϲ. 

46 Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϲϵϰ-ϲϵϲ. 
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Craig concludes that the role of the (oly Spirit47 has primacy over argument and evidence.48 Despite warning against the assumption that its presence precludes the need for apologetics,49 he insists a genuine (oly Spirit experience is uniquely distinguishable and therefore provides an unmistakable witness.50 Argument and evidence, he says, are merely supports ȋnot proofsȌ of the Christian faith.51 

Part Two ȋǮDe (omineǯȌ considers Ǯthe significance of human life in a post-theistic universe.ǯ52 (ere Craig draws on the work of four famous theists ȋBlaise Pascal, Fyodor Dostoyevsky, Søren Kierkegaard, and Francis SchaefferȌ to make his case that only the existence of God can offer meaning, value and purpose to human existence.  
                                                                    
47 ͚I thiŶk that Dodǁell aŶd PlaŶtiŶga aƌe ĐoƌƌeĐt that, fuŶdaŵeŶtallǇ, the ǁaǇ ǁe kŶoǁ ChƌistiaŶitǇ to ďe tƌue is 

ďǇ the self-autheŶtiĐatiŶg ǁitŶess of God͛s HolǇ “piƌit. Noǁ ǁhat do I ŵeaŶ ďǇ that? I ŵeaŶ that the eǆpeƌieŶĐe 

of the HolǇ “piƌit is ǀeƌidiĐal aŶd uŶŵistakaďle ;though Ŷot ŶeĐessaƌilǇ iƌƌesistiďle oƌ iŶduďitaďleͿ foƌ hiŵ ǁho has 

it…͛ Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϳϭϬ-ϳϭϭ. 

48 ͚Thus, although aƌguŵeŶts aŶd eǀideŶĐe ŵaǇ ďe used to suppoƌt the ďelieǀeƌ͛s faith, theǇ aƌe Ŷeǀeƌ pƌopeƌlǇ 

the ďasis of that faith. …Hoǁ theŶ does the ďelieǀeƌ kŶoǁ that ChƌistiaŶitǇ is tƌue? He kŶoǁs ďeĐause of the self-

autheŶtiĐatiŶg ǁitŶess of God͛s “piƌit ǁho liǀes ǁithiŶ hiŵ.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϳϳϰ-ϳϳϲ. 

49 ͚“oŵe peƌsoŶs ŵight saǇ that ǁe should Ŷeǀeƌ seek to defeŶd the faith. Just pƌeaĐh the gospel aŶd let the HolǇ 

“piƌit ǁoƌk! But this attitude is uŶďalaŶĐed aŶd uŶsĐƌiptuƌal, as ǁe͛ll see iŶ a ŵoŵeŶt.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, 

KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϴϯϭ-ϴϯϮ. 

50 ͚The “piƌit-filled ChƌistiaŶ ĐaŶ kŶoǁ iŵŵediatelǇ that his Đlaiŵ to the “piƌit͛s ǁitŶess is tƌue despite the false 

Đlaiŵs ŵade ďǇ peƌsoŶs adheƌiŶg to otheƌ ƌeligioŶs.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϴϰϲ-ϴϰϴ. 

51 ͚But the ǀieǁ just eǆpouŶded eŶaďles us to hold to a ƌatioŶal faith ǁhiĐh is suppoƌted ďǇ aƌguŵeŶt aŶd 

eǀideŶĐe ǁithout ouƌ ŵakiŶg that aƌguŵeŶt aŶd eǀideŶĐe the fouŶdatioŶ of ouƌ faith.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, 

KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϬϳϮ-ϭϬϳϯ. 

52 Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϮϭϵ-ϭϮϮϬ. 
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  Pascal said it is better to believe in God than not, because this offers the best chance of maximising oneǯs happiness.53 )f God exists you win eternal life; if (e does not exist, you have lost nothing. 54 Dostoyevsky addressed the problem of evil, arguing that suffering builds character while disbelief in God necessarily leads to moral relativism, which is unjustifiable on rational grounds. Even the most hardened atheist struggles to articulate the merits of a world in which there is no universal moral code.55  
  

                                                                    
53 Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϮϴϰ-ϭϮϴϱ. 

54 The pƌoposal has siŶĐe ďeĐoŵe kŶoǁŶ as ͚PasĐal͛s Wageƌ.͛  It is ǀulŶeƌaďle to ĐƌitiƋue oŶ the gƌouŶds of 

iŶtelleĐtual dishoŶestǇ, siŶĐe a peƌsoŶ Đould suďsĐƌiďe to the ǁageƌ out of pƌagŵatiĐ self-iŶteƌest, iŶ the total 

aďseŶĐe of autheŶtiĐ ďelief. 

55 ͚“aƌtƌe stƌuggles ǀaiŶlǇ to elude the ĐoŶtƌadiĐtioŶ ďetǁeeŶ his deŶial of diǀiŶelǇ pƌe-estaďlished ǀalues aŶd his 

uƌgeŶt desiƌe to affiƌŵ the ǀalue of huŵaŶ peƌsoŶs. Like ‘ussell, he Đould Ŷot liǀe ǁith the iŵpliĐatioŶs of his 

oǁŶ deŶial of ethiĐal aďsolutes.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϱϳϰ-ϭϱϳϲ. 
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Kierkegaard took an existential approach, arguing that human existence cannot find meaning or authenticity in the absence of God. This necessitates a leap of faith, even if no rational basis can be given for it.56 Schaeffer believed that in the absence of God, human life has no value. Theism therefore offers the only way to Ǯsave the human race from itself.ǯ57  
Craig concludes that Christianity succeeds where atheism fails because Ǯit provides the two conditions necessary for a meaningful, valuable, and purposeful life for man: God and immortalityǯ,58 and ǮBecause of this, we can live consistently and happily.ǯ59 

Part Three ȋǮDe DeoǯȌ addresses rational arguments for the existence of God. As before, Craig surveys historic approaches. First is the ontological argument, which Ǯattempts to prove from the very concept of God that God exists: if God is conceivable, then he must actually exist.ǯ60  
Next is the cosmological argument, which Ǯassumes that something exists and argues from the existence of that thing to the existence of a First Cause or a Sufficient Reason of the cosmos.ǯ61 This is followed by the teleological argument ȋor Ǯargument from designǯȌ, which Ǯinfers an intelligent designer of the universe, just 

                                                                    
56 Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϯϯϬ-ϭϯϯϭ. 

57 Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϯϰϱ-ϭϯϰϲ. 

58 Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϳϬϯ-ϭϳϬϰ. 

59 Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶ ϭϳϬϰ. 

60 Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϵϭϱ-ϭϵϭϲ. OƌigiŶallǇ deǀised ďǇ AŶselŵ of CaŶteƌďuƌǇ, this aƌguŵeŶt 

fouŶd defeŶdeƌs iŶ DesĐaƌtes, “piŶoza aŶd PlaŶtiŶga ;aŵoŶg otheƌsͿ. 

61 Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϵϯϭ-ϭϵϯϮ. PƌopoŶeŶts of the ĐosŵologiĐal aƌguŵeŶt iŶĐlude Plato, 

Aƌistotle, al-Ghjazali, AƋuiŶas, aŶd LeiďŶiz. 
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as we infer an intelligent designer for any product in which we discern evidence of purposeful adaptation of means to some end ȋtelosȌ.ǯ62  
Finally Craig considers the moral argument, which Ǯimplies the existence of a Being that is the embodiment of the ultimate Good, which is the source of the objective moral values we experience in the world.ǯ63 While admitting bias towards the cosmological argument, Craig concludes the moral argument is most effective64 since it reveals the inconsistency of moral relativism in theory and practice.65 

The first half of Part Four ȋǮDe CreationeǯȌ examines historical knowledge. (ere Craig asks Ǯhow is it possible to learn anything about the human past with any degree of assurance?ǯ66 )mplications for apologetics arise 

                                                                    
62 Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϮϬϮϮ-ϮϬϮϯ. The teleologiĐal aƌguŵeŶt͛s ŵost faŵous adǀoĐate ǁas 

Williaŵ PaleǇ, ǁho saǁ eǀideŶĐe of desigŶ iŶ the iŶtƌiĐate aŶatoŵǇ of liǀiŶg ďeiŶgs. 

63 Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs Ϯϭϭϱ-Ϯϭϭϲ. The ďest Đase foƌ this ǀieǁ ǁas foƌŵulated ďǇ Williaŵ 

“oƌelǇ, ǁho ďelieǀed iŶ aŶ ͚oďjeĐtiǀe ŵoƌal oƌdeƌ͛ disĐeƌŶiďle ďǇ huŵaŶitǇ aŶd ƌefleĐtiŶg the ŵiŶd of God. 

64 ͚I saǇ this gƌudgiŶglǇ ďeĐause ŵǇ faǀouƌite is the ĐosŵologiĐal aƌguŵeŶt. But ĐosŵologiĐal aŶd teleologiĐal 

aƌguŵeŶts doŶ͛t ƌeallǇ hit people ǁheƌe theǇ liǀe aŶd so ĐaŶ ďe disŵissed as Đuƌiosities. But the ŵoƌal aƌguŵeŶt 

ĐaŶŶot ďe so ďƌushed aside. EǀeƌǇ daǇ that Ǉou get up Ǉou aŶsǁeƌ the ƋuestioŶ of ǁhetheƌ theƌe aƌe oďjeĐtiǀe 

ŵoƌal ǀalues aŶd duties ďǇ hoǁ Ǉou liǀe. It͛s uŶaǀoidaďle.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϰϯϮϲ-ϰϯϯϬ. 

65 ͚OŶ the oŶe haŶd, [people haǀe] ďeeŶ taught to ďelieǀe that ŵoƌal ƌelatiǀisŵ is tƌue, that ŵoƌal ǀalues aŶd 

duties aƌe ĐultuƌallǇ aŶd eǀeŶ peƌsoŶallǇ ƌelatiǀe aŶd that Ǉou haǀe Ŷo ƌight to judge aŶotheƌ. …OŶ the otheƌ 

haŶd, theǇ͛ƌe steeped iŶ politiĐal ĐoƌƌeĐtŶess aŶd the ǀalues it eŶtails. … If Ǉou͛ƌe dealiŶg ǁith soŵeoŶe ǁho is aŶ 

hoŶest iŶƋuiƌeƌ I ĐaŶ guaƌaŶtee that ϵϱ peƌĐeŶt of the tiŵe that peƌsoŶ ǁill agƌee that theƌe aƌe oďjeĐtiǀe ŵoƌal 

ǀalues aŶd duties.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶ LoĐatioŶs ϰϯϯϭ-ϰϯϰϮ. 

66 Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶ ϰϳϰϱ. 
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from Christianityǯs claim to historical events as the foundation of its lifesaving message. )f history can be verified, Christianity can be verified via history.67  
Postmodern historical relativism casts doubt on this proposition by questioning the very nature of historical data68 and Craig views this as a primary obstacle to the effectiveness of Christian historical apologetics.69 (aving scrutinised and dismissed typical objections to the objectivity of history ȋlack of direct access and lack of neutralityȌ he notes that historical relativism has made little impact in the professional sphere70 but still 

                                                                    
67 ͚ChƌistiaŶitǇ is Ŷot a Đode foƌ liǀiŶg oƌ a philosophǇ of ƌeligioŶ; ƌatheƌ it is ƌooted iŶ ƌeal eǀeŶts of histoƌǇ. …this 

ŵakes ChƌistiaŶitǇ uŶiƋue ďeĐause, uŶlike ŵost otheƌ ǁoƌld ƌeligioŶs, ǁe Ŷoǁ haǀe a ŵeaŶs of ǀeƌifǇiŶg its tƌuth 

ďǇ histoƌiĐal eǀideŶĐe.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϰϳϰϬ-ϰϳϰϰ. 

68 ͚IŶdeed, it is Ŷot Đleaƌ ǁhetheƌ theƌe ƌeallǇ is suĐh a thiŶg as the past oŶ a thoƌoughgoiŶg postŵodeƌŶist ǀieǁ, 

siŶĐe the ŵultipliĐitǇ of histoƌiĐal ƌeĐoŶstƌuĐtioŶs aŶd teǆts seeŵs to lead to ŵultiple pasts, ŶoŶe of ǁhiĐh is 

pƌiǀileged. …Thus, JeŶkiŶs asseƌts that the idea that faĐts/ƌealitǇ ĐaŶ eǆist iŶdepeŶdeŶtlǇ of the histoƌiaŶ ͞is aŶ 

iŵplausiďle idea.͟ ͛ Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϰϵϲϱ-ϰϵϳϬ. 

69 ͚If a histoƌiĐal apologetiĐ foƌ the ChƌistiaŶ faith is to ďe suĐĐessful, the oďjeĐtioŶs of histoƌiĐal ƌelatiǀisŵ Ŷeed to 

ďe oǀeƌĐoŵe.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϰϵϵϵ-ϱϬϬϬ. 

70 ͚It is theƌefoƌe heaƌteŶiŶg to fiŶd that the ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ of pƌofessioŶal histoƌiaŶs has ƌeŵaiŶed uŶŵoǀed ďǇ the 

ďlaŶdishŵeŶts of postŵodeƌŶ ƌelatiǀists. NaŶĐǇ PaƌtŶeƌ oďseƌǀes, ͞Foƌ all the sophistiĐatioŶ of the theoƌǇ-

satuƌated paƌt of the pƌofessioŶ, sĐholaƌs iŶ all the ƌeleǀaŶt disĐipliŶes that ĐoŶtƌiďute to oƌ depeŶd oŶ histoƌiĐal 

iŶfoƌŵatioŶ ĐaƌƌǇ oŶ iŶ all esseŶtial ǁaǇs as though ŶothiŶg had ĐhaŶged siŶĐe ‘aŶke, oƌ GiďďoŶ foƌ that ŵatteƌ.͟ ͛ 

Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϱϱϬϵ-ϱϱϭϮ. 
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finds advocates within an everyday apologetic context.71 The key to refuting this viewpoint, he says, is to list its concessions and demonstrate its impracticality.72 

)n the second half of Part Four Craig reviews objections to miracles73 from Benedict de Spinoza and David (ume. The former argued that miracles are contrary to nature and insufficient evidence of God74, while the latter claimed miracles are improvable in principle and in fact.75 Craig cites notable theistic philosophers to show these objections are ultimately based on the unjustifiable presupposition that miracles are impossible.76 

                                                                    
71 ͚Moƌeoǀeƌ, ǁheŶ shaƌiŶg the gospel, oŶe does oĐĐasioŶallǇ eŶĐouŶteƌ ŶoŶChƌistiaŶs ǁho seeŵ ǀeƌǇ sĐeptiĐal 

aďout histoƌǇ.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϱϱϮϲ-ϱϱϮϳ. 

72 ͚With suĐh peƌsoŶs I thiŶk it ǁould ďe espeĐiallǇ effeĐtiǀe to shaƌe the thƌee ǁaǇs iŶ ǁhiĐh ƌelatiǀists iŵpliĐitlǇ 

ĐoŶĐede the oďjeĐtiǀitǇ of histoƌǇ. If theǇ iŶsist oŶ a Đoŵplete histoƌiĐal sĐeptiĐisŵ, theŶ ǁe should eǆplaiŶ to 

theŵ the utteƌ uŶliǀeaďilitǇ of suĐh a ǀieǁ.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϱϱϮϳ-ϱϱϮϴ. 

73 ͚UŶdouďtedlǇ, oŶe of the ŵajoƌ stuŵďliŶg ďloĐks to ďeĐoŵiŶg a ChƌistiaŶ foƌ ŵaŶǇ people todaǇ is that 

ChƌistiaŶitǇ is a ƌeligioŶ of ŵiƌaĐles. …But the pƌoďleŵ is that these soƌts of ŵiƌaĐulous eǀeŶts seeŵ to ďeloŶg to 

a ǁoƌldǀieǁ foƌeigŶ to ŵodeƌŶ ŵaŶ—a pƌe-sĐieŶtifiĐ, supeƌstitious ǁoƌldǀieǁ ďeloŶgiŶg to the aŶĐieŶt aŶd 

ŵiddle ages.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϱϳϴϱ-ϱϳϴϵ. 

74 ͚…“piŶoza aƌgues that ŶothiŶg happeŶs ĐoŶtƌaƌǇ to the eteƌŶal aŶd uŶĐhaŶgeaďle oƌdeƌ of Ŷatuƌe. …Fiƌst, a 

ŵiƌaĐle Đould Ŷot iŶ aŶǇ Đase pƌoǀe God͛s eǆisteŶĐe, siŶĐe a lesseƌ ďeiŶg suĐh as aŶ aŶgel oƌ deŵoŶ Đould ďe the 

Đause of the eǀeŶt. “eĐoŶd, a so-Đalled ŵiƌaĐle is siŵplǇ a ǁoƌk of Ŷatuƌe Ŷot Ǉet disĐoǀeƌed ďǇ ŵaŶ.͛  Cƌaig, 

‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϱϴϮϵ-ϱϴϰϭ. 

75 ͚Noǁ, Huŵe aƌgues, eǀeŶ if ǁe ĐoŶĐede that the eǀideŶĐe foƌ a paƌtiĐulaƌ ŵiƌaĐle aŵouŶts to a full pƌoof, it is 

still iŶ pƌiŶĐiple iŵpossiďle to ideŶtifǇ that eǀeŶt as a ŵiƌaĐle. WhǇ? BeĐause staŶdiŶg opposed to this pƌoof is aŶ 

eƋuallǇ full pƌoof, ŶaŵelǇ the eǀideŶĐe foƌ the uŶĐhaŶgeaďle laǁs of Ŷatuƌe that the eǀeŶt iŶ ƋuestioŶ is Ŷot a 

ŵiƌaĐle. … But iŶ faĐt, saǇs Huŵe, the eǀideŶĐe foƌ ŵiƌaĐles does Ŷot aŵouŶt to a full pƌoof. IŶdeed, the eǀideŶĐe 

is so pooƌ, it does Ŷot eǀeŶ aŵouŶt to a pƌoďaďilitǇ.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϱϴϱϮ-ϱϴϳϭ. 

76 ͚…I do thiŶk that people to ǁhoŵ ǁe talk aďout Chƌist do soŵetiŵes haǀe Đoǀeƌt pƌoďleŵs ǁith ŵiƌaĐles. TheǇ 

do Ŷot foƌŵulate theiƌ ŵisgiǀiŶgs iŶto aŶ aƌguŵeŶt; theǇ just fiŶd it haƌd to ďelieǀe that the ŵiƌaĐulous eǀeŶts of 
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Part Five ȋǮDe ChristoǯȌ covers the quest for the historical Jesus and the nature of his self-understanding. (ere Craig makes a solid case for the historicity of the biblical Jesus while engaging with the mundane historical Jesus offered by secular scholarship.  
)n a notable concession Craig admits the weakness of C. S. Lewisǯ famous Ǯtrilemmaǯ, which states that Jesusǯ personal claims leave only three possibilities: he was self-deceived ȋǮlunaticǯȌ, knowingly deceptive ȋǮliarǯȌ or God incarnate ȋǮLordǯȌ.77 Despite this Craig is able to show that Jesusǯ self-concept uniquely corresponded to Jewish messianic prophecies,78 while his public ministry was demonstrably miraculous79 and unprecedentedly authoritative.80 With a final nod to C. S. Lewis, Craig concludes it is more reasonable to accept 
                                                                    
the Gospels ƌeallǇ oĐĐuƌƌed. IŶsofaƌ as ǁe seŶse this is the Đase, ǁe Ŷeed to ďƌiŶg this pƌesuppositioŶ out iŶto the 

opeŶ aŶd eǆplaiŶ ǁhǇ theƌe aƌe Ŷo good gƌouŶds foƌ it.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϲϱϱϮ-ϲϱϱϱ. 

77 ͚Noǁ ĐeƌtaiŶlǇ the ŵajoƌitǇ of sĐholaƌs todaǇ ǁould agƌee that Jesus ǁas Ŷeitheƌ a liaƌ Ŷoƌ a luŶatiĐ; ďut that 

does Ŷot ŵeaŶ that theǇ aĐkŶoǁledge hiŵ as Loƌd. ‘atheƌ, ŵaŶǇ ǁould saǇ that the Jesus ǁho Đlaiŵed to ďe 

diǀiŶe is a legeŶd, a theologiĐal pƌoduĐt of the ChƌistiaŶ ĐhuƌĐh. Thus, the dileŵŵa posed ďǇ tƌaditioŶal 

apologetiĐs is uŶdeƌĐut, foƌ Jesus hiŵself Ŷeǀeƌ Đlaiŵed to ďe God.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs 

ϲϵϴϭ-ϲϵϴϰ. 

78 ͚The Gospels uŶaŵďiguouslǇ pƌeseŶt Jesus as haǀiŶg a MessiaŶiĐ seŶse of ideŶtitǇ.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, 

KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϳϬϱϭ-ϳϬϱϮ. 

79 ͚Moƌeoǀeƌ, the ŵiƌaĐle stoƌies aƌe so ǁidelǇ ƌepƌeseŶted iŶ all stƌata of the Gospel tƌaditioŶs that it ǁould ďe 

fatuous to ƌegaƌd theŵ as Ŷot ƌooted iŶ the life of Jesus. Thus, the ĐoŶseŶsus of Neǁ TestaŵeŶt sĐholaƌship 

agƌees that Jesus did peƌfoƌŵ ͞ŵiƌaĐles͟—hoǁeǀeƌ oŶe ŵight ǁaŶt to iŶteƌpƌet oƌ eǆplaiŶ these.͛  Cƌaig, 

‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϳϱϭϯ-ϳϱϭϲ. 

80 ͚The eǆpƌessioŶ fƌeƋueŶtlǇ attƌiďuted to Jesus, ͞TƌulǇ, tƌulǇ I saǇ to Ǉou,͟  is histoƌiĐallǇ uŶiƋue aŶd is ƌeĐogŶized 

oŶ all haŶds to haǀe ďeeŶ used ďǇ Jesus to pƌefaĐe his teaĐhiŶg. It seƌǀed to ŵaƌk off his authoƌitatiǀe ǁoƌd oŶ 

soŵe suďjeĐt, usuallǇ a stateŵeŶt aďout the iŶďƌeakiŶg kiŶgdoŵ of God oƌ aďout Jesus͛ oǁŶ ǁoƌk.͛  Cƌaig, 

‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϳϰϱϲ-ϳϰϱϴ. 
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Jesusǯ claims than to deny them.81 The weight of evidence favours the truth of Jesusǯ historicity and self-identity.82 

Craigǯs book is not without its weaknesses. The first is his appeal to the witness of the (oly Spirit, which he urges us to accept even when it contradicts argument and evidence.83 )s this reasonable? Craig believes so, but his rationale84 sounds suspiciously circular and is unlikely to convince unbelievers. )f we accept the witness of the (oly Spirit in defiance of argument and evidence, can we still claim to possess a rational faith or must we admit it is purely subjective?  
Craig argues that the witness of the Spirit is distinguishable from mere subjectivism, but the difference remains unclear even after his attempts to prove otherwise. This seriously undermines his claim to present a Ǯreasonable faithǯ based on rational argument, and leaves him vulnerable to charges of fideism. 

                                                                    
81 ͚…ďǇ ŵeaŶs of these Đlaiŵs of Jesus, oŶ the ďasis of saǇiŶgs shoǁŶ to ďe autheŶtiĐ, ǁe aƌe ďƌought ƌouŶd agaiŶ 

to the saŵe dileŵŵa posed ďǇ the tƌaditioŶal apologetiĐ: if Jesus ǁas Ŷot ǁho he Đlaiŵed to ďe, theŶ he ǁas 

eitheƌ a ĐhaƌlataŶ oƌ a ŵadŵaŶ, Ŷeitheƌ of ǁhiĐh is plausiďle. Theƌefoƌe, ǁhǇ Ŷot aĐĐept hiŵ as the diǀiŶe “oŶ of 

God, just as the eaƌliest ChƌistiaŶs did?͛ Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϳϱϵϳ-ϳϱϵϵ. 

82 ͚TakeŶ iŶ ĐoŶjuŶĐtioŶ ǁith eǀideŶĐe foƌ the ƌesuƌƌeĐtioŶ—aŶd oŶe ŵight add, ǁith the eǀideŶĐe foƌ Jesus͛ 

ŵiƌaĐles aŶd ǁith fulfiled pƌopheĐǇ, ǁhiĐh I haǀe Ŷot disĐussed—the ƌadiĐal Đlaiŵs of Jesus ďeĐoŵe a poǁeƌful 

apologetiĐ foƌ the ChƌistiaŶ faith.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϳϲϮϱ-ϳϲϮϲ. 

83 ͚“hould a ĐoŶfliĐt aƌise ďetǁeeŶ the ǁitŶess of the HolǇ “piƌit to the fuŶdaŵeŶtal tƌuth of the ChƌistiaŶ faith 

aŶd ďeliefs ďased oŶ aƌguŵeŶt aŶd eǀideŶĐe, theŶ it is the foƌŵeƌ ǁhiĐh ŵust take pƌeĐedeŶĐe oǀeƌ the latteƌ, 

Ŷot ǀiĐe ǀeƌsa.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϴϮϴ-ϴϯϭ. 

84 ͚If Ǉou͛ƌe siŶĐeƌelǇ seekiŶg God, theŶ God ǁill giǀe Ǉou assuƌaŶĐe that the gospel is tƌue.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle 

Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϬϲϯ-ϭϬϲϰ. 
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The second weakness is Craigǯs tendency to move on without adequately addressing stronger objections to his case. An example is found in Chapter ʹ, where he claims nothing can be defined as evil or good if God does not exist.85  
Craig says a non-theistic basis for morality is Ǯvery difficult to understand.ǯ86 Yet this does not make it unreasonable or impossible. Why can there be no basis for morality in the absence of God? Craig does not explain. Surely even a relativistic basis for morality is still a basis for morality? )tǯs a question Craig neither asks nor addresses.87 

The primary virtue of Craigǯs book is its scope. Reasonable Faith offers an apologetic for lay Christians and clergy alike. Every angle is covered, from classical arguments to mathematical probability. (istorical background information provides essential context to the debate.  
Craig writes confidently, cross-examining counter-claims, explaining technical terms and supporting his case with copious references. Atheists commonly claim faith is necessarily irrational, but Craig shows otherwise: Christianity is predicated on reasonable grounds, and in some cases the alternative view is manifestly 
unreasonable. 
  

                                                                    
85 ͚Thus, if atheisŵ is tƌue, it ďeĐoŵes iŵpossiďle to ĐoŶdeŵŶ ǁaƌ, oppƌessioŶ, oƌ Đƌiŵe as eǀil. Noƌ ĐaŶ oŶe 

pƌaise ďƌotheƌhood, eƋualitǇ, oƌ loǀe as good. It doesŶ͛t ŵatteƌ ǁhat Ǉou do—foƌ theƌe is Ŷo ƌight aŶd ǁƌoŶg; all 

thiŶgs aƌe peƌŵitted.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϯϴϵϴ-ϯϴϵϵ. 

86 Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶ ϯϵϬϱ. Heƌe Cƌaig suƌelǇ Đoŵŵits the fallaĐǇ of the aƌguŵeŶt fƌoŵ 

iŶĐƌedulitǇ. 

87 The ƋuestioŶ Ŷeeds to ďe addƌessed, foƌ he has alƌeadǇ ĐoŶĐeded that atheists ĐaŶ liǀe ŵoƌal liǀes: ͚Theƌe͛s Ŷo 

ƌeasoŶ to thiŶk that atheists aŶd theists alike ŵaǇ Ŷot liǀe ǁhat ǁe ŶoƌŵallǇ ĐhaƌaĐteƌize as good aŶd deĐeŶt 

liǀes.͛  Cƌaig, ‘easoŶaďle Faith, KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϯϵϬϲ-ϯϵϬϳ. 
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Alleged Scientific )naccuracies in the Bible 

Ken Gilmore 

Abstract 

Claims that the Bible is riddled with scientific errors are commonly made against the Bible by sceptics of its claim 

to be the word of God. These claims are unimpressive as they are ironically predicated on a literal reading of 

translations of the Bible in with no attempt made to understand (ebrew idiom or make due allowance for folk 

taxonomy. Furthermore, they ignore the point made by conservative scholars that inspiration does not give the 

writers scientific knowledge above their peers. Finally, such claims ignore evidence that the cultic aspects of the 

Mosaic Law have been acknowledged as providing considerable benefit from a sanitation point of view. 

 

Scientific errors or folk taxonomy and failure to understand (ebrew idiom? Two of the most frequently cited examples of scientific error are the references to rabbits that chew the cud in Leviticus ͳͳ:ͷ-͸ and insects with four legs in verses ʹͲ-ʹͳ of the same chapter. )t is a mistake to read these verses as being modern taxonomy as the purpose of these chapters is to divide animals into clean or unclean for dietary and cultic purposes. The former is an example of folk taxonomy, one that employs a loosely-defined term Ǯcud-chewingǯ as one of the criteria by which animals are classified. Rabbits and hyraxes are not ruminants, but as Jacob Milgrom speculates, ǲthe sideways movement of it jaws gives [them] the appearance of [being such].ǳ 88 References to four-legged insects betray an ignorance of (ebrew idiom and a surface reading of an English translation; the phrase Ǯgoing on all foursǯ does not refer to insects being tetrapods, but is idiomatic for darting around: Almost all small land animals are classified as unclean. The phrase עʡ־ארʬע ʪʬהה, ǲgo on all fours,ǳ is an expression for darting about. E. Fink ȋRÉJ ͸͵ [ͳͻͳʹ] ͳʹʹ–ʹ͵Ȍ takes feet ȋׁמʬʢרȌ in v ʹ͵ as a dual, 
                                                                    
88 JaĐoď Milgƌoŵ, A CoŶtiŶeŶtal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ: LeǀitiĐus: a Book of ‘itual aŶd EthiĐs ;MiŶŶeapolis, MN: Foƌtƌess 

Pƌess, ϮϬϬϰͿ, ϭϭϲ. 
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meaning four pairs of legs. (e accounts for the four pairs by including the antennae every insect has as numbered with the feet.  Unfortunately Finkǯs explanation does not help very much with the phrase ǲgo on all fourǳ in v ʹͲ. For clarity in the English translation this phrase is rendered ǲdart about.ǳ Four locusts are named as exceptions to flying insectsǯ being unclean. They are clean because they have a pair of larger, jointed legs for hopping. 89 Far from being a blunder, the reference to darting insects served its purpose of providing criteria by which the )sraelites could divide animals into groups for cultic purposes. )t is a mistake to judge these criteria on scientific grounds. 
Accommodation and ignoring the cultural context As Christadelphians have long argued that the references to demon possession as a cause of disease in the New Testament are an example of Jesus accommodating an existing belief without endorsing it, claims that the references to demon possession are problematic are unimpressive.  Context here is critical: Kuemmerlin-McLean notes that the OT has few overt references to demons, much less as the root cause of disease, whereas in the New Testament they are abundant, with the notable exception of Johnǯs gospel.90  The latter may well reflect a more developed belief in demons in Galilee as opposed to Judea, and hints strongly that far from representing a universal, and normative belief in the reality of demon possession, the NT narratives represent a pragmatic accommodation of geographically-specific views. The idea of accommodation obliges the exegete to understand the socio-cultural and historical context of the narrative, rather than take surface readings out of context. Another classic example is the accusation that the Bible errs in claiming that one can Ǯproveǯ virginity by an intact hymen or the presence of bloodstained sheets on a wedding night.  
                                                                    
89 JohŶ E. HaƌtleǇ, LeǀitiĐus ;ǀol. ϰ; Woƌd BiďliĐal   CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; Dallas: Woƌd, IŶĐoƌpoƌated, ϭϵϵϴͿ, ϭϲϬ. 

90 JoaŶŶe K. KueŵŵeƌliŶ-MĐLeaŶ, ͞DeŵoŶs: Old TestaŵeŶt,͟  ed. Daǀid Noel FƌeedŵaŶ, The AŶĐhoƌ Yale Biďle 

DiĐtioŶaƌǇ ;Neǁ Yoƌk: DouďledaǇ, ϭϵϵϮͿ, ϭϰϬ. 
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While it is true that a non-intact hymen or the absence of blood-stained sheets after a wedding night do not rule out a bride being a virgin, the passages in Deut ʹʹ:ͳ͵-ʹͳ are not about proving virginity, but protecting a woman from false accusations of infidelity, a point which is made absolutely clear by the opening sentences of this section: ǲ)f any man takes a wife and goes in to her and then turns against her, and charges her with shameful deeds and publicly defames her, and says, Ǯ) took this woman, but when ) came near her, ) did not find her a virgin,ǯ then the girlǯs father and her mother shall take and bring out the evidence of the girlǯs virginity to the elders of the city at the gate." The accuracy of the Bible has also been questioned because the requirement for a post-menstrual period of quarantine has no medical basis in fact. (owever, this ignores the fact that the purity code was primarily given to enforce ritual purity. )t should be noted however that adherence to these ceremonial laws does have unambiguous public health benefits, which can hardly be considered accidental: ǮThe (ebrew Mosaic Law of the five Books of Moses stressed prevention of disease through regulation of personal and community hygiene, reproductive and maternal health, isolation of lepers and other ǲunclean conditionsǳ, and family and personal sexual conduct as part of religious practice.ǯ  Ǯ)t also laid a basis for medical and public health jurisprudence. Personal and community responsibility for health included a mandatory day of rest, limits on slavery and guarantees of the rights of slaves and workers, protection of water supplies, sanitation of communities and camps, waste disposal, and food protection, all codified in detailed religious obligations.ǯ ǮFood regulation prevented use of diseased or unclean animals, and prescribed methods of slaughter improved the possibility of preservation of the meat.ǯ ǮThe Mosaic Law, which forms the basis for Judaism, Christianity, and )slam, codified health laws for the individual and for society, all of which have continued into the modern era as basic concepts in environmental and social hygiene.91 Divine accommodation is not a novel exegetical option, but rather one that has a respectable conservative pedigree stretching back centuries. Calvin, in his commentary on Genesis observed that the idea of waters in the heavens did not make sense, and argued that this represented evidence that the Bible accommodated 
                                                                    
91 ThulĐhiŶskǇ & E Vaƌaǀikoǀa, ͚The Neǁ PuďliĐ Health: AŶ IŶtƌoduĐtioŶ foƌ the Ϯϭst CeŶtuƌǇ͛ ;ϮϬϬϬͿ. 

http://biblia.com/bible/gs-netbible/Deut%2022.13-21
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existing views on nature: For it appears opposed to common sense, and quite incredible, that there should be waters above the heaven. (ence some resort to allegory, and philosophize concerning angels; but quite beside the purpose. For, to my mind, this is a certain principle, that nothing is here treated of but the visible form of the world.  
(e who would learn astronomy, and other recondite arts, let him go elsewhere. (ere the Spirit of God would teach all men without exception; and therefore what Gregory declares falsely and in vain respecting statues and pictures is truly applicable to the history of the creation, namely, that it is the 

book of the unlearned.92 ȋEmphasis mineȌ. 

Conclusion )mplicit in these allegations of Ǯscientific errorǯ is the assumption that inspiration as a concept is nullified by the presence of scientific error. Many of these alleged errors reflect a superficial, naï ve reading of the text divorced from context, but even where there are examples where the scientific knowledge of the inspired author reflects the misunderstandings of the day, what the critic is obligated to demonstrate is that the theological point is contingent on that inaccuracy. Nineteenth century theologian Charles (odge ably notes that a high view of inspiration readily accommodates this fact: This of course does not imply that the sacred writers were infallible except for the special purpose for which they were employed. They were not imbued with plenary knowledge. As to all matters of science, philosophy, and history, they stood on the same level with their contemporaries.  They were infallible only as teachers, and when acting as the spokesmen of God. Their inspiration no more made them astronomers than it made them agriculturists. )saiah was infallible in his predictions, although he shared with his countrymen the views then prevalent as to the mechanism of the universe. 
93 

  

                                                                    
92 JohŶ CalǀiŶ aŶd JohŶ KiŶg, CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the Fiƌst Book of Moses Called GeŶesis ;ǀol. ϭ; BelliŶghaŵ, WA: 

Logos Biďle “oftǁaƌe, ϮϬϭϬͿ, ϳϵ–ϴϬ. 

93 Chaƌles Hodge, “ǇsteŵatiĐ TheologǇ ;ǀol. ϭ; Oak Haƌďoƌ, WA: Logos ‘eseaƌĐh “Ǉsteŵs, IŶĐ., ϭϵϵϳͿ, ϭϲϱ. 
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A survey of Sch“rerǯs challenges to the Lukan census 

Chris Matthiesen 

Abstract 

The events of Jesus birth, as told by Luke, are considered difficult to reconcile with extant historical records. The 

circumstances detailed in the narrative which place Joseph and Mary in Bethlehem for Jesus' birth have received 

a large amount of scrutiny by both advocates and adversaries of the Bible.  A closer examination of the text itself 

shows, however, that the plausibility of such events occurring is quite strong, and that Luke may have been 

misunderstood regarding the relationship between the birth of Jesus and the Quirinian census. 

)ntroduction The ͳͻth century theologian Emil Schu rer outlined five challenges94 to the historicity of the Lukan census which still stand as representative95 of the ongoing controversy surrounding Luke ʹ:ͳ-ͷ.  
1. There is currently no historical evidence of an empire-wide census by Augustus. 
2. Joseph would not have been obligated to travel to Bethlehem for a Roman census. 
3. Judaea, as a vassal kingdom, would not have been subject to a Roman census 

4. Josephus doesnǯt mention any census before ͸ CE. 
5. Quirinius was not governor of Syria during the time of Jesusǯ birth or (erodǯs reign. 
This article will briefly examine scholarly treatment of these challenges.96 

                                                                    
94 Eŵil “Đhüƌeƌ, A HistoƌǇ of the Jeǁish People iŶ the Tiŵe of Jesus Chƌist, Fiƌst DiǀisioŶ ;Ϯ ǀols; EdiŶďuƌgh: T&T 

Claƌk, ϭϴϵϬ; ƌepƌ. HeŶdƌiĐksoŶ, ϭϵϵϰͿ, Ϯ:ϭϬϱ-ϰϯ. 

95 The ŵajoƌitǇ of ĐoŵŵeŶtatoƌs oŶ the LukaŶ ĐeŶsus siŶĐe “Đhüƌeƌ folloǁ his listed ĐhalleŶges, ofteŶ iŶ the saŵe 

oƌdeƌ, eǀeŶ ǁheŶ “Đhüƌeƌ is Ŷot Ŷaŵed. 

96 While this aƌtiĐle is iŶteŶded to pƌoǀide a ďƌoad look at the LukaŶ CeŶsus disĐussioŶ, I hope, God ǁilliŶg, to 

tƌeat keǇ poiŶts featuƌed heƌe to fuƌtheƌ aŶalǇsis iŶ futuƌe aƌtiĐles. 
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The Five Challenges 

1. An Empire-wide Census? 

Schu rer interprets Luke ʹ:ͳ as describing a single, empire-wide Roman census ordered by Augustus around ͸ BCE. There is currently no historical evidence of any such imperial edict. Critical scholarship agrees, however, that Augustus did conduct numerous and varied census activities throughout the empire and its provinces.97 Because of this, scholars on both sides of the discussion suggest Luke was not referring to a general, imperial census as Schu rer posits, but to a currently unidentified registration activity98 that affected Judaea in some way.  
Lukeǯs words may intend no more than to express simply the fact that the census in Palestine took place as part of a coordinated empire-wide policy of Augustus.99  
Lukeǯs description ȋʹ:ͳȌ that such an edict is empire-wide may simply reflect the ongoing 

census process of this period.100 

The biblical scholar R. E. Brown, a noted critic of the Lukan Census, accepts this position. 
                                                                    
97 “Đholaƌship is uŶaŶiŵous heƌe. “Đhüƌeƌ ĐoŶĐuƌs: ͞The ĐoŶĐlusioŶ ǁhiĐh ǁe ƌeaĐh is siŵplǇ this, that iŶ the tiŵe 

of Augustus ǀaluatioŶ ĐeŶsuses had ďeeŶ ŵade iŶ ŵaŶǇ pƌoǀiŶĐes. [...]  Augustus ƌegaƌded it as his speĐial task to 

ƌestoƌe ŵatteƌs to aŶ oƌdeƌlǇ ĐoŶditioŶ.͟  HistoƌǇ, Ϯ:ϭϮϬ.   

98 The BiďliĐal sĐholaƌ I. H. Maƌshall states that Luke is usiŶg ἀʋογʌάφοʅαι, ǁhiĐh ƌefeƌs to aŶ eŶƌolŵeŶt—ŵost 

likelǇ foƌ taǆiŶg puƌposes, ďut Ŷot aŶ aĐtual taǆiŶg aĐtiǀitǇ—I. H. Maƌshall, The Gospel of Luke: A CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ 

the Gƌeek Teǆt ;NIGTC; Eǆeteƌ: PateƌŶosteƌ, ϭϵϳϴͿ, ϵϴ. “Đhüƌeƌ agƌees: ͞The ǀeƌď ἀʋογʌάφειʆ ŵeaŶs fiƌst of all 

oŶlǇ ͚to ƌegisteƌ,͛  aŶd is theƌefoƌe ŵoƌe geŶeƌal thaŶ the defiŶite ἀʋοτιʅᾶʆ, ͚to ǀalue.͛ ,͟ HistoƌǇ, Ϯ:ϭϭϮ.  

99 J. NollaŶd, Luke ϭ:ϭ–ϵ:ϮϬ ϯϱA ;WBC; Dallas: Woƌd IŶĐoƌpoƌated, ϮϬϬϮͿ, ϵϵ. [Eŵphasis iŶ all Ƌuotes iŶ this aƌtiĐle 

is ŵǇ oǁŶ.] 

100 D. BoĐk, Luke Voluŵe ϭ: ϭ:ϭ–ϵ:ϱϬ ;BECNT; GƌaŶd ‘apids, MI: Bakeƌ AĐadeŵiĐ, ϭϵϵϰͿ, ϵϬϯ.  
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Did Augustus ever issue an edict that the whole world, i.e., the Roman Empire, be enrolled in a census? Certainly not in the sense in which a modern reader might interpret the Lucan statement! 
)n the reign of Augustus there was no single census covering the Empire; and granted the different legal statuses of provinces and client kingdoms, a sweeping universal edict seems most unlikely.  
But Luke may not have meant a single census. […] what Luke may be telling us in an 

oversimplified statement is that the census conducted ȋin JudeaȌ by Quirinius as governor of Syria was in obedience to Augustusǯ policy of getting accurate population statistics 

for the whole Empire.101 

2. Did Joseph have to go to Bethlehem? 

Schu rer here argues that Roman censuses did not require travel for registration purposes, pointing out that Rome would have considered such activities Ǯtroublesomeǯ and Ǯinconvenientǯ, as well as outside the normal structure of a Roman census.102 There is evidence, however, that Rome did adapt its governance to local customs of vassal states, to include allowing the continuation of former regime administrative practices.103  
These adaptive practices extended to census activities, as we have come to know from papyri discovered ȋc. ͳͻͲͷȌ documenting an Egyptian provincial census conducted in ͳͲͶ CE that required travel to familial 

                                                                    
101 ‘. BƌoǁŶ, The Biƌth of the Messiah: A CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the IŶfaŶĐǇ Naƌƌatiǀes iŶ the Gospels of Mattheǁ aŶd 

Luke ;Neǁ Updated EditioŶ; Neǁ Yoƌk; LoŶdoŶ: Yale UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess, ϭϵϵϯͿ, ϱϰϴ-ϵ. 

102 “Đhüƌeƌ, HistoƌǇ, Ϯ:ϭϮϬ. 

103 NoŶ-JudeaŶ eǆaŵples iŶĐlude pƌe-pƌoǀiŶĐial Duƌa aŶd Naďataea; see H. M. CottoŶ, W. E. H. CoĐkle, aŶd F. G. B. 

Millaƌ ͞The PapǇƌologǇ of the ‘oŵaŶ Ŷeaƌ East: A “uƌǀeǇ͟ J‘“ ϴϱ ;ϭϵϵϱͿ: Ϯϭϰ–ϯϱ. 
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homes.104 Scholars cite this as favourable for Luke, removing the logistical impracticability posed by Schu rer.105 

Ever since the discovery of papyri recording house-to-house censuses at fourteen-year intervals in Egypt...we can be sure that a hard core of historical fact lies behind the 

passage from Luke, even if we cannot reconcile the time of the census with the traditional date of Jesusǯ birth.106  
 

 

 

                                                                    
104 ͞Gaius Viďius Maǆiŵus, the PƌefeĐt of EgǇpt, deĐlaƌes: The ĐeŶsus ďǇ household haǀiŶg ďeguŶ, it is esseŶtial 

that all those ǁho aƌe aǁaǇ fƌoŵ theiƌ Ŷoŵes {A Ŷoŵe ǁas aŶ EgǇptiaŶ adŵiŶistƌatiǀe distƌiĐt -authoƌ} ďe 

suŵŵoŶed to ƌetuƌŶ to theiƌ oǁŶ heaƌths so that theǇ ŵaǇ peƌfoƌŵ the ĐustoŵaƌǇ ďusiŶess of ƌegistƌatioŶ aŶd 

applǇ theŵselǀes to the ĐultiǀatioŶ ǁhiĐh ĐoŶĐeƌŶs theŵ...͟  K. HaŶseŶ, ͞CeŶsus EdiĐt foƌ EgǇpt ,͟ Đited 

http://ǁǁǁ.kĐhaŶsoŶ.Đoŵ/aŶĐdoĐs/gƌeek/ĐeŶsus.htŵl 

105 EǀeŶ Luke͛s ĐƌitiĐs agƌee: ͞We do kŶoǁ that ĐeŶsuses Đould haǀe suĐh ƌeƋuiƌeŵeŶts foƌ tƌaǀel, Ŷot oŶlǇ fƌoŵ 

papǇƌi ďut also fƌoŵ ĐoŵŵoŶ seŶse: it is a ǁell-kŶoǁŶ faĐt that eǀeŶ ‘oŵaŶ ĐitizeŶs had to eŶƌoll iŶ oŶe of 

seǀeƌal tƌiďes to ďe ĐouŶted, aŶd gettiŶg pƌoǀiŶĐials to oƌgaŶize aĐĐoƌdiŶg to loĐallǇ-estaďlished tƌiďal 

assoĐiatioŶs ǁould ďe pƌaĐtiĐal… ,͟ ‘. Caƌƌieƌ, ͞The Date of the NatiǀitǇ iŶ Luke͟ Đited 

http://ǁǁǁ.iŶfidels.oƌg/liďƌaƌǇ/ŵodeƌŶ/ƌiĐhaƌd_Đaƌƌieƌ/ƋuiƌiŶius.htŵl [ϯƌd   JulǇ ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷo pagiŶatioŶ]; ͞[O]Ŷe 

ĐaŶŶot ƌule out the possiďilitǇ that, siŶĐe the ‘oŵaŶs ofteŶ adapted theiƌ adŵiŶistƌatioŶ to loĐal ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes, 

a ĐeŶsus ĐoŶduĐted iŶ Judea ǁould ƌespeĐt the stƌoŶg attaĐhŵeŶt of Jeǁs to tƌiďal aŶd aŶĐestƌal ƌelatioŶships ,͟ 

BƌoǁŶ, Messiah, ϱϰϵ. 

106 H. M. CottoŶ, ͞The ‘oŵaŶ ĐeŶsus iŶ the papǇƌi fƌoŵ the JudaeaŶ Deseƌt aŶd the EgǇptiaŶ katV oiǀki,aŶ 

aǀpogƌafh͟ iŶ “eŵitiĐ PapǇƌologǇ iŶ CoŶteǆt ;ed. L. A. “ĐhiffŵaŶ; LeideŶ: E. J. Bƌill, ϮϬϬϯͿ, ϭϬϱ-ϭϮϮ ;ϭϬϱͿ. 

http://www.kchanson.com/ancdocs/greek/census.html


DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ͵ͻ 

2A. DID MARY HAVE TO GO TO BETHLEHEM? 

Schu rer contends that Roman censuses would not have required Mary to travel with Joseph, suggesting that women were not required to personally register,107 though he does concede that in some parts of the empire women were liable for the poll-tax.108  
(owever, recent discoveries109 of registration documents from an early second century CE Arabian provincial census detail a woman traveling to her administrative district to personally register her property.110  While some details differ between the Arabian registration and Luke ʹ:ͷ, this new evidence provides a historical context for Maryǯs travel.111 

 

                                                                    
107 “Đhüƌeƌ, HistoƌǇ, Ϯ:ϭϮϭ. 

108 “peĐifiĐallǇ ŵeŶtioŶed is pƌoǀiŶĐial “Ǉƌia. “Đhüƌeƌ Đites the ‘oŵaŶ juƌist UlpiaŶ heƌe, “Đhüƌeƌ, HistoƌǇ, Ϯ:ϭϭϭ, 

fŶ. ϭϯ. “Đholaƌship is diǀided oŶ the iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ of UlpiaŶ, speĐifiĐallǇ oŶ ǁhetheƌ oƌ Ŷot ǁoŵeŶ ǁeƌe ƌeƋuiƌed 

to peƌsoŶallǇ ƌegisteƌ, though the ƌeƋuiƌeŵeŶt of theiƌ ƌegistƌatioŶ is uŶdisputed. “Đhüƌeƌ suggests the ŵale head 

of the faŵilǇ ƌegisteƌed the ǁoŵeŶ, though he adŵits ďasiŶg this Đlaiŵ oŶ ͚assuŵptioŶs͛ of eaƌlieƌ sĐholaƌs 

;Ϯ:ϭϮϭ aŶd fŶ. ϱϭ ƌespeĐtiǀelǇͿ. Otheƌs aƌe Ŷot so ĐoŶǀiŶĐed, suggestiŶg ǁoŵeŶ peƌsoŶallǇ appeaƌed to ƌegisteƌ—

A. TàƌƌeĐh, Jesus: AŶ UŶĐoŵŵoŶ JouƌŶeǇ: “tudies oŶ the HistoƌiĐal Jesus ;TuďiŶgeŶ: Mohƌ “ieďeĐk, ϮϬϭϬͿ, ϳϳ; Đf. 

NollaŶd, Luke, ϭϬϬ; Maƌshall, Luke, ϭϬϮ. 

109 ͚Caǀe of Letteƌs͛ disĐoǀeƌǇ of ϭϵϲϬ-ϲϭ. 

110 CottoŶ, ͞The ‘oŵaŶ ĐeŶsus iŶ the papǇƌi fƌoŵ the JudaeaŶ Deseƌt aŶd the EgǇptiaŶ katV oiǀki,aŶ aǀpogƌafh.͟ , 

ϭϭϮ-ϯ. 

111 EǀeŶ though Luke does Ŷot go iŶto detail, ĐoŵŵeŶtatoƌs do haďituallǇ asĐƌiďe legal oďligatioŶs to MaƌǇ͛s 

tƌaǀel. Not ĐoŶsideƌed heƌe, though ǁoƌth ŵeŶtioŶiŶg, is that alteƌŶatiǀe eǆplaŶatioŶs eǆist. Foƌ eǆaŵple, it ŵaǇ 

ďe as siŵple as MaƌǇ ǁishiŶg to ďe ǁith Joseph, peƌhaps speĐifiĐallǇ duƌiŶg the tiŵe of heƌ deliǀeƌǇ. ‘. H. “teiŶ, 

Luke ;NAC Ϯϰ; Nashǀille: BƌoadŵaŶ & HolŵaŶ, ϭϵϵϮͿ, ϭϬϱ. 



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ͶͲ 

3. A Roman Census in Judea? 

Schu rer notes that a Roman census with the purpose of imposing a Roman tax would not have occurred in Judaea. For Schu rer, the sovereignty extended to client kings precluded direct Roman intervention over administrative matters. 112 113 (owever, a number of scholars question Schu rer, pointing out that evidence from Josephus strongly suggests Augustus exercised considerable control over Judaea, displaying a personal interest in (erodǯs affairs and interceding when he was displeased, or concerned, about (erodǯs actions.114  
For Rome, client kingdoms were clearly meant to temporarily serve as such. Primarily occupying Romeǯs borders in order to buffer against frontier lawlessness, once sufficiently ǮRomanizedǯ these client kingdoms were to be annexed into the Empire.115 

While scholars are still undecided over Schu rerǯs third challenge, conservative scholarship finds it difficult to dismiss that Rome exercised a much more restricted governance of its client kingdoms than Schu rer allows. 
 

 

                                                                    
112 “Đhüƌeƌ, HistoƌǇ, Ϯ:ϭϮϮ. 

113 The ‘oŵaŶ histoƌiaŶ Dio Cassius ǁƌote that ͞Augustus adŵiŶisteƌed the suďjeĐt teƌƌitoƌǇ {the pƌoǀiŶĐe of “Ǉƌia 

-authoƌ} aĐĐoƌdiŶg to the Đustoŵs of the ‘oŵaŶs, ďut peƌŵitted the allied ŶatioŶs to ďe goǀeƌŶed iŶ theiƌ oǁŶ 

tƌaditioŶal ŵaŶŶeƌ…͟ ‘oŵaŶ HistoƌǇ ;ϲ ǀols; tƌaŶs., E. CaƌǇ; Loeď ClassiĐal LiďƌaƌǇ; Caŵďƌidge: Haƌǀaƌd UŶiǀeƌsitǇ 

Pƌess, ϭϵϭϰ-ϮϳͿ, ǀol. ϲ, Book ϱϰ, ϵ, ϭ. 

114 “Đhüƌeƌ hiŵself pƌoǀides a good sǇŶopsis of this ǀieǁ, ǁhiĐh has ĐhaŶged little iŶ the last ĐeŶtuƌǇ, HistoƌǇ, 

Ϯ:ϭϮϮ-ϳ. 

115 B. W. ‘. PeaƌsoŶ, ͞The LuĐaŶ CeŶsuses, ‘eǀisited͟ CBQ ϲϭ ;ϭϵϵϵͿ: ϮϲϮ-ϮϴϮ ;Ϯϲϳ, fŶ. ϭϱ; Đf. E. “alŵoŶ, A HistoƌǇ 

of the ‘oŵaŶ Woƌld fƌoŵ ϯϬ B.C. to A.D. ϭϯϴ ;LoŶdoŶ. ‘outledge, ϭϵϰϰ; ƌepƌ. ϮϬϬϰͿ, ϭϬϰ-ϱ. 
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4. Josephus doesnǯt mention a Roman Census before ͸ CE 

Schu rer, in his fourth challenge, rightly observes that Josephus does not mention a Roman census during (erodǯs reign. Moreover, Schu rer points out that Josephus referred to the Quirinian census of ͸-͹ CE as a ǲnew and previously unheard ofǳ event in Judea.116  
Some scholars suggest that (erod did conduct censuses, but according to Jewish models117—not Roman—to avoid upsetting Jewish religious and traditional sensibilities.118 The elaborate taxation system under (erod is 

                                                                    
116 “Đhüƌeƌ, HistoƌǇ, Ϯ:ϭϮϳ. 

117 “ee TàƌƌeĐh ;Jesus: AŶ UŶĐoŵŵoŶ JouƌŶeǇ, ϴϯ-ϴͿ foƌ ŵoƌe oŶ ͚Jeǁish ŵodels .͛ TàƌƌeĐh aƌgues that eǀideŶĐe of 

ĐeŶsuses iŶ JudaeaŶ histoƌǇ ;e.g. Eǆod ϯϬ:ϭϮ-ϭϱ; Nuŵ ϭ, Ϯϲ; Ezƌa Ϯ; Neheŵiah ϳͿ eŵphasizes hoǁ the Jeǁs 

ĐoŶsideƌed the laŶd of Isƌael theiƌs ďǇ deĐƌee of God, appoƌtioŶed to theŵ ďǇ diǀiŶe ĐoŵŵaŶd. This, aĐĐoƌdiŶg to 

TàƌƌeĐh, eǆplaiŶs the Jeǁs͛ gƌieǀaŶĐe oǀeƌ the QuiƌiŶiaŶ ĐeŶsus ;AŶt. ϭϴ:Ϯ, ϵͿ; “Đhüƌeƌ disagƌees ;HistoƌǇ Ϯ: ϭϯϬͿ—

foƌ TàƌƌeĐh͛s ƌespoŶse, see Jesus: AŶ UŶĐoŵŵoŶ JouƌŶeǇ, ϴϴ, fŶ. ϱϰ. 

118 BoĐk suggests, ͞[A] pƌeǀious ĐeŶsus patteƌŶed afteƌ Jeǁish ŵodels ŵost likelǇ pƌoduĐed Ŷo ƌeaĐtioŶ aŶd ŵaǇ 

Ŷot haǀe ďeeŶ ǁoƌthǇ of Josephus s͛ atteŶtioŶ.͟   Luke, ϵϬϱ; TàƌƌeĐh: ͞Heƌod͛s ĐeŶsus aŶd taǆatioŶ sǇsteŵ ǁas Ŷot 

aŶ eǆaĐt ĐopǇ of the ‘oŵaŶ ĐeŶsus sǇsteŵ Ŷoƌ did Heƌod Ŷeed to fit his iŶto this sǇsteŵ. The Jeǁish soǀeƌeigŶ 

had fƌeedoŵ to plaŶ aŶd aĐt ǁheŶ dealiŶg ǁith his suďjeĐts…͟ Jesus: AŶ UŶĐoŵŵoŶ JouƌŶeǇ, ϳϰ. “Đhüƌeƌ agƌees 

that Heƌod did iŶ ŵost Đases atteŵpt to ƌespeĐt Jeǁish seŶsiďilities, though he ƌejeĐts HeƌodiaŶ ĐeŶsuses 

;HistoƌǇ, Ϯ:ϰϮͿ. 
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often referenced as support here.119 120 Also of interest is the annual per capita ȋi.e. pollȌ tax imposed during Archelausǯ reign,121 which strongly indicates census activities under a (erodian ruler in pre-provincial Judea. 
)t is currently unknown whether Archelausǯ poll-tax was a continuation from his fatherǯs reign. The New Testament scholar, Armand Puig i Ta rrech, believes this to be the case, further arguing this poll-tax may have had its origin as far back as the Ptolemies.122  
One last point of interest is the frequency of such (erodian censuses, if they did occur. Opinions range from six, seven, or fourteen years,123 with some commentators pointing to Josephusǯ references of (erodian tax amnesties and required oaths as possible census dates.124   
                                                                    
119 PeaƌsoŶ, ͞The LuĐaŶ CeŶsuses, ‘eǀisited͟ Ϯϲϵ aŶd TàƌƌeĐh, Jesus: AŶ UŶĐoŵŵoŶ JouƌŶeǇ, ϳϱ. A good eǆaŵple 

is Josephus͛ ƌefeƌeŶĐe to Heƌod͛s fiŶaŶĐe ŵiŶisteƌ, PtoleŵǇ, ǁhose aďilitǇ is seeŶ iŶ the up-to-date ƌeĐoƌds he 

pƌoǀided duƌiŶg Augustus͛ eǆeĐutioŶ of Heƌod͛s estate. ;AŶt. ϭϳ.ϮϮϵͿ “Đhüƌeƌ aŶd BƌoǁŶ ŵaiŶtaiŶ that eǆisteŶĐe 

of suĐh ƌeĐoƌds does Ŷot haǀe to ŵeaŶ ĐeŶsuses oĐĐuƌƌed. PeaƌsoŶ disagƌees: ͞It seeŵs iŵplausiďle, theƌefoƌe, to 

assuŵe that Judaea had ďeeŶ ǁithout the pƌaĐtiĐe of ĐeŶsus takiŶg pƌioƌ to the estaďlishŵeŶt of diƌeĐt ‘oŵaŶ 

ƌule.͟  ;͞The LuĐaŶ CeŶsuses, ‘eǀisited͟ ϮϲϲͿ. 

120 TàƌƌeĐh, Jesus: AŶ UŶĐoŵŵoŶ JouƌŶeǇ, ϳϳ, fŶ. Ϯϲ. Cf. PeaƌsoŶ, ǁho pƌoǀides eǆaŵples fƌoŵ EgǇptiaŶ papǇƌi of 

these sĐƌiďes͛ duties ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg ĐeŶsuses, ͞The LuĐaŶ CeŶsuses, ‘eǀisited ,͟ Ϯϳϭ. Caƌƌieƌ ƌejeĐts PeaƌsoŶ͛s 

positioŶ ďut pƌoǀides little suppoƌt iŶ his ĐouŶteƌ Đlaiŵ, ͞The Date of the NatiǀitǇ iŶ Luke ,͟ seĐt. ϯ. 

121 Josephus, AŶt. ϭϳ.ϯϬϴ. 

122 TàƌƌeĐh, Jesus: AŶ UŶĐoŵŵoŶ JouƌŶeǇ, ϳϳ. Cf. Josephus, AŶt. ϭϮ.ϭϰϮ. 

123 TàƌƌeĐh, Jesus: AŶ UŶĐoŵŵoŶ JouƌŶeǇ, ϳϴ. 

124 These dates aƌe ϮϬ/ϭϵ BCE, ϭϰ BCE, aŶd ϴ/ϳ BCE. The fiƌst tǁo dates ĐoiŶĐide ǁith taǆ aŵŶesties gƌaŶted ďǇ 

Heƌod, ǁhile the fiƌst aŶd last ǁith ƌeƋuiƌed oaths to ďe takeŶ ďǇ the Jeǁs iŶ ϮϬ BCE ;aŶ oath of fidelitǇ to HeƌodͿ 

aŶd ϴ BCE ;aŶ oath of allegiaŶĐe to Heƌod aŶd AugustusͿ. Of iŶteƌest is that of these thƌee ĐeŶsuses, oŶlǇ the ϴ 

BCE deĐƌee ǁas solelǇ ďǇ Augustus. The Ϯϴ aŶd ϭϰ BCE ĐeŶsuses ǁeƌe joiŶtlǇ deĐƌeed ďǇ Augustus, Agƌippa aŶd 

Tiďeƌius, ƌespeĐtiǀelǇ—TàƌƌeĐh, Jesus: AŶ UŶĐoŵŵoŶ JouƌŶeǇ, ϴϬ, fŶ. ϯϯ. Hoǁ that ƌelates to Luke Ϯ:ϭ is 

uŶĐeƌtaiŶ: ͚Noǁ iŶ those daǇs a deĐƌee ǁeŶt out fƌoŵ Caesaƌ Augustus to ƌegisteƌ all the eŵpiƌe foƌ taǆes .͛ “ee 
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While Josephus does not refer to these events as censuses, it is possible that the two oaths, at a minimum, were in some way linked to census activities because of the need for personal inscriptions from the populace.125 

4A. WHAT DID JOSEPHUS MEAN BY ǲNEW AND PREVIOUSLY UNHEARD OFǳ? 

The second part of Schu rerǯs fourth challenge argues that Josephus, in calling the Quirinian census ǲnew and previously unheard ofǳ, was referring specifically to the assessment of a Roman tax in Judaea.126 This makes the Lukan census—which Schu rer insists was a Roman one—suspect, since it would render the Quirinian census only ͳʹ years later neither ǲnewǳ nor ǲpreviously unheard ofǳ.127 As noted already, Schu rerǯs insistence on the registration in Luke ʹ:ͳ being of Roman design and administration is unnecessary.  
Some scholars alternatively suggest that Josephus was not referring simply to the imposition of a Roman tax, but specifically to the introduction of the tributum soli ȋproperty taxȌ128 and/or the establishing of direct 
                                                                    
also TàƌƌeĐh, Jesus: AŶ UŶĐoŵŵoŶ JouƌŶeǇ, ϳϴ-ϴϮ, ǁho giǀes a detailed aĐĐouŶt—dƌaǁiŶg oŶ otheƌ sĐholaƌs—of 

ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes suƌƌouŶdiŶg eaĐh of the pƌoposed ĐeŶsuses ďǇ Heƌod. 

125 TàƌƌeĐh, Jesus: AŶ UŶĐoŵŵoŶ JouƌŶeǇ, ϴϮ. 

126 ͞The offeŶsiǀe thiŶg, theƌefoƌe, ǁas Ŷot the taǆiŶg of pƌopeƌtǇ, oƌ the foƌŵ iŶ ǁhiĐh it ǁas Đaƌƌied out, ďut 

the ‘oŵaŶ taǆatioŶ as suĐh.͟  HistoƌǇ, Ϯ:ϭϯϭ. Foƌ a shoƌt ĐƌitiƋue of “Đhüƌeƌ oŶ this poiŶt, see TàƌƌeĐh ;Jesus: AŶ 

UŶĐoŵŵoŶ JouƌŶeǇ, ϴϴ, fŶ. ϱϰͿ. 

127 HistoƌǇ, Ϯ:ϭϯϬ. “Đhüƌeƌ suggests a ĐeŶsus—ǁhiĐh goes haŶd-iŶ-haŶd ǁith a poll-taǆ—ǁould haǀe oĐĐasioŶed 

͞a ƌeďellioŶ͟ as ǁith the QuiƌiŶiaŶ ĐeŶsus. 

128 TàƌƌeĐh suggests the keǇ diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ Heƌod͛s aŶd ‘oŵaŶ ĐeŶsuses ǁas the ‘oŵaŶ iŵpositioŶ of the 

pƌopeƌtǇ taǆ: ͞[T]he keǇ aspeĐt to a fisĐal poliĐǇ that ǁould Ŷot upset the Jeǁish seŶsiďilitǇ ǁould ďe the eƋual 

appliĐatioŶ of a tƌiďutuŵ Đapitis, iŶstead of the tƌiďutuŵ soli. This is the esseŶtial diffeƌeŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ a Jeǁish 

ĐeŶsus ;suĐh as Heƌod͛sͿ aŶd a pƌoǀiŶĐial ‘oŵaŶ ĐeŶsus ;suĐh as QuiƌiŶius͛Ϳ. […] Whilst the foƌŵeƌ is ďased oŶ the 

ƌegistƌatioŶ of iŶdiǀiduals aŶd is desigŶed foƌ the ĐolleĐtioŶ of the peƌ Đapita taǆ, the latteƌ is ďased oŶ the 

ǀaluatioŶ of pƌopeƌtǇ aŶd iŶtƌoduĐes aŶ eleŵeŶt, the taǆaďle ǀalue of laŶd, that goes agaiŶst the seŶsiďilitǇ of 

the Jeǁish ƌeligioŶ.͟  ;“tudies, ϴϳͿ. 
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Roman rule as what was new and previously unheard of.129 130 These would have stood in stark contrast to (erodǯs policy of opaque Roman rule under the guise of Jewish tradition.131 132  
Without more detail from Josephus, scholars admit they can only speculate on what exactly he meant. Also to be considered when dealing with Josephus, according to scholars, is the underlying motivation for his historical perspective.133 

  

                                                                    
129 BoĐk ĐoŵďiŶes the tǁo: ͞Josephus, AŶtiƋuities ϭϴ.ϭ.ϭ §§ϯ–ϰ speaks of taǆatioŶ as the pƌoďleŵ, ďut oŶlǇ as aŶ 

iŶdiĐatioŶ of Isƌael͛s aďseŶĐe of liďeƌtǇ ,͟ Luke, ϵϬϱ, fŶ. ϭϰ. 

130 BoĐk suggests the ƌeǀolt iŶ ϲ/ϳ CE dƌeǁ Josephus͛ atteŶtioŶ ďeĐause it opeŶlǇ displaǇed diƌeĐt ‘oŵaŶ 

soǀeƌeigŶtǇ oǀeƌ the foƌŵeƌ kiŶgdoŵ: ͞“uĐh a Ŷegatiǀe ƌeaĐtioŶ to the A.D. ϲ ĐeŶsus should Ŷot ďe suƌpƌisiŶg if 

‘oŵaŶ authoƌitǇ ǁas eŵphasized aŶd the ‘oŵaŶ ŵodel of ĐeŶsus-takiŶg ǁas folloǁed͟ ;Luke, ϵϬϲͿ. 

131 TàƌƌeĐh, Jesus: AŶ UŶĐoŵŵoŶ JouƌŶeǇ, ϴϳ. Cf. “Đhüƌeƌ ;HistoƌǇ, ϭ:ϰϯϳ-ϴͿ foƌ eǆaŵples of Heƌod͛s poliĐǇ iŶ this 

ƌegaƌd. 

132 IŶ otheƌ ǁoƌds, it is Ŷot that ‘oŵaŶ ĐeŶsuses aŶd taǆatioŶ did Ŷot oĐĐuƌ pƌioƌ to QuiƌiŶius, ďut ƌatheƌ that 

Heƌod shƌeǁdlǇ iŶĐoƌpoƌated suĐh aĐtiǀities iŶto his adŵiŶistƌatioŶ. 

133 Not ĐoŶsideƌed heƌe is the histoƌiĐal ƌeliaďilitǇ of Josephus, though ŵuĐh has ďeeŶ ǁƌitteŶ oŶ this topiĐ. 

WitheƌiŶgtoŶ, ĐitiŶg otheƌ sĐholaƌs, suggests, as a ƌesult of Josephus͛ kŶoǁŶ histoƌiĐal iŶaĐĐuƌaĐies, that he ďe 

Đited ĐƌitiĐallǇ aŶd ǁith Đlose sĐƌutiŶǇ; at least to the ŵeasuƌe of sĐƌutiŶǇ giǀeŶ to Luke. BeŶ WitheƌiŶgtoŶ, The 

AĐts of the Apostles: A “oĐio-‘hetoƌiĐal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ ;GƌaŶd ‘apids: EeƌdŵaŶs, ϭϵϵϴͿ, Ϯϯϳ. 
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5. Quirinius was not the Governor of Syria during (erod the Greatǯs Reign 

Schu rerǯs fifth challenge is the most difficult within the current discussion.  
A census held under Quirinius could not have occurred in the time of (erod, for Quirinius was never governor of Syria during the lifetime of (erod.134 

(istory knows of a single legateship of Quirinius over the province of Syria, and that in c. ͸ CE. (is arrival in Syria coincided with the census of Judaea mentioned by Josephus.135 )t is precisely this dating that presents the problem, since ͸ CE is too late for the nativity.136  
Over the centuries, many attempts have been made to reconcile Lukeǯs perceived discrepancy.137 Conservative biblical    scholarship of the last ͳͷͲ years has focused on a select few of the more robust explanations that do not sacrifice Lukeǯs accuracy. The two most often discussed are 

1. Two Legateships of Quirinius over Syria 

2. An alternate reading of Luke ʹ:ʹ, ǲthis was the first registration…ǳ 
  

                                                                    
134 “Đhüƌeƌ, HistoƌǇ, Ϯ:ϭϯϯ. 

135 “ee also CottoŶ ;͞The ‘oŵaŶ ĐeŶsus iŶ the papǇƌi fƌoŵ the JudaeaŶ Deseƌt aŶd the EgǇptiaŶ katV oiǀki,aŶ 

aǀpogƌafh ,͟ ϭϬϲ-ϳͿ foƌ the “eĐuŶdus iŶsĐƌiptioŶ ǀalidatiŶg the QuƌiŶiaŶ ĐeŶsus iŶ ϲ CE. 

136 Mattheǁ aŶd Luke agƌee that Jesus ǁas ďoƌŶ duƌiŶg Heƌod the Gƌeat͛s ƌeigŶ, ǁhiĐh eŶded ǁith Heƌod͛s death 

iŶ ϱ/ϰ BCE. 

137 This is seeŶ as eaƌlǇ as JustiŶ MaƌtǇƌ ;Apol. ϭ:ϯϰ; ϰϲ; Dial. ϳϴͿ aŶd TeƌtulliaŶ ;Adǀ. MaƌĐ. ϭϵͿ. 
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5A. QUIRINIUS GOVERNED SYRIA TWICE? 

This position argues that Quirinius held some type of governorship138 over Syria on two separate occasions; the accepted date of ͸/͹ CE as well as an earlier date ȋeither c. ͵-ʹ or c. ͻ-ͷ BCEȌ.139 140 W. M. Ramsey et.al, forcefully argue this position, appealing to historical records, the Lapis Tiburtinus inscription141 and supposition, in an effort to place Quirinius in Syria prior to ͸ CE.142 

The reasons for the date of ͵-ʹ BCE centres on scholarshipǯs current uncertainty as to who held the Syrian legateship at this time.143 

ʹ͵-ͳ͵ BCE M. Agrippa 

c. ͳͲ BCE M. Titius 

                                                                    
138 W. M. ‘aŵseǇ poiŶts to Luke͛s usage of the ǁoƌd ἡγεʅοʆεύοʆτος foƌ ďoth legati aŶd pƌoĐuƌatoƌs iŶ aŶ effoƌt to 

aƌgue a ŵoƌe ŶuaŶĐed defiŶitioŶ ǁithiŶ Luke-AĐts, ǁhiĐh ǁould ƌelieǀe ƌestƌiĐtioŶs oŶ QuiƌiŶius ďeiŶg a Legate; 

he Đould haǀe goǀeƌŶed iŶ soŵe otheƌ ƌole, peƌhaps iŶ a ŵilitaƌǇ ĐapaĐitǇ. W. M. ‘aŵseǇ, Was Chƌist BoƌŶ at 

Bethleheŵ? A “tudǇ oŶ the CƌediďilitǇ of “t. Luke ;ϮŶd ed.; LoŶdoŶ: Hoddeƌ aŶd “toughtoŶ, ϭϴϵϴͿ, Ϯϰϱ. 

139 “. Poƌteƌ, ͞The ‘easoŶs foƌ the LuĐaŶ CeŶsus͟ iŶ Paul, Luke AŶd The GƌaeĐo-‘oŵaŶ Woƌld, The ‘easoŶs foƌ the 

LukaŶ CeŶsus ;ed. A. ChƌistopheƌsoŶ et al; LoŶdoŶ: CoŶtiŶuuŵ, ϮϬϬϯͿ, ϭϲϱ-ϭϴϴ ;ϭϲϴͿ. 

140 Foƌ aŶ eaƌlieƌ tƌeatŵeŶt of this positioŶ iŶ CeJBI, see A. PeƌƌǇ, ͞QuiƌiŶius͟ CeJBI ϰ:ϰ ;ϮϬϭϬͿ: Ϯϲ-ϵ. 

141 This iŶsĐƌiptioŶ paƌtiallǇ highlights the Đaƌeeƌ of aŶ uŶkŶoǁŶ ‘oŵaŶ offiĐial ǁho seƌǀed as a ‘oŵaŶ legate 

tǁiĐe, at least oŶĐe oǀeƌ “Ǉƌia, as ǁell as pƌoĐoŶsul of Asia, duƌiŶg Augustus͛ ƌeigŶ. UŶfoƌtuŶatelǇ, the ŵaŶusĐƌipt 

is ŵissiŶg the Ŷaŵe of this ‘oŵaŶ offiĐeƌ, ǁhiĐh leaǀes ĐoŵŵeŶtatoƌs lookiŶg to otheƌ souƌĐes foƌ Đlues to his 

ideŶtitǇ. “ee ‘aŵseǇ ;Bethleheŵ, ϮϳϯͿ foƌ a tƌeatŵeŶt of the iŶsĐƌiptioŶ, ǁhiĐh he ƌefeƌs to as ͞The IŶsĐƌiptioŶ of 

QuiƌiŶius .͟ BiďliĐal  sĐholaƌship is geŶeƌallǇ uŶsuppoƌtiǀe of ‘aŵseǇ͛s Đlaiŵs. 

142 ‘aŵseǇ, Bethleheŵ, ϮϮϳ-ϰϴ. 

143 BƌoǁŶ, Messiah, ϱϱϬ. FitzŵǇeƌ, “Đhüƌeƌ, et.al, agƌee ǁith this tiŵeliŶe. 
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ͻ-͸ BCE S. Sentius Saturnius 

͸-Ͷ BCE, or later Quintilius Varus 

͵-ͳ BCE ? 

ͳ BCE to c. Ͷ CE Gaius Caesar 

Ͷ-ͷ CE L. Volusius Saturnius 

͸-͹ CE, or later P. Sulpicius Quirinius 

 

As one can imagine, this has prompted much debate over Quirinius as a possibility, which would seemingly solve the dilemma presented by Schu rer.144 (owever, Schu rer, who is familiar with the suggestion, dismisses this dating as deficient,145 observing that these dates conflict with the accepted dates of (erodǯs death ȋͷ/Ͷ BCEȌ.146 147  
                                                                    
144 “Đhüƌeƌ, HistoƌǇ, Ϯ:ϭϯϯ. 

145 “Đhüƌeƌ, HistoƌǇ, ϭ:ϯϱϮ. 

146 “Đhüƌeƌ, HistoƌǇ, Ϯ:ϭϯϴ. 

147 While ďeǇoŶd the sĐope of this aƌtiĐle, theƌe is soŵe disĐussioŶ oǀeƌ the datiŶg of Heƌod͛s death. “oŵe 

suggest a lateƌ date, peƌhaps eǀeŶ to ϭ CE, ďased oŶ desĐƌiptioŶs fƌoŵ Josephus. PƌoďleŵatiĐ, aŵoŶg otheƌ 

issues, is hoǁ to addƌess the tiŵe of Vaƌus͛ legateship iŶ “Ǉƌia, as ďoth Josephus aŶd TaĐitus ;Histoƌies, ϱ:ϵͿ plaĐe 

Heƌod͛s death duƌiŶg Vaƌus͛ seƌǀiĐe theƌe. Foƌ fuƌtheƌ ƌeadiŶg, see A. “teiŶŵaŶŶ, ͞WheŶ did Heƌod the Gƌeat 

‘eigŶ?͟ Noǀuŵ TestaŵeŶtuŵ ϱϭ ;ϮϬϬϵͿ: ϭ-Ϯϵ ;ϮϵͿ. 
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Ramsey rejects the late dating for the same reason.148 For Ramsey, earlier dates ȋc. ͻ-ͷ BCEȌ are more appropriate.149 Additionally, Ramsey finds that an early dating coincides nicely with the known census decree by Augustus in ͺ BCE.150 151 

While a popular view early on, current scholarship considers the possibility of Quirinius holding two legateships in Syria historically untenable.152 While some discussion continues, the overall consensus has shelved it until better evidence can be presented.  
5B. The Census ǮBeforeǯ Quirinius 

Setting aside the assumption that Quirinius served twice as legate of Syria ȋthus assigning him the single legateship in ͸ C.E.Ȍ allows us to explore another possible solution to Schu rerǯs fifth challenge. Briefly, that there is a possible alternate reading of Luke ʹ:ʹ, from this: 
This was the first registration, taken when Quirinius was governor of Syria. 

 

                                                                    
148 ‘aŵseǇ, Bethleheŵ, ϭϬϵ-ϭϬ. 

149 ‘aŵseǇ, Bethleheŵ, ϮϮϳ-ϰϴ. 

150 ‘aŵseǇ, Bethleheŵ, ϭϰϵ-ϳϯ.  

151 [Ed AP]: It is the eaƌlǇ date of ϲ-ϱ BCE faǀouƌed iŶ the aƌtiĐle, A. PeƌƌǇ, ͞QuiƌiŶius͟ CeJBI ϰ:ϰ ;ϮϬϭϬͿ: Ϯϲ-ϵ. 

152 [Ed AP]: This is a ŶiĐe illustƌatioŶ of the ƋuestioŶ: What is sĐholaƌship ;as a ďodǇ of peopleͿ at aŶǇ oŶe poiŶt iŶ 

tiŵe? WithiŶ the aĐadeŵǇ, theƌe aƌe distiŶĐtioŶs ďetǁeeŶ suĐh ďodies as ͚CatholiĐ ,͛ ͚PƌotestaŶt͛ aŶd ͚Jeǁish͛ 

sĐholaƌship; “eĐoŶd Teŵple eǆpeƌts ǁould ďe ĐoŶsideƌed a ďodǇ of sĐholaƌs iŶ theiƌ oǁŶ ƌight, as ǁould 

͚EǀaŶgeliĐal “Đholaƌship ,͛ ͚CƌitiĐal “Đholaƌship aŶd ͚CoŶseƌǀatiǀe “Đholaƌship͛; foƌ this LuĐaŶ pƌoďleŵ, speĐialists iŶ 

the seĐulaƌ histoƌǇ ‘oŵaŶ histoƌǇ of the tiŵes ǁould also ďe a ďodǇ of sĐholaƌship, as ǁould ďe liŶguists; ǁe 

should also distiŶguish ďetǁeeŶ ͚geŶeƌalist͛ aŶd ͚speĐialist͛ iŶ these gƌoups. 
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To this: 
This was the first registration, before the one when Quirinius was governor of Syria. 

Or variants thereof. 
This alternate translation, supported by a number of scholars,153 places the Lukan Census prior to the infamous census of ͸-͹ CE, with which Luke is also familiar ȋActs ͷ:͵͹Ȍ. Certainly this is not a new argument; Schu rer comments on it, going so far as to express its plausibility: 

That this translation in case of need might be justifiable may be admitted ȋJohn ͳ:ͳͷ, ͵ͲȌ.154 

But then goes on to say: 
)t is indeed absolutely inconceivable for what purpose Luke should have made the idle remark, that this taxing took place before Quirinius was governor of Syria. Why would he not rather name the governor under whom it did take place?155 

Setting aside Schu rerǯs incredulity, scholarship remains cautious, keenly aware that this position has grammatical challenges.156 

                                                                    
153 N. T. Wƌight, F. F. BƌuĐe, N. TuƌŶeƌ, C. EǀaŶs, B. WitheƌiŶgtoŶ, P. BaƌŶett, I. H. Maƌshall, et.al. 

154 “Đhüƌeƌ, HistoƌǇ, Ϯ:ϭϯϱ. 

 

155 “Đhüƌeƌ, HistoƌǇ, Ϯ:ϭϯϱ. 

156 BoĐk Đalls it ͞Đuŵďeƌsoŵe at ďest͟ ;Luke, ϵϬϵͿ; H. W. HoehŶeƌ ĐoŶsideƌs it Đuŵďeƌsoŵe as ǁell iŶ his 

ChƌoŶologiĐal AspeĐts of the Life of Chƌist ;GƌaŶd ‘apids: )oŶdeƌǀaŶ, ϭϵϳϳͿ, Ϯϭ. D. WallaĐe is uŶĐoŶǀiŶĐed of its 

ǀaliditǇ iŶ his ͞The Pƌoďleŵ of Luke Ϯ:Ϯ: This ǁas the fiƌst ĐeŶsus takeŶ ǁheŶ QuiƌiŶius ǁas goǀeƌŶoƌ of “Ǉƌia͟ 
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The form of the sentence is in any case odd, since it is hard to see why Ɏɏῶ τɍς was introduced without any object of comparison, and it may be that Ɏɏῶ τɍς should be understood as a comparative with the meaning Ǯbeforeǯ. Luke does write loose sentences on occasion, and 

this may well be an example of such. No solution is free from difficulty, and the problem can hardly be solved without the discovery of fresh evidence.157 

[W]e would do better to take a plausible grammatical solution which accords with the evidence rather than to ignore the evidence on the basis of shaky grammar.158 

Despite the general acceptance of Lukeǯs abilities as a historian,159 Luke ʹ:ʹ in particular continues to pose problems for the student of the Bible.  Critical scholarship is divided on the solution and will undoubtedly remain so until new evidence is discovered.160 

Conclusion 

As the biblical scholar I. H. Marshall observes regarding the possible solutions scholars have posed to Sch“rerǯs challenges, 
                                                                    
[Cited JulǇ ϮϬϭϮ. OŶliŶe: http://ďiďle.oƌg/aƌtiĐle/pƌoďleŵ-luke-ϮϮ-ithis-ǁas-fiƌst-ĐeŶsus-takeŶ-ǁheŶ-ƋuiƌiŶius-

ǁas-goǀeƌŶoƌ-sǇƌia]. Foƌ a histoƌiĐal oǀeƌǀieǁ of this aƌguŵeŶt, see HoehŶeƌ. 

157 Maƌshall, Luke, ϭϬϰ. 

158 PeaƌsoŶ, ͞The LuĐaŶ CeŶsuses, ‘eǀisited ,͟ ϮϴϮ. 

159 “ee J. Buƌke foƌ a detailed ƌeǀieǁ of the ĐuƌƌeŶt ĐoŶseŶsus of Luke͛s histoƌiogƌaphiĐal aďilities ;J. Buƌke, ͞The 

HistoƌiĐitǇ of AĐts͟ CeJBI ϱ:ϯ ;ϮϬϭϭͿ: ϭϰ-ϮϬ. 

160 [Ed AP]: CƌitiĐal sĐholaƌship ŵaǇ ĐoŶtiŶue to ƌeŵaiŶ diǀided aŶd paƌt of the ƌeasoŶ foƌ this is that it is paƌt of 

the ďusiŶess of ĐƌitiĐal sĐholaƌship to seek Ŷeǁ solutioŶs to ǁhat aƌe peƌĐeiǀed to ďe loŶg-staŶdiŶg pƌoďleŵs; ďut 

this does Ŷot ŵeaŶ that the solutioŶ is Ŷot alƌeadǇ iŶ plaǇ aŵoŶgst the aƌguŵeŶts that haǀe alƌeadǇ ďeeŶ 

pƌeseŶted. 
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These considerations show that the character of the census described by Luke is far from impossible, and hence many recent writers are prepared to admit that Lukeǯs description of a census reflects historical reality. The major difficulty that remains is the date.161 

This article is in agreement. As Marshall, et.al, have suggested, extending Luke the benefit of the doubt is not unwarranted. )t seems unlikely that he would have jeopardized his own credibility with descriptions of events unknown to his immediate readers. Commentators on both sides of this discussion agree. 
By almost any reckoning, the Gospel [of Luke] would have been composed while some would have had at least some second-hand knowledge of events surrounding the birth of Jesus. 
Such a glaring factual error as is suggested for the [census] passage would have been 

bound to arouse questions.  

The Lukan narrative does not provide an overt theological explanation for its particular telling of the events, since the account seems to purport to be a historical account, placing specific events within the context of other events involving actual people in the ancient world, such as Augustus and Quirinius.162 

Even if Luke had little historical information about how the census of Quirinius had been conducted, he lived in the Roman Empire and may have undergone census enrollment himself. )t is dangerous to assume that he described a process of registration that 

would have been patently opposed to everything that he and his readers knew.163 

Finally, even if Luke were making this up, he would sooner make something up that sounded plausible: in other words, such procedures were probably followed in at least one 

                                                                    
161 Maƌshall, Luke, ϭϬϮ. 

162 Poƌteƌ, ͞The ‘easoŶs foƌ the LuĐaŶ CeŶsus ,͟ ϭϳϬ. 

163 BƌoǁŶ, Biƌth, ϱϰϵ. 
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census within the author's memory, and we have no way to disprove the use of such a practice in previous provincial assessments.164 

  

                                                                    
164 “ee Caƌƌieƌ, ͞The Date of the NatiǀitǇ iŶ Luke .͟ 
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Misquoting in Matthew 

Michel (ale 

Abstract 

Sceptics often cite Matthewǯs use of Old Testament passages as evidence against the inspiration of the Bible. These 

arguments are invalid because they assume that when Matthew describes certain Old Testament passages as 

being ǲfulfilledǳ he means the fulfilment of predictive prophecy when he is actually making use of typology. 

 

)ntroduction Matthewǯs apparently inconsistent use of the Old Testament is used by critics of the Bible to show the Bible is not the inspired word of God.165 For example, Matthew ʹ:ͳͷ says ǲwhat was spoken by the Lord through the prophet was fulfilledǳ followed by a quotation of (osea ͳͳ:ͳ. (owever when one turns to the passage in (osea they find there is no prophecy there.  Another example is Matthew ʹ͹:ͻ-ͳͲ, which quotes Zechariah but attributes it to Jeremiah. This article will show that Matthew is making use of typology rather than the fulfilment of predictive prophecies. Application of the typological method to the Old Testament was common to Second Temple Judaism166 and is found in the Old Testament itself167. 
  

                                                                    
165 Paul CaƌsoŶ, ͞Neǁ TestaŵeŶt CoŶtƌadiĐtioŶs ;ϭϵϵϱͿ͟ [Đited ϭ Maƌ ϮϬϭϰ]. OŶliŶe 

http://iŶfidels.oƌg/liďƌaƌǇ/ŵodeƌŶ/paul_ĐaƌlsoŶ/Ŷt_ĐoŶtƌadiĐtioŶs.htŵl 

166 ‘iĐhaƌd LoŶgeŶeĐkeƌ, BiďliĐal   Eǆegesis iŶ the ApostoliĐ Peƌiod ;GƌaŶd ‘apids, MI: W.B. EeƌdŵaŶs, ϭϵϵϵͿ, ϯϮ–

ϯϱ. 

167 Foƌ eǆaŵple, “odoŵ is used as a tǇpe foƌ uŶfaithful Isƌael iŶ Isaiah ϭ:ϵ; Jeƌeŵiah Ϯϯ:ϭϰ aŶd Ezekiel ϭϲ:ϰϰ-ϲϯ. 

http://infidels.org/library/modern/paul_carlson/nt_contradictions.html
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The two passages mentioned above are part of what commentators have called ǲFormula Quotationsǳ168,169; there are ten of these quotations in Matthew ȋsee Table ͳȌ. 
Mattheǁ OT ƌefeƌeŶĐe ͳ:ʹ͵ )saiah ͹:ͳͶ ʹ:ͳͷ (osea ͳͳ:ͳ ʹ:ͳͺ Jeremiah ͵ͳ:ͳͷ ʹ:ʹ͵ Unclear Ͷ:ͳͷ-ͳ͸ )saiah ͻ:ͳ-ʹ ͺ:ͳ͹ )saiah ͷ͵:Ͷ ͳʹ:ͳͺ-ʹͳ )saiah Ͷʹ:ͳ-Ͷ ͳ͵:͵ͷ Psalm ͹ͺ:ʹ ʹͳ:ͷ )saiah ͸ʹ:ͳͳ; Zechariah ͻ:ͻ ʹ͹:ͻ-ͳͲ Zechariah ͳͳ:ͳʹ-ͳ͵ 

Table ͳ: Formula Quotations in Matthew All ten formula quotations use wording similar to ǲin order that what was said through the prophet might be fulfilledǳ or ǲthen what was said through the prophet was fulfilledǳ.170 Those who turn to the Old Testament references soon realise that the quotes are more likely to create problems than be a clear fulfilment of prophecy. Sometimes the Old Testament text appears to be unrelated to how it is used by Matthew, at other times it seems to contradict what is being said, and in a few cases, the quote is attributed or quoted wrongly. For this reason one or more of those passages will feature in most 
                                                                    
168 NollaŶd JohŶ, The Gospel of Mattheǁ: a CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the Gƌeek Teǆt ;Neǁ IŶteƌŶatioŶal Gƌeek TestaŵeŶt 

CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; GƌaŶd ‘apids, MI; Caƌlisle: W.B. EeƌdŵaŶs; PateƌŶosteƌ Pƌess, ϮϬϬϱͿ, Ϯϯ–Ϯϰ. 

169 ‘.T. FƌaŶĐe, The Gospel of Mattheǁ ;The Neǁ IŶteƌŶatioŶal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the Old aŶd Neǁ TestaŵeŶt; 

GƌaŶd ‘apids, MI; Caƌlisle: W.B. EeƌdŵaŶs; PateƌŶosteƌ Pƌess, ϮϬϬϳͿ, ϭϭ–ϭϮ. 

170 Foƌ a ŵoƌe detailed aŶalǇsis see Daǀid L. TuƌŶeƌ, Mattheǁ ;Bakeƌ EǆegetiĐal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the Neǁ 

TestaŵeŶt; GƌaŶd ‘apids, MI: Bakeƌ AĐadeŵiĐ, ϮϬϬϴͿ, ϭϵ–Ϯϱ. 
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comprehensive lists of ǲerrors in the Bibleǳ. This is mainly because prophecy is mistakenly equated with prediction. The fact that Matthew uses a formula ten times to quote passages that are not meant to be read as predictive prophecies, or at least not for the event Matthew uses them for171, should lead to the conclusion this is not a coincidence. What Matthew does in his gospel with these formula quotations is look at a historical event or a prophecy and sees it foreshadowing an event in the life of Christ; he interprets those quotes typologically. As a perfect example of what )srael should have been like, certain events in Jesusǯ life follow the same pattern as events in the Old Testament. The Exodus for example, widely understood as a type of the future salvation of )srael in both Second Temple Judaism172,173 and the Old Testament174, is being used as such in Matthew ʹ:ͳͷ when he writes ǲ)n this way what was spoken by the Lord through the prophet was fulfilled: ǲ) called my Son out of Egypt.ǳǳ, after Joseph is told to flee to Egypt with Jesus and his mother. 
Emmanuel The first passage in the list of formula quotations is in the context of the birth of Jesus, Matthew ͳ:ʹʹ-ʹ͵: This all happened so that what was spoken by the Lord through the prophet would be fulfilled: ǲLook! 

The virgin will conceive and bear a son, and they will call him Emmanuel,ǳ which means ǲGod with us.ǳ One reason it is clear that this is not used as a predictive prophecy being fulfilled is the fact that nowhere in the New Testament is Jesus ever called Emmanuel, moreover, the verses before and after this quote emphasise that he is called Jesus, not Emmanuel. 
                                                                    
171 Foƌ eǆaŵple, Isaiah ϱϯ:ϰ although a pƌopheĐǇ aďout the Messiah is oŶe ƌelated to his suffeƌiŶg, Ŷot his healiŶg 

ŵiŶistƌǇ. 

172 LeoŶhaƌd Goppelt, TǇpos: The TǇpologiĐal IŶteƌpƌetatioŶ of the Old TestaŵeŶt iŶ the Neǁ ;GƌaŶd ‘apids, Mi; 

EeƌdŵaŶs, ϭϵϴϮͿ ϯϰ–ϯϱ. 

173 HeƌŵaŶŶ L. “tƌaĐk aŶd P. BilleƌďeĐk, Das EǀaŶgeliuŵ ŶaĐh Matthäus Eƌläuteƌt aus Talŵud uŶd MidƌasĐh 

;MüŶĐheŶ: C. H. BeĐk'sĐhe VeƌlagsďuĐhhaŶdluŶg; Oskaƌ BeĐk, ϭϵϮϮͿ  ϴϱ–ϴϴ. 

174 Foƌ eǆaŵple: Isaiah ϭϭ:ϭϮ-ϭϳ; Jeƌeŵiah Ϯϯ:ϳ; Hosea Ϯ:ϭϱ. 
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Matthew quotes )saiah ͹:ͳͶ and the background for that prophecy is that Judah is threatened by Aram ȋSyriaȌ and the northern kingdom of )srael. They are marching up to Jerusalem to conquer it. )saiah is then sent to Ahaz, the king of Judah, to tell him he does not need to be afraid. God would protect Judah if they put their trust in (im. )saiah gives him a sign to confirm that God would save Judah. For this reason the sovereign master himself will give you a confirming sign. Look, this young woman is about to conceive and will give birth to a son. You, young woman, will name him )mmanuel. [...] Before the child knows how to reject evil and choose what is right, the land whose two kings you fear will be desolate. )saiah ͹:ͳͶ-ͳ͸ The conception and birth of the young womanǯs son is a confirming sign that God is with (is people, and that (e would save Judah from Syria and )srael. Only a few years after the birth of that child, Assyria invades and takes captive the northern kingdom of )srael.  When Matthew quotes that passage from )saiah, he is not just using this as evidence that a virgin would give birth. (e sees a clear confirming sign. The birth of the son is a sign that God is with his people ȋEmmanuelȌ and that (e will save them. This is why the child then receives the name Jesus, ǲYah savesǳ.   Matthew is not alone in seeing salvation in the birth of Jesus; Simeon said something very similar in Luke ʹ:ʹͺ when Joseph and Mary bring the boy to the temple for the purification ritual: Simeon took him [Jesus] in his arms and blessed God, saying, ǲNow, according to your word, Sovereign Lord, permit your servant to depart in peace. For my eyes have seen your salvation that you have prepared in the presence of all peoples: a light, for revelation to the Gentiles, and for glory to your people )srael.ǳ 
Conclusion What this consideration of the first of the formula quotations shows is that Matthew is not arbitrarily misusing the Old Testament passages. The similarities between events of the past and the life of Jesus are not purely coincidental as some would like to claim, but Matthew is using a thought-out and well-reasoned practise that was already in use by the Jews to show that these events are divinely guided. The earlier events are foreshadowing the later ones, or are a type of what was to come; in this sense Jesus is fulfilling the type.  )t should be noted that Matthew is not simply using the Old Testament allegorically; he sees the hand of God in patterns in real historical events. The Apostle Paul shows that the events during the exodus were recorded 



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ͷ͹ 

as examples for his audience.175 The early Christians saw that certain events were recorded in history on purpose by God to show Godǯs method of salvation and that these events were therefore to be taken typologically. Godǯs dealings with )srael showed a pattern that was to be fulfilled in Christ and his ecclesia. 
  

                                                                    
175 These thiŶgs happeŶed to theŵ as eǆaŵples aŶd ǁeƌe ǁƌitteŶ foƌ ouƌ iŶstƌuĐtioŶ, oŶ ǁhoŵ the eŶds of the 

ages haǀe Đoŵe. ϭ CoƌiŶthiaŶs ϭϬ:ϭϭ. 
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The lives and times of the kings of )srael 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

The Bibleǯs record of the )sraelite monarchy is highly complex, containing numerous chronological references 

which have traditionally defied interpretation and harmonization with each other, as well as with historical 

sources outside the Bible. The exegetical challenge was so great that for many years the chronology was 

considered either a hopelessly flawed historical account, or else a literary fiction. However, a significant 

breakthrough in the mid-20th century enabled historians to reconcile the chronology within itself, and with 

external sources. This has resolved a number of apparent contradictions within the Biblical record. 

 

Early critical views 

In the late 19th century, critical scholar Julius Wellhausen claimed the Biblical chronology of the kings of Israel 

was a literary invention for religious purposes, which had been edited and revised several times from a 

variety of different sources, rather than a genuine historical record.176 For the next 70 years, critical scholars 

continued to treat the chronology as historically worthless and irreconcilable.177 

                                                                    
176 ͚That a pƌoĐess of alteƌatioŶ aŶd iŵpƌoǀeŵeŶt of the ĐhƌoŶologǇ ǁas ďusilǇ Đaƌƌied oŶ iŶ lateƌ tiŵes, ǁe see 

fƌoŵ the added sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵs of the kiŶgs of Isƌael aŶd Judah,͛ , WellhauseŶ, ͚PƌolegoŵeŶa to the HistoƌǇ of 

Isƌael ,͛ p. Ϯϳϴ ;ϭϴϴϱͿ. 

177 ͚Dƌiǀeƌ ƌeŵaƌked that, ͞the leŶgth of the ƌeigŶs of the ǀaƌious kiŶgs is Ŷot the saŵe aĐĐoƌdiŶg to the 

tƌaditioŶal aŶd the sǇŶĐhƌoŶistiĐ figuƌes. “iŶĐe, hoǁeǀeƌ, it is Đleaƌ oŶ ǀaƌious gƌouŶds that these sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵs 

aƌe Ŷot oƌigiŶal, aŶǇ atteŵpt to ďase a ĐhƌoŶologiĐal sĐheŵe oŶ theŵ ŵaǇ ďe disƌegaƌded .͟   

Kittel stated his ǀieǁ that, ͞WellhauseŶ has shoǁŶ, ďǇ ĐoŶǀiŶĐiŶg ƌeasoŶs, that the sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵs ǁithiŶ the 

Book of KiŶgs ĐaŶŶot possiďlǇ ƌest oŶ aŶĐieŶt tƌaditioŶ, ďut aƌe oŶ the ĐoŶtƌaƌǇ siŵplǇ the pƌoduĐts of aƌtifiĐial 

ƌeĐkoŶiŶg. . . The Isƌaelitish Ŷuŵďeƌs aŶd the paƌallel Ŷuŵďeƌs ƌefeƌƌiŶg to Judah do Ŷot agƌee at the poiŶts at 

ǁhiĐh ǁe aƌe aďle to Đoŵpaƌe theŵ.͟   

‘oďiŶsoŶ also ǁas iŵpƌessed ďǇ WellhauseŶ's eǀaluatioŶ: ͞WellhauseŶ is suƌelǇ ƌight iŶ ďelieǀiŶg that the 

sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵs iŶ KiŶgs aƌe ǁoƌthless, ďeiŶg ŵeƌelǇ a late ĐoŵpilatioŶ fƌoŵ the aĐtual figuƌes giǀeŶ.͟  *  
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Some chronological discrepancies 

In 1 Kings 15:33; 16:8, Baasha is said to have been succeeded by Omri during Asaǯs twenty sixth year as king. (owever, ͳ Chronicles ͳ͸:ͳ says Baasha was still king in Asaǯs thirty sixth year.178 In 1 Kings 16:23 Omri 

reigned for twelve years, starting from the thirty first year of Asaǯs reign.  (owever, ͳ Chronicles ͳ͸:ʹͻ says Omri became king in the thirty eighth year of Asaǯs reign. )n ʹ Kings ͺ:ʹ͸, 
Ahaziah is 22 years old when he becomes king, but in 2 Chronicles 22:2 he is 42 years old when he becomes 

                                                                    
‘. H. Pfeiffeƌ's opiŶioŶ ǁas that, ͞The ĐhƌoŶologǇ ďased oŶ the sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵs is of Đouƌse less ƌeliaďle thaŶ the 

oŶe ďased oŶ the ƌegŶal peƌiods, siŶĐe the sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵs ǁeƌe figuƌed fƌoŵ the ƌegŶal peƌiods. Neitheƌ 

ĐhƌoŶologǇ is ǁhollǇ aĐĐuƌate . . . IŶ spite of these disĐƌepaŶĐies, iŶaĐĐuƌaĐies, aŶd eƌƌoƌs, the ĐhƌoŶologǇ of 

KiŶgs is Ŷot faŶtastiĐ.͟  

J. F. MĐCuƌdǇ eǆpƌessed hiŵself to the effeĐt that, ͞MaŶǇ of the Ŷuŵďeƌs giǀeŶ, espeĐiallǇ the sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵs, aƌe 

eƌƌoŶeous, as is pƌoǀed ďǇ the faĐt that Ŷo atteŵpt to haƌŵoŶize the tǁo seƌies has ďeeŶ suĐĐessful . . . “taƌtliŶg 

iŶĐoŶsisteŶĐies aƌe also fouŶd ǁheƌe the seǀeƌal sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵs foƌ the saŵe kiŶg aƌe ǁoƌked out .͟  K. Maƌti gaǀe 

his oďseƌǀatioŶ: ͞The sǇŶĐhƌoŶistiĐ Ŷotes ďetƌaǇ theiƌ ĐhaƌaĐteƌ as ͚suďjeĐtiǀe additioŶs of the Epitoŵatoƌ.͛  It is 

Đleaƌ, to ďegiŶ ǁith, that this ŶotiŶg of sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵs ǁas Ŷot iŶ aĐtual use duƌiŶg the eǆisteŶĐe of the tǁo 

kiŶgdoŵs. . . Alŵost aloŶg the ǁhole liŶe, the disĐƌepaŶĐǇ ďetǁeeŶ sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵs aŶd Ǉeaƌs of ƌeigŶ is 

iŶĐuƌaďle.͟   

C. H. GoƌdoŶ oďseƌǀed: ͞The ŶuŵeƌiĐal eƌƌoƌs iŶ the Books of KiŶgs haǀe defied eǀeƌǇ atteŵpt to uŶgaƌďle 

theŵ. Those eƌƌoƌs aƌe laƌgelǇ the ĐƌeatioŶ of the editoƌs ǁho set out to ǁƌite a sǇŶĐhƌoŶistiĐ histoƌǇ of Judah 

aŶd Isƌael, usiŶg as souƌĐes tǁo sets of uŶƌelated Đouƌt ĐhƌoŶiĐles. CoŵďiŶiŶg tǁo elaďoƌate sets of figuƌes ǁas 

Ŷot aŶ easǇ task. But eǀeŶ ǁith due ƌegaƌd foƌ the diffiĐulties iŶǀolǀed, the editoƌs did Ŷot eǆeĐute the 

sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵs skillfullǇ.͟ ,͛ Thiele, ͚“ǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵs of the Heďƌeǁ KiŶgs – A ‘e-eǀaluatioŶ: I ,͛ AŶdƌeǁs UŶiǀeƌsitǇ 

“eŵiŶaƌǇ “tudies, pp. ϭϰ-ϭϮϱ ;ϭͿ, ϭϵϲϯ.  

178 ͚The opeŶiŶg ĐhƌoŶologiĐal ƌefeƌeŶĐe to the thiƌtǇ-siǆth Ǉeaƌ of Asa͛s ƌeigŶ is pƌoďleŵatiĐ ;ϭϲ:ϭͿ. “iŵilaƌlǇ, the 

ŵeŶtioŶ of the thiƌtǇ-fifth Ǉeaƌ iŶ ϭϱ:ϭϵ ƌaises diffiĐulties iŶ haƌŵoŶiziŶg KiŶgs aŶd ChƌoŶiĐles. ϭ KiŶgs ϭϱ:ϯϯ aŶd 

ϭϲ:ϴ iŶdiĐate that Elah suĐĐeeded Baasha iŶ the tǁeŶtǇ-siǆth Ǉeaƌ of Asa͛s ƌeigŶ, ďut ChƌoŶiĐles speaks of Baasha 

ŵakiŶg ǁaƌ iŶ the thiƌtǇ-siǆth Ǉeaƌ ;ϭϲ:ϭͿ.͛ , ‘iĐhaƌd L. Pƌatt Jƌ., ϭ aŶd Ϯ ChƌoŶiĐles: A MeŶtoƌ CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ ;MeŶtoƌ 

CoŵŵeŶtaƌies; FeaƌŶ, TaiŶ, ‘oss-shiƌe, Gƌeat BƌitaiŶ: MeŶtoƌ, ϮϬϬϲͿ, ϰϯϮ. 
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king,179 Additionally, he is said to have reigned one year in 1 Kings 8:26, which is difficult to reconcile with 

other information in the record. 

 

Edwin Thieleǯs breakthrough )n ͳͻͷͳ, Biblical scholar Edwin Thiele published ǮThe Mysterious Numbers of the (ebrew Kingsǯ, a 
harmonization of the Biblical record of the kings of Israel (originally as a doctoral dissertation). By the time of the second edition ȋslightly revisedȌ, it was recognized that Thieleǯs work was a significant breakthrough 

                                                                    
179 ͚MT ĐaŶŶot ďe ĐoƌƌeĐt: Ahaziah ǁould haǀe ďeeŶ tǁo Ǉeaƌs oldeƌ thaŶ his fatheƌ ;Ϯϭ:ϱ, ϮϬͿ.͛ , ‘aǇŵoŶd B. 

Dillaƌd, Ϯ ChƌoŶiĐles ;ǀol. ϭϱ; Woƌd BiďliĐal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; Dallas: Woƌd, IŶĐoƌpoƌated, ϭϵϵϴͿ, ϭϳϭ; heƌe ͚MT͛ 

staŶds foƌ the MasoƌetiĐ Teǆt, the Heďƌeǁ teǆt tƌaditioŶallǇ used foƌ the Old TestaŵeŶt. 
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in establishing the historical validity of the Biblical chronology.180 Though criticisms have been made of Thieleǯs chronology,181 182 183 184 its value and general validity have been acknowledged widely.185 186 187 188 189 

                                                                    
180 ͚A ŵaƌked adǀaŶĐe iŶ ďiďliĐal sĐholaƌship ǁas ŵade iŶ the puďliĐatioŶ of The Mysterious Nuŵbers of the 

Hebrew KiŶgs, U. of ChiĐago Pƌess, ϭϵϱϭ, ďǇ Dƌ. E. ‘. Thiele. IŶ his ƌeǀised editioŶ iŶ ϭϵϲϱ ;EeƌdŵaŶs Puď. Co., 

GƌaŶd ‘apids, MiĐh.Ϳ, Dƌ. Thiele asseƌts the souŶdŶess of his ďasiĐ thesis aŶd ĐoŶĐlusioŶs as ĐoŶfiƌŵed ďǇ 

sĐholaƌs siŶĐe his fiƌst editioŶ.͛ , editoƌial, JouƌŶal of the EǀaŶgeliĐal TheologiĐal “oĐietǇ ;ϵ.ϭ.ϲϬͿ, ϭϵϲϲ. 

181 ͚Thiele's ǀieǁ ĐoŶtaiŶs positiǀe eleŵeŶts, ďut it also poses Ŷuŵeƌous diffiĐulties. He iŶĐoƌƌeĐtlǇ uŶdeƌstood 

the aŶŶals of Tiglath-pileseƌ III, aŶd his deteƌŵiŶatioŶ that MeŶaheŵ died iŶ ϳϰϮ ĐoŶtƌadiĐts the testiŵoŶies of 

the ĐoŶteŵpoƌaŶeous AssǇƌiaŶ iŶsĐƌiptioŶs.ϭϬ IŶ his desiƌe to ƌesolǀe the disĐƌepaŶĐies ďetǁeeŶ the data iŶ the 

Book of KiŶgs, Thiele ǁas foƌĐed to ŵake iŵpƌoďaďle suppositioŶs. He assuŵed that the sǇsteŵ of ĐouŶtiŶg the 

Ǉeaƌs of ƌeigŶ ĐhaŶged eǀeƌǇ feǁ geŶeƌatioŶs, oƌ eǀeŶ afteƌ a feǁ deĐades.  

This is iŵpƌoďaďle, aŶd ĐaŶŶot ďe pƌoǀed. “iŵilaƌlǇ, he pƌesuŵes that the NoƌtheƌŶ aŶd “outheƌŶ KiŶgdoŵs 

Ŷuŵďeƌed theiƌ Ǉeaƌs ďoth ďǇ the loĐal ĐouŶt aŶd ďǇ that pƌaĐtiĐed ďǇ the otheƌ kiŶgdoŵ, also foƌ shoƌt peƌiods, 

ǁhile this pƌaĐtiĐe Đeased iŶ otheƌ peƌiods. Thiele eǀeŶ ǁeŶt so faƌ as to assuŵe that ǁhile this pƌaĐtiĐe had 

falleŶ iŶto disuse, theƌe ǁeƌe sĐƌiďes ǁho ĐoŶtiŶued to ĐalĐulate the Ǉeaƌs iŶ aĐĐoƌdaŶĐe ǁith it.  

Theƌe is Ŷo ďasis foƌ Thiele's stateŵeŶt that his ĐoŶjeĐtuƌes aƌe ĐoƌƌeĐt ďeĐause he suĐĐeeded iŶ ƌeĐoŶĐiliŶg 

ŵost of the data iŶ the Book of KiŶgs, siŶĐe his assuŵptioŶs ƌegaƌdiŶg BiďliĐal ĐhƌoŶologiĐal pƌiŶĐiples aƌe 

deƌiǀed fƌoŵ the ĐhƌoŶologiĐal data theŵselǀes, ǁhose ƌeliaďilitǇ is uŶĐleaƌ.͛ , Galil, ͚The ChƌoŶologǇ of the KiŶgs 

of Isƌael aŶd Judah ,͛ p. ϰ ;ϭϵϵϲͿ. 

182 ͚ďut his haƌŵoŶiziŶg appƌoaĐh has Ŷot goŶe uŶĐhalleŶged, espeĐiallǇ ďeĐause of the ŵaŶǇ shifts iŶ the ďasis 

of ƌeĐkoŶiŶg dates that it ƌeƋuiƌes ;e.g., JepseŶ ϭϵϲϴ: ϯϰ–ϯϱͿ—shifts ǁhiĐh ǁeƌe uŶlikelǇ iŶ aĐtual pƌaĐtiĐe. The 

Ŷuŵeƌous eǆtƌaďiďliĐal sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵs he iŶǀokes do Ŷot alǁaǇs ƌefleĐt the latest ƌefiŶeŵeŶts iŶ AssǇƌiologiĐal 

ƌeseaƌĐh ;Đf. E.Ϯ.f ďeloǁͿ. IŶ ŵaŶǇ Đases, he posits aŶ uŶdoĐuŵeŶted eǀeŶt iŶ oƌdeƌ to saǀe a ďiďliĐal datuŵ 

;e.g., the ĐiƌĐuŵstaŶĐes suƌƌouŶdiŶg the appoiŶtŵeŶt of Jeƌoďoaŵ II as ĐoƌegeŶt; Thiele ϭϵϴϯ: ϭϬϵͿ ,͛ CogaŶ, 

͚ChƌoŶologǇ ;Heďƌeǁ BiďleͿ ,͛ iŶ FƌeedŵaŶ, ;ed.Ϳ, ͚The AŶĐhoƌ Yale Biďle DiĐtioŶaƌǇ ,͛ ǀoluŵe ϭ, p. ϭϬϬϲ ;ϭϵϵϲͿ. 

183 ͚Despite that faĐt of sĐholaƌlǇ dediĐatioŶ, Ŷeitheƌ Thiele͛s ĐaƌefullǇ aƌgued UŶiǀeƌsitǇ of ChiĐago disseƌtatioŶ, 

Ŷoƌ aŶǇoŶe else͛s, has aĐhieǀed as Ǉet uŶiǀeƌsal aĐĐeptaŶĐe.͛ , Kaiseƌ, ͚A HistoƌǇ of Isƌael: Fƌoŵ the ďƌoŶze age 

thƌough the Jeǁish Waƌs ,͛ p. Ϯϵϯ ;ϭϵϵϴͿ. 
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184 ͚Not all sĐholaƌs aƌe ĐoŶǀiŶĐed ďǇ this solutioŶ, aŶd ĐoŵŵeŶtatoƌs oŶ the pƌophetiĐ ďooks ofteŶ aĐĐept that 

dates ĐaŶ oŶlǇ ďe appƌoǆiŵate.͛ , MĐCoŶǀille, ͚EǆploƌiŶg the Old TestaŵeŶt, Voluŵe ϰ: The Pƌophets ,͛ p. ǀiii ;ϮϬϬϮͿ. 

185 ͚The ĐhƌoŶologǇ ŵost ǁidelǇ aĐĐepted todaǇ is oŶe ďased oŶ the ŵetiĐulous studǇ ďǇ Thiele.͛ , WiseŵaŶ, ͚ϭ 

aŶd Ϯ KiŶgs: AŶ IŶtƌoduĐtioŶ aŶd CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ ,͛ TǇŶdale Old TestaŵeŶt CoŵŵeŶtaƌies, p. Ϯϳ ;ϭϵϵϯͿ. 

186 ͚IŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ his ĐhƌoŶologiĐal sĐheŵe has Đoŵe to doŵiŶate the ŵajoƌitǇ of sĐholaƌlǇ ǁoƌks aŶd it is uŶlikelǇ 

that his sǇsteŵ ĐaŶ eǀeƌ ďe oǀeƌthƌoǁŶ ǁithout alteƌiŶg soŵe ǁell-estaďlished dates iŶ Neaƌ EasteƌŶ histoƌǇ, foƌ 

Thiele͛s ĐhƌoŶologǇ is Ŷoǁ iŶeǆtƌiĐaďlǇ loĐked iŶto the ĐhƌoŶologǇ of the Neaƌ East.͛ , MĐFall, ͚A TƌaŶslatioŶ Guide 

to the ChƌoŶologiĐal Data iŶ KiŶgs aŶd ChƌoŶiĐles ,͛ BiďliotheĐa “aĐƌa ;ϭϰϴ.ϱϴϵ.ϰϮ-ϰϯͿ, ϭϵϵϲ.  

187 ͚Thiele͛s sǇsteŵ of ĐhƌoŶologǇ has ďeeŶ ǁell ƌeĐeiǀed oǀeƌ the past ϰϬ Ǉeaƌs aŶd is Ŷoǁ aĐĐepted as the ďasis 

foƌ Isƌael s͛ ĐhƌoŶologǇ iŶ a gƌoǁiŶg Ŷuŵďeƌ of staŶdaƌd sĐholaƌlǇ ǁoƌks.͛ , iďid., p. ϰϮ; see foƌ eǆaŵple: MitĐhell, 

͚Isƌael aŶd Judah uŶtil the ‘eǀolt of Jehu ;ϵϯϭ-ϴϰϭ B.C.Ϳ ,͛ iŶ BoaƌdŵaŶ ;ed.Ϳ, ͚Caŵďƌidge AŶĐieŶt HistoƌǇ ,͛ ǀoluŵe 

ϯ, paƌt ϭ, p. ϰϰϱ ;ϮŶd ed. ϭϵϴϮͿ; FiŶegaŶ, ͚HaŶdďook of BiďliĐal ChƌoŶologǇ: pƌiŶĐiples of tiŵe ƌeĐkoŶiŶg iŶ the 

aŶĐieŶt ǁoƌld aŶd pƌoďleŵs of ĐhƌoŶologǇ iŶ the Biďle ,͛ p. Ϯϰϵ ;ƌeǀ. ed.ϭϵϵϴͿ; Hess, ͚ChƌoŶologǇ ;Old TestaŵeŶtͿ ,͛ 

iŶ Poƌteƌ ;ed.Ϳ, ͚DiĐtioŶaƌǇ of BiďliĐal CƌitiĐisŵ aŶd IŶteƌpƌetatioŶ ,͛ p. ϱϱ ;ϮϬϬϳͿ. 

188 ͚Thiele͛s ĐhƌoŶologǇ is fast ďeĐoŵiŶg the ĐoŶseŶsus ǀieǁ aŵoŶg Old TestaŵeŶt sĐholaƌs, if it has Ŷot alƌeadǇ 

ƌeaĐhed that poiŶt.͛ , MĐFall, ͚The ChƌoŶologǇ of “aul aŶd Daǀid ,͛ JouƌŶal of the EǀaŶgeliĐal TheologiĐal “oĐietǇ 

;ϱϯ.ϭϬϭ.ϮϭϱͿ, ϮϬϭϬ. 

189 ͚Thiele's ĐhƌoŶologǇ ;ǁhiĐh diffeƌs fƌoŵ that of the pƌeseŶt papeƌ iŶ oŶlǇ a feǁ plaĐesͿ ǁoŶ the ƌespeĐt of 

histoƌiaŶs ďeĐause its dates agƌee ǁith the folloǁiŶg dates iŶ AssǇƌiaŶ aŶd BaďǇloŶiaŶ histoƌǇ: the Battle of 

QaƌƋaƌ iŶ ϴϱϯ ďĐ; the tƌiďute of Jehu to “halŵaŶeseƌ III iŶ ϴϰϭ ďĐ; the Đaptuƌe of “aŵaƌia ďǇ “halŵaŶeseƌ V iŶ 

ϳϮϯ ďĐ; the iŶǀasioŶ of “eŶŶaĐheƌiď iŶ ϳϬϭ ďĐ; the Battle of CaƌĐheŵish iŶ ϲϬϱ ďĐ; aŶd the fiƌst Đaptuƌe of 

Jeƌusaleŵ ďǇ NeďuĐhadŶezzaƌ iŶ ϱϵϳ ďĐ.͛ , YouŶg, ͚Taďles of ‘eigŶ LeŶgths Fƌoŵ the Heďƌeǁ Couƌt ‘eĐoƌdeƌs ,͛ 

JouƌŶal of the EǀaŶgeliĐal TheologiĐal “oĐietǇ ;ϰϴ.Ϯ.ϮϯϮͿ, ϮϬϬϱ. 
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Applying Thieleǯs chronology Thieleǯs chronology has resolved virtually all of the difficulties which challenged earlier attempts to interpret 

the history of the kings of Israel and Judah, including the three mentioned earlier in this article; Baasha,190 191 

Omri,192 193 and the apparent one year reign of Ahaziah.194  

                                                                    
190 ͚If Thiele s͛ datiŶg ;oƌ a teǆtual ǀaƌiaŶtͿ is assuŵed ;see iŶtƌoduĐtioŶ to Ϯ Chƌ ϭϰͿ, theŶ the iŶĐuƌsioŶ ďǇ 

Baasha iŶto Judah oĐĐuƌs iŶ ϴϵϰ B.C., just oŶe Ǉeaƌ afteƌ the ĐoǀeŶaŶt ƌeŶeǁal festiǀal desĐƌiďed iŶ Ϯ ChƌoŶiĐles 

ϭϱ.͛ , JohŶ Maƌk HiĐks, ϭ & Ϯ ChƌoŶiĐles ;The College Pƌess NIV CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; JopliŶ, MO: College Pƌess Puď. Co., 

ϮϬϬϭͿ, ϯϱϰ. 

191 ͚OŶ the oŶe haŶd, soŵe iŶteƌpƌeteƌs hold that ϭϱ:ϭ9 aŶd ϭϲ:ϭ date these eǀeŶts fƌoŵ the tiŵe of the sĐhisŵ 

of the Noƌth aŶd “outh. If this ǁeƌe so, it ǁould ďƌiŶg KiŶgs aŶd ChƌoŶiĐles iŶto haƌŵoŶǇ.͛ , ‘iĐhaƌd L. Pƌatt Jƌ., ϭ 

aŶd Ϯ ChƌoŶiĐles: A MeŶtoƌ CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ ;MeŶtoƌ CoŵŵeŶtaƌies; FeaƌŶ, TaiŶ, ‘oss-shiƌe, Gƌeat BƌitaiŶ: MeŶtoƌ, 

ϮϬϬϲͿ, ϰϯϮ. 

192 ͚The sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵ foƌ Oŵƌi is ƌeĐkoŶed fƌoŵ his sole ƌule, ďut his total leŶgth of ƌeigŶ ĐouŶts the Ǉeaƌs duƌiŶg 

ǁhiĐh he ĐoŶteŶded ǁith TiďŶi, desigŶatiŶg the fiƌst paƌt of this peƌiod as Ǉeaƌs speŶt iŶ Tiƌzah. The tǁelǀe aŶd 

the siǆ aƌe aĐĐƌedited Ǉeaƌs, aŶd ƌepƌeseŶt aŶ aĐtual eleǀeŶ aŶd fiǀe, ƌespeĐtiǀelǇ.͛ , “iŵoŶ J. DeVƌies, ϭ KiŶgs 

;ǀol. ϭϮ, ϮŶd ed.; Woƌd BiďliĐal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; Dallas: Woƌd, IŶĐ, ϮϬϬϯͿ, ϮϬϮ.; this is ďased oŶ the ǁoƌk of Thiele. 

193 ͚Oŵƌi s͛ tǁelǀe-Ǉeaƌ ƌeigŶ ŵust haǀe iŶĐluded the peƌiod of tiŵe that he aŶd TiďŶi ǁeƌe ƌiǀal ĐlaiŵaŶts to 

the thƌoŶe of Isƌael. He ƌeigŶs as sole ƌuleƌ of Isƌael foƌ oŶlǇ seǀeŶ Ǉeaƌs.͛ , Jesse C. LoŶg, ϭ & Ϯ KiŶgs ;College Pƌess 

NIV CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; JopliŶ, MO: College Pƌess Puď., ϮϬϬϮͿ, ϭϵϴ; a footŶote ƌeads ͚“ee Thiele, MǇsteƌious Nuŵďeƌs, 

pp. ϴϱ, ϴϴ–ϵϬ; Đf. Galil, ChƌoŶologǇ of the KiŶgs, p. ϮϮ .͛ 

194 ͚Ϯϱ–Ϯϳ. The sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵ iŵplies that he ƌuled foƌ less thaŶ oŶe Ǉeaƌ, though the histoƌiaŶ ĐouŶts paƌts of a 

Ǉeaƌ as a ǁhole. The ͚aĐĐessioŶ Ǉeaƌ͛ is heƌe ĐouŶted as the fiƌst ƌegŶal Ǉeaƌ ;Đf. ϵ:Ϯϵ, eleǀeŶth Ǉeaƌ of JehoƌaŵͿ. 

Athaliah ǁas the gƌaŶddaughteƌ of Oŵƌi; see oŶ ǀ. ϭϴ. The ƌelatioŶ of Jehoƌaŵ to Ahaď͛s Oŵƌi dǇŶastǇ ǁas ďǇ 

ŵaƌƌiage ;so NIV; JBͿ. The ǁoƌd used ;MT ḥătaŶͿ ŵeaŶs ͚a faŵilǇ ƌelatiǀe͛ ;as Akkad. ḥătāŶuͿ aŶd Ŷot ŵeƌelǇ ͚soŶ-

iŶ-laǁ͛ ;AV, ‘“VͿ.͛ , DoŶald J. WiseŵaŶ, ϭ aŶd Ϯ KiŶgs: AŶ IŶtƌoduĐtioŶ aŶd CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ ;ǀol. ϵ; TǇŶdale Old 

TestaŵeŶt CoŵŵeŶtaƌies; DoǁŶeƌs Gƌoǀe, IL: IŶteƌVaƌsitǇ Pƌess, ϭϵϵϯͿ, ϮϯϬ. 
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The discrepancy in Ahaziahǯs age at the time he began to reign is a late textual error in the medieval Hebrew text ȋthe ǮMasoretic TextǯȌ; this error is not found in the earliest copies of this passage, which are found in the 
Syriac and Greek translations.195 196 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                    
195 ͚tĐ Heď ͞foƌtǇ-tǁo,͟  ďut the paƌallel passage iŶ Ϯ Kgs ϴ:Ϯϲ ƌeads ͞tǁeŶtǇ-tǁo͟ aloŶg ǁith soŵe M““ of the LXX 

aŶd the “ǇƌiaĐ.͛ , BiďliĐal “tudies Pƌess, The NET Biďle Fiƌst EditioŶ; Biďle. EŶglish. NET Biďle.; The NET Biďle ;BiďliĐal 

“tudies Pƌess, ϮϬϬϲͿ. 

196 ͚Ϯ.a. With Ϯ Kgs ϴ:Ϯϲ aŶd GL MT, foƌtǇ-tǁo Ǉeaƌs; Paƌ, tǁeŶtǇ; OL, siǆteeŶ.͛ , ‘aǇŵoŶd B. Dillaƌd, Ϯ ChƌoŶiĐles 

;ǀol. ϭϱ; Woƌd BiďliĐal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; Dallas: Woƌd, IŶĐoƌpoƌated, ϭϵϵϴͿ, ϭϳϭ. 
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Thieleǯs chronology in current scholarship Thieleǯs chronology remains the typical starting point for study of the chronology of the kings of )srael and 
Judah197 198 with few modifications,199 200 and has been applied successfully in other fields of Ancient Near 

East study, such as the chronologies of Assyria and Babylon.201  

                                                                    
197 ͚Thiele͛s ǁoƌk has ďeĐoŵe a ĐoƌŶeƌstoŶe of ŵuĐh ƌeĐeŶt ĐhƌoŶologiĐal disĐussioŶ ;Đf. De Vƌies IDB ϭ: ϱϴϬ–ϵϵ; 

IDB“up: ϭϲϭ–ϲϲͿ;', CogaŶ, ͚ChƌoŶologǇ ;Heďƌeǁ BiďleͿ ,͛ iŶ FƌeedŵaŶ, ;ed.Ϳ, ͚The AŶĐhoƌ Yale Biďle DiĐtioŶaƌǇ ,͛ 

ǀoluŵe ϭ, p. ϭϬϬϲ ;ϭϵϵϲͿ. 

198 ͚Although soŵe ǁould pƌefeƌ to see tƌaŶsŵissioŶ eƌƌoƌs ǁheƌe Thiele iŶǀokes the aďoǀe pƌiŶĐiples, his 

ĐhƌoŶologǇ ƌeŵaiŶs the staƌtiŶg poiŶt foƌ all disĐussioŶs of the deďate.͛ , Hess, ͚ChƌoŶologǇ ;Old TestaŵeŶtͿ ,͛ iŶ 

Poƌteƌ ;ed.Ϳ, ͚DiĐtioŶaƌǇ of BiďliĐal CƌitiĐisŵ aŶd IŶteƌpƌetatioŶ ,͛ p. ϱϱ ;ϮϬϬϳͿ. 

199 ͚Afteƌ ϰϬ Ǉeaƌs Thiele͛s ĐhƌoŶologǇ has Ŷot ďeeŶ sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ alteƌed oƌ pƌoǀed to ďe false iŶ aŶǇ ŵajoƌ aƌea 

eǆĐept iŶ the ŵatteƌ of Hezekiah͛s ĐoƌegeŶĐǇ.͛ , MĐFall, ͚A TƌaŶslatioŶ Guide to the ChƌoŶologiĐal Data iŶ KiŶgs aŶd 

ChƌoŶiĐles ,͛ BiďliotheĐa “aĐƌa ;ϭϰϴ.ϱϴϵ.ϰϮͿ, ϭϵϵϲ. 

200 ͚It ƌeŵaiŶed theŶ foƌ otheƌs to Đoŵplete the appliĐatioŶ of pƌiŶĐiples that Thiele used elseǁheƌe, theƌeďǇ 

pƌoǀidiŶg a ĐhƌoŶologǇ foƌ the eighth-ĐeŶtuƌǇ kiŶgs of Judah that is iŶ Đoŵplete haƌŵoŶǇ ǁith the ƌeigŶ leŶgths 

aŶd sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵs giǀeŶ iŶ Ϯ KiŶgs aŶd Ϯ ChƌoŶiĐles. The ŵost thoƌough ǁoƌk iŶ this ƌegaƌd ǁas Leslie MĐFall͛s 

ϭϵϵϭ aƌtiĐle iŶ BiďliotheĐa “aĐƌa.ϮϮ MĐFall ŵade his ǁaǇ thƌough the ƌeigŶ leŶgths aŶd sǇŶĐhƌoŶisŵs of KiŶgs aŶd 

ChƌoŶiĐles, aŶd usiŶg aŶ eǆaĐt ŶotatioŶ that iŶdiĐated ǁhetheƌ the Ǉeaƌs ǁeƌe ďeiŶg ŵeasuƌed aĐĐoƌdiŶg to 

Judah͛s Tishƌi Ǉeaƌs oƌ Isƌael͛s NisaŶ Ǉeaƌs, he ǁas aďle to pƌoduĐe a ĐhƌoŶologǇ foƌ the diǀided ŵoŶaƌĐhies that 

ǁas ĐoŶsisteŶt ǁith all the sĐƌiptuƌal teǆts ĐhoseŶ.͛ , iďid., pp. ϭϬϱ-ϭϬϲ. 

201 ͚IŶ a ϭϵϵϲ aƌtiĐle, KeŶŶeth “tƌaŶd ǁƌote, ͞What has geŶeƌallǇ Ŷot ďeeŶ giǀeŶ due ŶotiĐe is the effeĐt that 

Thiele͛s ĐlaƌifiĐatioŶ of the Heďƌeǁ ĐhƌoŶologǇ of this peƌiod of histoƌǇ has had iŶ fuƌŶishiŶg a ĐoƌƌeĐtiǀe foƌ 

ǀaƌious dates iŶ aŶĐieŶt AssǇƌiaŶ aŶd BaďǇloŶiaŶ histoƌǇ.͟  

The puƌpose of “tƌaŶd͛s aƌtiĐle ǁas to shoǁ that Thiele͛s ŵethodologǇ aĐĐoŵplished ŵoƌe thaŶ just pƌoduĐiŶg a 

ĐoheƌeŶt ĐhƌoŶologǇ fƌoŵ sĐƌiptuƌal data. His ĐhƌoŶologǇ, oŶĐe pƌoduĐed, pƌoǀed useful iŶ settliŶg soŵe 

tƌouďlesoŵe pƌoďleŵs iŶ AssǇƌiaŶ aŶd BaďǇloŶiaŶ histoƌǇ.͛ , YouŶg, ͚IŶduĐtiǀe AŶd DeduĐtiǀe Methods As Applied 

To OT ChƌoŶologǇ ,͛ Masteƌ's “eŵiŶaƌǇ JouƌŶal ;ϭϴ.ϭ.ϭϭϮ-ϭϭϯͿ, ϮϬϬϳ. 
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Conclusion 

The reliability of the chronologies in 1-2 Kings has been supported by archaeological evidence; Grabbe notes that the chronology in these books Ǯagrees with what can be gleaned from extra-biblical sourcesǯ, and that Ǯeven if we had no external sources we could have reasonable confidence in the biblical sequenceǯ.202 

  

                                                                    
202 ͚Gƌaďďe suggests that the Ŷaŵes aŶd seƋueŶĐe of kiŶgs iŶ Isƌael aŶd Judah, aŶd theiƌ appƌoǆiŵate 

ĐhƌoŶologiĐal plaĐeŵeŶt, agƌees ǁith ǁhat ĐaŶ ďe gleaŶed fƌoŵ eǆtƌa-ďiďliĐal souƌĐes. To this eǆteŶt the ďiďliĐal 

fƌaŵeǁoƌk ;ŵeaŶiŶg pƌiŵaƌilǇ ϭ aŶd Ϯ KiŶgsͿ is ƌeliaďle: eǀeŶ if ǁe had Ŷo eǆteƌŶal souƌĐes ǁe Đould haǀe 

ƌeasoŶaďle ĐoŶfideŶĐe iŶ the ďiďliĐal seƋueŶĐe of Jeƌoďoaŵ I, Nadaď, Baasha, Elah, Oŵƌi, Ahaď, Jehu, etĐ. iŶ 

“aŵaƌia, aŶd Daǀid, “oloŵoŶ, ‘ehoďoaŵ, Aďijaŵ, Asa, Jehoshaphat, etĐ. iŶ Jeƌusaleŵ, aloŶg ǁith theiƌ 

iŶteƌƌelatioŶships.  

BeǇoŶd that it staƌts to get ŵoƌe aŶd ŵoƌe tƌiĐkǇ, ǁith deĐƌeasiŶg ƌeliaďilitǇ iŶ the ďiďliĐal Ŷaƌƌatiǀe as the detail 

iŶĐƌeases ;this is a geŶeƌal stateŵeŶt, aŶd theƌe aƌe soŵetiŵes eǆĐeptioŶs iŶ speĐifiĐ iŶstaŶĐesͿ.͛ , Gƌaďďe, 

͚‘efleĐtioŶs oŶ the DisĐussioŶ ,͛ Gƌaďďe ;ed.Ϳ, ͚Ahaď AgoŶistes: The ‘ise aŶd Fall of the Oŵƌi DǇŶastǇ ,͛ p. ϯϯϳ 

;ϮϬϬϳͿ. 
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Biblical contradictions: discordant numbers 

Ken Gilmore 

Abstract 

Sceptics often cite contradictory numerical values in parallel passages as evidence against the inspiration of the 

Bible. These arguments are unimpressive as they presuppose a dictation theory of inspiration that is maintained 

only by the fundamentalist wing of Christianity; other models of inspiration that recognise the human element 

in inspiration are largely unaffected.  

Furthermore, they ignore the fact that the culture in which the Biblical texts first appeared was oral-dominant 

rather than text-dominant. Given the existence of differing oral texts, as well as the primacy placed on preserving 

the essence of a message rather than the exact words, when oral texts were written down, variation such as we 

see in the Bible would be expected. Finally, some contradictions are functions of ignoring textual corruption, 

genre, and lexicography. 

 

)ntroduction Sceptics often cite discordant numbers in parallel passages and impossible high values as evidence against the authority of the Bible. The account of Davidǯs battle against the Syrians in which ͶͲ,ͲͲͲ soldiers, and either ͹ͲͲ ȋʹ Sam ͳͲ:ͳͺȌ or ͹ͲͲͲ ȋͳ Chr ͳͻ:ͺȌ charioteers, are reported killed is one example of both discordant and unfeasibly large numbers. Another example of discordant values is the death toll of ʹ͵,ͲͲͲ quoted by Paul in ͳ Cor ͳͲ:ͺ which is ͳͲͲͲ fewer than the value cited in Numbers ʹͷ:ͻ.  Discordant values such as these have been advanced by non-theists as evidence against the inspiration and authority of the Bible: You couldnǯt ask for a more blatant indication that the Bible isnǯt inspired than the presence of numerical contradictions. The implication of such errors is inescapable. You may try to dismiss them as ǲjust scribal errorsǳ but if Yahweh wanted people to believe that the Bible was inspired why would he leave in such obvious indications to the contrary? 203 

                                                                    
203  http://tiŶǇuƌl.Đoŵ/llϳϳdϱϮ 
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)mplied in this criticism is the belief that the entire Bible was dictated by God, word for word, which carries with it the implication that contradictions should not exist if a single, Divine author was behind every word. (owever, this extreme view of inspiration is not maintained outside of an extreme fundamentalist section of Christianity.  ).(. Marshall is entirely representative of contemporary theologically conservative Christianity when he asserts: Although the Ǯpropheticǯ or Ǯdictationǯ theory of the composition of the Bible has sometimes been held by theologians, it has no support from modern scholars. )t is open to a number of cogent objections. Basically it does not correspond to the facts in the Bible itself…Paul clearly wrote his letters as spontaneous compositions, expressive of his own thoughts and ideas.  Various writers are depicted as asking God questions ȋeven the prophets do soȌ, and it hardly seems probable that God dictated their own personal feelings and expressions to them. The whole tenor of what the biblical writers say about themselves is that they composed their books by using normal human mental processes.204 Before we look at the discordant numbers in parallel Bible passages, we need to understand factors that impinge on the subject, such as inspiration, ancient Near Eastern historiography and the oral textual background of the Bible.  
 

Criticisms Contingent on an Extreme View of )nspiration A rigid view of inspiration is implied in such attacks in that the authority of the Bible collapses if numbers in parallel accounts are discordant.  Certainly, if one adheres to a view of inspiration in which every single word of the original manuscripts were dictated to the writers, then such discordant values would be problematic, as one would not unrealistically expect accuracy and precision in such values. A detailed overview of inspiration is beyond the scope of this article, but arguments against this view of inspiration include: 
1. Differences in parallel passages in the synoptic gospels 

2. Acknowledgements by the biblical writers of dependence of external sources 

3. En passant references to mundane events, such as Paulǯs reminder in ʹ Tim Ͷ:ͳ͵ for Timothy to collect his cloak, books and parchments. 
                                                                    
204 I. Hoǁaƌd Maƌshall, BiďliĐal IŶspiƌatioŶ ;MiltoŶ KeǇŶes, UK: PateƌŶosteƌ, ϭϵϴϮͿ, ϯϮ–ϯϯ. 
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)t is worth noting that the ͳͻth century Reformed theologian Charles (odge argued that plenary inspiration: )t denies that the sacred writers were merely partially inspired; it asserts that they were fully inspired as to all that they teach, whether of doctrine or fact. This of course does not imply that the sacred writers were infallible except for the special purpose for which they were employed. They were not imbued with plenary knowledge.  As to all matters of science, philosophy, and history, they stood on the same level with their contemporaries. They were infallible only as teachers, and when acting as the spokesmen of God. Their inspiration no more made them astronomers than it made them agriculturists. )saiah was infallible in his predictions, although he shared with his countrymen the views then prevalent as to the mechanism of the universe. Paul could not err in anything he taught, although he could not recollect how many persons he had baptized in Corinth. 205 (odge, who could hardly be called a theological liberal nonetheless argued that the Bible was wholly inspired, but written by human beings who shared the limitations of their peers with respect to matters not directly impacting on their role. This high view of inspiration nonetheless is one that recognised that the inspired authors were infallible with respect to the theological message they were imparting. A view of inspiration that recognises the human element has no problem in accepting that Paul, who in ͳ Cor ͳ:ͳ͸ stated that he could not remember exactly how many people he had baptised, could also fail to recall the exact number of )sraelites killed as recorded in Numbers ʹͷ:ͻ.  The theological point Paul makes is entirely unaffected. 
Oral Texts and Variation While it is easy to recognise that the essence of the Biblical message is unaffected by discordant numerical values in parallel accounts, the discordant values do need explanation. Recognising the primacy of oral texts in the ancient world, and what an oral culture, as opposed to written culture was like, is critical in understanding the origins of this problem. )n an oral culture, writing existed, but the literacy required to create books was simply irrelevant for most people: 
                                                                    
205 Chaƌles Hodge, “ǇsteŵatiĐ TheologǇ ;ǀol. ϭ; Oak Haƌďoƌ, WA: Logos ‘eseaƌĐh “Ǉsteŵs, IŶĐ., ϭϵϵϳͿ, ϭϲϱ. 
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Literacy involved an esoteric and arcane skill set, and its advantages were not significant enough to warrant the time to achieve it. Literacy is not necessarily absent in hearing-dominant societies; it is simply nonessential.  )t would therefore be inaccurate to think that hearing-dominant cultures are necessarily illiterate. This designation itself has become pejorative in our usage; we should better use ǲnon-literate.ǳ The operative contrast is not ǲorality versus literacyǳ but ǲhearing-dominant versus text-dominant.ǳ 206 Furthermore, oral texts were not intrinsically inferior to written texts; as Susan Niditch notes,  Orally composed and oral-style works can be rural or urban, unsophisticated, rustic, and parochial or sophisticated, aristocratic, and cosmopolitan, concerned with farm or court, village or city, composed by men or with farm or court, village or city, composed by men or women.  There is no one oral genre or oral culture in a society but a range of sorts of compositions, styles, contexts, and composers. Orally composed and oral-style works need not be short and simple but may, like the )liad and the Odyssey, be lengthy and filled with complex characters and subplots.207 Niditch notes that while direct proof of oral composition of the Bible is lacking, that there is strong internal evidence that: ǲthe written works of the (ebrew Bible evidence traits typically associated with ascertainably orally composed works. They belong somewhere in an "oral register." This phrase refers not to to modes of composition but to the style of compositions whether the works were created orally or in writing, whether they are performed or read to oneself.ǳ208 

                                                                    
206 WaltoŶ, JohŶ H., aŶd D BƌeŶt. “aŶdǇ. The Lost Woƌld of “Đƌiptuƌe: AŶĐieŶt LiteƌaƌǇ Cultuƌe aŶd BiďliĐal 

AuthoƌitǇ. ;DoǁŶeƌs Gƌoǀe, Ill.: IVP AĐadeŵiĐ, ϮϬϭϯͿ ,ϭϴ. 

207 NiditĐh “. Oƌal Woƌld aŶd WƌitteŶ Woƌd : AŶĐieŶt Isƌaelite Liteƌatuƌe ;Louisǀille, KeŶtuĐkǇ: JohŶ KŶoǆ Pƌess, 

ϭϵϵϲͿ, ϯ. 

   

208 Iďid., ϭϬ. 
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This raises the question of the process by which any oral texts were converted to written texts, with the question of whether a single approved oral text was faithfully transcribed, or whether multiple oral textual traditions existed which differed at points, but essentially agreeing on the fundamental narrative.  The discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls has provided information, which suggests that the latter is more likely to be true. While no substantive difference between the Masoretic Text and that of the Dead Sea Scrolls exists, the Dead Sea Scrolls do show the existence of multiple textual traditions, particularly in the books of Jeremiah and Samuel. Walton notes that: …at least in some cases, it became clear that there was not only one original form of the final literary piece. For the book of Jeremiah, for example, it appears that one group in one place compiled a collection of documents containing the prophetǯs oracles, while another group in another place did the same.  Both groups used a core group of documents ȋindicated by their high degree of similarityȌ, but made different choices in final stages about what to include and how to order the oracles. Which should be considered the ǲoriginalǳ? Does it make any difference?209 The evidence would appear to suggest that it does not.  As D.B. Sandy reminds us: )tǯs especially important to recognize that a modern view of historiography must not be the standard by which we judge ancient practices of writing history. Again quoting Bock, ǲTo have accurate summaries of Jesusǯ teaching is just as historical as to have his actual words; they are just two different perspectives to give us the same thing. All that is required is that the summaries be trustworthy.  The evidence then suggests that the gospel message preserved the essential essence of things Jesus and the disciples said and did. )f there are variations in the written Gospels, itǯs likely there were similar variations in the oral texts.  )tǯs safe to conclude that a precision of wording was not expected either in the oral transmission or in the written records. ǲThere is more to history than precise chronological sequence or always relating 
                                                                    
209 WaltoŶ, JohŶ H., aŶd D BƌeŶt. “aŶdǇ. The Lost Woƌld of “Đƌiptuƌe: AŶĐieŶt LiteƌaƌǇ Cultuƌe aŶd BiďliĐal 

AuthoƌitǇ. ;DoǁŶeƌs Gƌoǀe, Ill.: IVP AĐadeŵiĐ, ϮϬϭϯͿ, ϲϳ. 
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the exact same detail or reporting something in the same words.ǳ210 ȋEmphasis on originalȌ )f ancient cultures were unconcerned by the fact that oral texts could vary on details, then any arguments against the authority of the Biblical message based on variation in parallel accounts lose their power as they make the mistake of imposing a modern standard of historiography onto ancient texts, and creating problems which did not exist for the original audience. 
)mpossible numbers or hyperbole? The ANE background to those large numbers Many of the contradictions are simply an artefact of failing to appreciate the oral textual background of the Bible, and imposing a modern standard of historiography onto it. This fact. This does not explain all of the contradictions however.  The difference in prices David paid to buy threshing floor of Araunah the Jebusite which in ʹ Sam ʹͶ:ͳͺ was fifty shekels of silver but in ͳ Chr ʹͳ:ʹͷ was six hundred shekels of gold is one which cannot be explained away by textual corruption, or by blithely asserting that the oral traditions were so loose that differences in quality and quantity of payment could pass unnoticed. The absolute values of some of the numbers involved in census counts and battle casualty figures are considerable. ͳ Kings ʹͲ:ʹͻ-͵Ͳ is entirely representative of such problematic numbers: They encamped opposite one another seven days. Then on the seventh day the battle began; the )sraelites killed one hundred thousand Aramean foot soldiers in one day. The rest fled into the city of Aphek; and the wall fell on twenty-seven thousand men that were left.  Certainly, it is hard to imagine how a wall collapse could kill ʹ͹,ͲͲͲ people, but the death of ͳͲͲ,ͲͲͲ soldiers in a single day is difficult to accept, particularly when compared with some of the bloodiest battles in ancient history. Polybius in his (istories gives a figure for Roman casualties during the Battle of Cannae at around ͹Ͳ,ͲͲͲ: 

                                                                    
210 WaltoŶ, JohŶ H., aŶd D BƌeŶt. “aŶdǇ. The Lost Woƌld of “Đƌiptuƌe: AŶĐieŶt LiteƌaƌǇ Cultuƌe aŶd BiďliĐal 

AuthoƌitǇ. ;DoǁŶeƌs Gƌoǀe, Ill.: IVP AĐadeŵiĐ, ϮϬϭϯͿ, ϭϰϵ. 
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Of the infantry ten thousand were taken prisoners in fair fight, but were not actually engaged in the battle: of those who were actually engaged only about three thousand perhaps escaped to the towns of the surrounding district; all the rest died nobly, to the number of seventy thousand…211 As modern historians regard his figures as an overestimate, the casualty count in ͳ Kings ʹͲ slips into the realm of the incredible; unfeasibly high numbers are arguably more of a problem than discordant numbers. The conquest narratives in Joshua and Judges provide an insight into how to answer this problem. Joshua ͳͲ-ͳͳ describe the conquest of Canaan in terms of absolute annihilation: Thus Joshua struck all the land, the hill country and the Negev and the lowland and the slopes and all their kings. (e left no survivor, but he utterly destroyed all who breathed, just as the Lord, the God of )srael, had commanded. Joshua struck them from Kadesh-barnea even as far as Gaza, and all the country of Goshen even as far as Gibeon. ȋJosh ͳͲ:ͶͲ-ͶͳȌ This stands in tension with the rest of the book, which describes Canaan as still being largely populated with Caananites: Now as for the Jebusites, the inhabitants of Jerusalem, the sons of Judah could not drive them out; so the Jebusites live with the sons of Judah at Jerusalem until this day. ȋJosh ͳͷ:͸͵Ȍ 
 But they did not drive out the Canaanites who lived in Gezer, so the Canaanites live in the midst of Ephraim to this day, and they became forced laborers. ȋJosh ͳ͸:ͳͲȌ Which is true? Actually, both are, once we recognise that Joshua ͻ-ͳʹ is a highly stylised account of the conquest of Canaan, which deliberately employs hyperbolic rhetoric, in accordance with standard ancient Near Eastern historiographical standards.212 By imposing modern historiographical standards onto ancient texts, we force them to say something the original writers never intended: 

                                                                    
211 PolǇďius, Histoƌies ;Medfoƌd, MA: MaĐŵillaŶ, ϭϴϴϵͿ, Ϯϳϯ. 

212 K. LaǁsoŶ YouŶgeƌ Jƌ., AŶĐieŶt CoŶƋuest AĐĐouŶts: A “tudǇ iŶ AŶĐieŶt Neaƌ EasteƌŶ aŶd BiďliĐal HistoƌǇ WƌitiŶg 

;ǀol. ϵϴ; JouƌŶal foƌ the “tudǇ of the Old TestaŵeŶt “uppleŵeŶt “eƌies; “heffield: “heffield AĐadeŵiĐ Pƌess, 

ϭϵϵϬͿ. 
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For example, in the case of the battle of (alule, the result was, from the Babylonian point of view, a retreat by the Assyrian army. The Assyrians had, up to the battle, been marching to Babylon. After the battle, the Assyrians were no longer so marching. Thus while the Babylonian Chronicle could not record an Assyrian defeat, it could record a retreat.  Apparently, Ǯretreat, like beauty, is in the eye of the beholderǯ. Thus an outcome can be viewed by different spectators to mean different things, and neither is necessarily right or wrong. This is what is often called Ǯobjectivity relative to a point of viewǯ.213 The point of view that the conquest narratives in Joshua ͻ-ͳʹ adopt is one of total destruction, and as Younger notes, is one that was quite commonly employed in the ancient Near East: The concept of total war ȋi.e., the destruction of the population as well as the militaryȌ was a practice which one encounters on numerous occasions in the ancient Near Eastern conquest accounts. Two examples will document this: ͳȌ Once again, the Mes a )nscription: And ) fought against the town; and ) took it. ) killed all the inhabitants of the town, as an offering of propitiation to Kemos  and Moab. Then Kemos  said to me: ǲGo, seize Nebo from )srael.ǳ So ) went by night; and fought against it from the break of dawn until noon; and ) took it; 
                                                                    
213 K. LaǁsoŶ YouŶgeƌ Jƌ., AŶĐieŶt CoŶƋuest AĐĐouŶts: A “tudǇ iŶ AŶĐieŶt Neaƌ EasteƌŶ aŶd BiďliĐal HistoƌǇ WƌitiŶg 

;ǀol. ϵϴ; JouƌŶal foƌ the “tudǇ of the Old TestaŵeŶt “uppleŵeŶt “eƌies; “heffield: “heffield AĐadeŵiĐ Pƌess, 
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and ) killed everyone in it, seven thousand men and women, both natives and aliens, and female slaves; because ) had dedicated ȋ ʣחʤ ʤתʮ Ȍ it to ǮAs tar-Kemos . )n this text one can clearly see that total warfare was not a concept unique to )srael. )n fact, even the 
ʭנק is observable in the final line quoted. ʹȌ The Annals of As s ur-nasir-pal )): ) crossed over to Mt. Kashiyari ȋandȌ ) approached the city of Kinabu, the fortified city of (ulaya. ) besieged with the mass of my troops ȋandȌ my fierce battle array; ) conquered the city. ) slew with the sword ͺͲͲ of their combat troops; ) burned ͵,ͲͲͲ captives from them. ) did not leave one 

of them alive as a hostage.  ) captured (ulaya, their city ruler, alive. ) made a pile of their corpses. ) burned their young boys ȋandȌ girls. ) flayed (ulaya, their city ruler; ȋandȌ ) draped his skin over the wall of the city of Damdammusa. ) razed, destroyed, ȋandȌ burned the city. This is definitely an ideology of total war! Thus it would appear that the conquest account in Joshua ͻ–ͳʹ evinces the same basic ideology as one sees in other ancient Near Eastern conquest accounts.214 )n both cases, the effect of the total war motif is to emphasise the victory by using hyperbolic language. A tolerable modern analogy would be that of the local football team declaring that they had Ǯannihilatedǯ the opposing team in the match that day.  No one would think that every opposing player had been killed, but no one would be in doubt that the home team had one. The tension between Joshua ͻ-ͳʹ and both the rest of Joshua, and the book of Judges vanished when we recognise that the former employs hyperbolic language to describe its conquest, in accordance with ancient Near Eastern historiographical standards, while the latter reflects a more prosaic account of a victory which left )srael in Canaan, but with significant pockets of Caananite resistance. 
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(yperbolic language in scripture extends well past inflated death tolls in conquest narratives. David Fouts has argued that this extends to pre-exilic census counts. The aim of this, as Fouts argues, is in order to praise the sovereign: Scripture is similar to other ancient historiography in that the ostensible purpose of this usage is to demonstrate the relative magnitude of a given leader or king: Yahweh is greater than David, who is greater than Solomon, who is greater than Rehoboam, who is greater than others. 215 

 The praise lavished on David in ͳ Samuel ͳͺ:͹ can be seen as an example of hyperbole as praise given the unrealistic nature of the numbers attributed to both men, as well as the relative magnitude of David compared to Saul, whose fury can be seen less as an example of wounded pride and more a recognition of the potent nature of such praise with respect to his status among his subjects.  
Putting it all together Variant textual traditions and textual corruption The above excursus has shown that many of the contradictions are essentially an artefact of an ironically fundamentalist reading of the Bible. Certainly, the parallel passages below in which the only substantive difference are numerical values:  

 ͳ Kgs Ͷ:ʹ͸ vs. ʹ Chr ͻ:ʹͷ - ͶͲ,ͲͲͲ or Ͷ,ͲͲͲ stalls. 
 ͳ Kgs ͷ:ͳ͸ vs. ʹ Chr ʹ:ʹ - ͵,͵ͲͲ overseers or ͵,͸ͲͲ. 
 ͳ Kgs ͹:ͳͷ vs. ʹ Chr ͵:ͳͷ - ͳͺ cubits or ͵ͷ. 
 ͳ Kgs ͻ:ʹͺ vs. ʹ Chr ͺ:ͳͺ - ͶʹͲ talents or ͶͷͲ. 
 ͳ Kgs ͹:ʹ͸ vs ʹ Chr Ͷ:ͷ - The molten sea held ʹͲͲͲ or ͵ͲͲͲ baths 

 ʹ Sam ͳͲ:ͳͺ vs. ͳ Chr ͳͻ:ͳͺ - ͹ͲͲ or ͹ͲͲͲ chariots. can be explained by textual corruption, or different traditions behind the text of Chronicles and Samuel-Kings. For example, the varying numbers in ͳ Kgs Ͷ:ʹ͸ / ʹ Ch ʹ:ʹͷ ǲsuggests a basic difficulty in the history of transmission, such that it is not possible to speak with confidence regarding the original text.ǳ216 Any dismissal 
                                                                    
215 Fouts D.M. ͞A DefeŶĐe of the HǇpeƌďoliĐ IŶteƌpƌetatioŶ of Laƌge Nuŵďeƌs iŶ the Old TestaŵeŶt͟ JouƌŶal of the 
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of the inspiration of the Bible that does not recognise at the very least problems related to textual transmission and corruption can itself be dismissed given its failure to consider such possible solutions. The differences between the number who died in the plague recorded in Num ʹͷ:ͻ and Paulǯs recollection of the event in ͳ Cor ͳͲ:ͺ likewise does not merit much elaboration. The values ȋʹͶ,ͲͲͲ and ʹ ͵,ͲͲͲ respectivelyȌ are so close as to suggest that Paul has simply misremembered the value. Given Paulǯs inability to remember how many people he had baptised, the most parsimonious explanation is a lapse of memory.  (yperbole Ex ͳʹ:͵͹ and Num ͳ:Ͷͷ-Ͷ͸ give the total number of adult men who had left Egypt at around ͸ͲͲ,ͲͲͲ. Factoring in women and children gives a figure of around ʹ -͵ million.  By contrast, ͳ Kgs ʹ Ͳ:ͳͷ states that Ahabǯs muster of the sons of )srael yielded ͹ͲͲͲ, with the Ǯyoung men of the rulers of provincesǯ. This disparity has been advanced as yet another example of the unreliability of the Bible, but it is an example both of a failure to recognise hyperbole, as well as a surface reading of the narrative. ͳ Kgs ʹͲ:ͳͷ is not referring to the total male population of )srael ȋnote here that we are not dealing with the united kingdom, but the post-division kingdom of )srael, so the numerical comparison is already invalidȌ but rather as Simon DeVries observes, ʹ͵ʹ elite corpsmen and ͹ͲͲͲ ordinary troops. 217 The mistake made here is that of confusing the total adult male population of a country with its regular armed forces. Furthermore, this comparison fails to recognise that the value of ͸ͲͲ,ͲͲͲ is clearly unrealistic. Deut ͹:͹ states that )srael was the Ǯleast of all the peoplesǯ which implies that the Ǯseven nations greater and mightierǯ than )srael numbers no less than ʹͳ million, a figure which cannot be reconciled with what we know of the archaeology of the ancient Near East of that time.  While one should be careful not to uncritically posit hyperbole as the solution to every problem with discordant numbers, we have good grounds to do so here. Fouts reminds us that it is probable that all pre-exilic censuses in the OT may employ hyperbolic numbers,218 while Ahabǯs muster of fighting men would 
                                                                    
217 “iŵoŶ J. DeVƌies, ϭ KiŶgs ;ǀol. ϭϮ, ϮŶd ed.; Woƌd BiďliĐal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; Dallas: Woƌd, IŶĐ, ϮϬϬϯͿ, Ϯϰϵ. 

218 Fouts D.M. ͞A DefeŶĐe of the HǇpeƌďoliĐ IŶteƌpƌetatioŶ of Laƌge Nuŵďeƌs iŶ the Old TestaŵeŶt͟ JouƌŶal of the 

EǀaŶgeliĐal TheologiĐal “oĐietǇ ϰϬ, Ŷo. ϯ ;ϭϵϵϳͿ: ϯϴϲ. 
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appear to reflect actual numbers, given that his apostasy would have made the compiler of the narrative unlikely to give him the praise of an exaggerated list. The discordant values in Davidǯs census as recorded in ʹ Sam ʹͶ:ͻ ȋͺͲͲ,ͲͲͲ in )srael and ͷͲͲ,ͲͲͲ in JudahȌ and ͳ Chr ʹͳ:ͷ ȋͳ,ͳͲͲ,ͲͲͲ in )srael and Ͷ͹Ͳ,ͲͲͲ in JudahȌ represent a problem both in the discrepancy and the absolute values.   (ubbard recognises that the values are unreasonably high, and argues that the ǲfigures would be more reasonable if the ǲthousandǳ ȋףʬאȌ designated a unit of fighting men composed of a much smaller number of men than one thousand.ǳ219 Fouts however argues220 that ףʬא  in this context is better translated as ͳͲͲͲ, and if this is accepted, the absolute value can be seen as yet another example of hyperbole. This however leaves aside the question of resolving the discordant values. Commentators generally regard the reference to )srael in ͳ Ch ʹͳ:ͷ as referring to )srael and Judah: 
 ʹ Sam: ͺͲͲ,ͲͲͲ ȋ)sraelȌ + ͷͲͲ,ͲͲͲ ȋJudahȌ = ͳ,͵ͲͲ,ͲͲͲ 

 ͳ Chr: ͳ,ͳͲͲ,ͲͲͲ ȋ)srael and JudahȌ The values ȋͳ,͵ͲͲ,ͲͲͲ and ͳ,ͳͲͲ,ͲͲͲȌ are generally the same, and it is possible that varying textual traditions may provide an explanation for this disparity:  Since the variations between Samuel and Chronicles in this section are more numerous than usual and often reflect no clear Tendenz on the part of Chronicles, scholars have suggested that the Chronicler had before him here a different text type than that reflected in Samuel ȋCurtis, ʹͶͷ–Ͷ͸Ȍ. 221 

                                                                    
219 Daǀid A. Huďďaƌd et al., ͞Editoƌial PƌefaĐe,͟  iŶ Ϯ “aŵuel ;ǀol. ϭϭ; Woƌd BiďliĐal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; Dallas: Woƌd, 

IŶĐoƌpoƌated, ϭϵϵϴͿ, ϭϭϮϴϱ. 

220 Fouts D.M. ͞A DefeŶĐe of the HǇpeƌďoliĐ IŶteƌpƌetatioŶ of Laƌge Nuŵďeƌs iŶ the Old TestaŵeŶt͟ JouƌŶal of the 

EǀaŶgeliĐal TheologiĐal “oĐietǇ ϰϬ, Ŷo.ϯ ;ϭϵϵϳͿ: ϯϴϮ. 

221 Daǀid A. Huďďaƌd, GleŶŶ W. Baƌkeƌ, et al., ͞Editoƌial PƌefaĐe,͟  iŶ ϭ ChƌoŶiĐles ;ǀol. ϭϰ; Woƌd BiďliĐal 

CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; Dallas: Woƌd, IŶĐoƌpoƌated, ϭϵϵϴͿ, ϭϰϮϭϲ. 
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There is evidence for this: Josephus states that ǲthe number of the rest of the )sraelites was nine hundred thousand men, who were able to bear arms and go to war: but the tribe of Judah, by itself, was four hundred thousand men.ǳ222 This is certainly consistent with the existence of more than one textual tradition. Chroniclesǯ lower value for the census count may owe its explanation to the reference in ͳ Chr ʹͳ:͸ that Levi and Benjamin were explicitly excluded. )n order to arrive at a census figure that excluded Levi and Benjamin, the Chronicler may well have estimated each tribe to be enumerated at ͳͲͲ,ͲͲͲ ȋan unrealistic expectation given that Benjamin was numerically a small tribe, but consistent with a non-literal use of numbersȌ, and arrived a number that was ʹͲͲ,ͲͲͲ lower than the figure in Kings. Complicating this is the reference to Ͷ͹Ͳ,ͲͲͲ men in Judah, which would push the total to ͳ,ͷ͹Ͳ,ͲͲͲ. (owever, scholarly consensus argues223 that this is a later addition to the text.  One can speculate as to how this total was obtained. One suggestion is that the author subtracted ͵ Ͳ,ͲͲͲ from the figure in Kings to take into account the population of Benjamin; of course if the Ͷ͹Ͳ,ͲͲͲ is an addition to the original text, then recognising this fact and deleting it simplifies the problem. Another discordant value occurs later in the narrative, with ʹ Sam ʹͶ:ʹͶ stating that David purchased Araunahǯs threshing floor for ͷͲ shekels of silver, while ͳ Chr ʹ ͳ:ʹͷ states that the figure was ͸ͲͲ gold shekels. Explaining this away by postulating textual corruption or varying textual traditions will not solve this problem as it is scarcely credible that textual corruption would change the (ebrew for silver to the (ebrew for gold, or that textual traditions would vary that greatly.  Ad hoc explanations have been posited such as Chronicles referring to the purchase of the area surrounding the threshing floor which would come at a higher price, but recognising the fact that hyperbole can be used to praise a sovereign or a deity allows a far easier explanation: the Chronicler inflated the purchase price to glorify Yahweh: 
                                                                    
222 Flaǀius Josephus aŶd Williaŵ WhistoŶ, The Woƌks of Josephus: Coŵplete aŶd UŶaďƌidged ;PeaďodǇ: 

HeŶdƌiĐksoŶ, ϭϵϴϳͿ. 

223 ͞This phƌase is ĐoŵŵoŶlǇ ĐoŶsideƌed a lateƌ additioŶ iŶ ǀieǁ of ChƌoŶiĐles͛ tƌeatŵeŶt of Isƌael aŶd Judah as a 

uŶitǇ;͟ iŶ Daǀid A. Huďďaƌd, GleŶŶ W. Baƌkeƌ, et al., ͞Editoƌial PƌefaĐe,͟  iŶ ϭ ChƌoŶiĐles ;ǀol. ϭϰ; Woƌd BiďliĐal 

CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; Dallas: Woƌd, IŶĐoƌpoƌated, ϭϵϵϴͿ, ϭϰϮϭϰ. 
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To glorify the temple was to glorify God, and one way to glorify the temple was to escalate the cost of the site upon which it was built.224 

Seven or eight sons of Jesse? Varying textual traditions used by the compilers of Samuel and Chronicles have been postulated to explain the fact that ͳ Sam ͳ͸:ͳͲ-ͳͳ and ͳ Chr ʹ:ͳ͵-ͳͷ differ in how many sons they state Jesse had ȋeight and seven, respectivelyȌ. Another explanations is the speculation that one of Jesseǯs sons was ignored, as he died childless, though evidence for this is hardly conclusive, to say the least.  Another possibility is that the compiler of Chronicles deliberately changed his source material to make David the seventh son, though evidence for the symbolic use of seven in Chronicles appears to be lacking.225 )rrespective of the answer, it hardly affects any fundamental doctrine, and its citation as evidence against the inspiration of the Bible is unimpressive. 
Conclusion Discordant values in parallel narratives are readily explained when one recognises: 

 the reality that more than one textual tradition lies behind these narratives 

 textual corruption 

 an oral culture that accepted minor variations in details provided the essence of an oral text remained unchanged Some of these discordant values are frankly large, but recognising that ancient Near Eastern narrative employed hyperbole to praise the sovereign or deity and that the Biblical narratives utilised this narrative form defuses this problem. Critics of the Bible who claim that discordant – or elevated – values diminish the value of the Bible demonstrate rather their ignorance of these facts, and their arguments are frankly unimpressive.  

                                                                    
224 Daǀid A. Huďďaƌd, GleŶŶ W. Baƌkeƌ, et al., ͞Editoƌial PƌefaĐe,͟  iŶ ϭ ChƌoŶiĐles ;ǀol. ϭϰ; Woƌd BiďliĐal 

CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; Dallas: Woƌd, IŶĐoƌpoƌated, ϭϵϵϴͿ, ϭϰϮϭϳ. 

225 Daǀid A. Huďďaƌd, GleŶŶ W. Baƌkeƌ, et al., ͞Editoƌial PƌefaĐe,͟  iŶ ϭ ChƌoŶiĐles ;ǀol. ϭϰ; Woƌd BiďliĐal 

CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; Dallas: Woƌd, IŶĐoƌpoƌated, ϭϵϵϴͿ, ϭϰϯϰ. 
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Weak apologetics 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

Modern Christians frequently appeal to arguments in defence of Christianity which are neither logically coherent 

nor intellectually honest. )t is significant that these arguments are not found in the Bible itself. We should avoid 

using such arguments. This article assesses several commonly used arguments, and demonstrates which are 

actually Biblically founded and have genuine apologetic value. 

 

Common weak apologetic arguments The following is a list of arguments often used by Christians in an attempt to defend Christianity and argue for validity and unique value. 
 What about the good things Christians have done? 

 What about the resurrection/miraculous growth of the early church? 

 What about the evidence for creationism/flood geology/cosmological argument? 

 Donǯt you want eternal life? 

 (ow can you be good without God? 

 But Christianity brings so much happiness and hope to so many people! 
 But )ǯve seen God working in my life! Almost none of these arguments have any genuine value, and only two of them are used in Scripture as evidence for God and the truth of the gospel message. 

 Arguments which are logically incoherent The following arguments used are logically incoherent; in logical terms they are non sequiturs, the conclusion does not proceed logically from the premise. 
 What about the good things Christians have done? 

 What about the miraculous growth of the early church? 

 But Christianity brings so much happiness and hope to so many people! 
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 But )ǯve seen God working in my life! )t should be noted that none of these arguments is used in the Bible as evidence for the existence of God or the truth of the gospel message. The good things Christians have done should be expected of those who truly believe the Christian faith. But these acts are not evidence for the truth of the Bible or the gospel message, any more than good deeds by Muslims are evidence for the truth of )slam. The growth of the early church is a testament to the social and ethical value of the Christian message, which sociologists have acknowledged was a significant contributing factor to its early success.226 227 The same is true for the fact that Christianity has brought happiness and hope to so many people. These facts are evidence for the value of the Christian message, but they are not evidence for its supernatural claims, nor are they entirely unique to Christianity. The perception of ǮGod working in my lifeǯ is the same argument made by believers of other religions. Such claims are highly subjective, and have no apologetic value unless they are substantiated by independent evidence observable by third parties. Just because Christians interpret events as God working in their lives, does not mean (e is, or that (e even exists; the same applies to Muslims who believe Allah is working in their lives. 
 

  

                                                                    
226 “taƌk, ͚The ‘ise of ChƌistiaŶitǇ: Hoǁ the OďsĐuƌe, MaƌgiŶal Jesus MoǀeŵeŶt BeĐaŵe the DoŵiŶaŶt ‘eligious 

FoƌĐe iŶ the WesteƌŶ Woƌld iŶ a Feǁ CeŶtuƌies͛ ;ϭϵϵϳͿ. 

227 ͚“taƌk offeƌs seǀeƌal otheƌ iŶtƌiguiŶg aƌguŵeŶts that help eǆplaiŶ the pheŶoŵeŶal suĐĐess of ChƌistiaŶitǇ 

iŶĐludiŶg ĐoƌƌelatiŶg the ChƌistiaŶ ethiĐ of ŶuƌsiŶg the siĐk ǁith higheƌ-thaŶ-aǀeƌage suƌǀiǀal ƌates foƌ ChƌistiaŶs 

duƌiŶg tiŵes of plague - ChƌistiaŶ Đaƌe-giǀeƌs ǁho eǆposed theŵselǀes aŶd suƌǀiǀed deǀeloped gƌeateƌ iŵŵuŶitǇ, 

ǁhile those ǁho ǁeƌe Ŷuƌsed ǁeƌe ŵoƌe likelǇ to suƌǀiǀe ;pagaŶ doĐtoƌs, ďǇ ĐoŶtƌast, ofteŶ fled the ĐitǇ duƌiŶg 

suĐh daŶgeƌous tiŵesͿ.͛ , EiseŶďauŵ, ͚‘eǀieǁ: The ‘ise of ChƌistiaŶitǇ: A “oĐiologist ‘eĐoŶsideƌs HistoƌǇ ,͛ JouƌŶal 

of the AŵeƌiĐaŶ AĐadeŵǇ of ‘eligioŶ, Vol. ϲϲ, No. Ϯ ;“uŵŵeƌ, ϭϵϵϴͿ, ϰϳϭ. 
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Arguments which are ethically unsound The following arguments used are ethically unsound; they rely on invalid appeals to emotion or ethics. 
 Donǯt you want eternal life? Wanting X is not a valid reason to believe in Y. Our beliefs should be based on evidence, not on what we want. Wanting eternal life is not a reason to believe in the gospel message, and although the Bible offers it as an encouragement and reward for believers, Scripture never tells us we should believe in the Bible because we want eternal life.  )t is unethical to use the temptation of a reward to entice someone to place their faith in beliefs without evidence; the Bible never does this. 
 (ow can you be good without God? This question makes the false assumption that it is not possible to be good without God. The Bible never says this; on the contrary, the Bible makes it clear that even people completely ignorant of God can behave according to the laws of God.228 229 Romans ʹ: ͳͶ For whenever the Gentiles, who do not have the law, do by nature the things required by the law, these who do not have the law are a law to themselves. 

Arguments which are contradicted by evidence The following arguments used are contradicted by evidence. 
                                                                    
228 ͚He ŵeaŶs theƌe aƌe tiŵes ǁheŶ the GeŶtiles aĐkŶoǁledge the ŵoƌal duties ƌeǀealed iŶ Moses͛ laǁ, aŶd theƌe 

aƌe tiŵes ǁheŶ theǇ eǀeŶ liǀe up to theŵ ;see DuŶŶ, I:ϵϴ; HeŶdƌikseŶ, I:ϵϳ; Moo, I:ϭϰϱ–ϭϰϲͿ.͛ , JaĐk Cottƌell, 

‘oŵaŶs ;ǀol. ϭ; The College Pƌess NIV CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; JopliŶ, MO: College Pƌess Puď. Co., ϭϵϵϲͿ, ‘o Ϯ:ϭϰ. 

229 ͚He does Ŷot, it should ďe Ŷoted, eŶǀisage soŵe GeŶtiles as alǁaǇs ͞doiŶg ǁhat the laǁ ƌeƋuiƌes,͟  ďut siŵplǇ 

the faĐt that theƌe aƌe GeŶtiles ǁho foƌ soŵe of the tiŵe at least liǀe as the laǁ laǇs doǁŶ ;Đf. Bassleƌ, DiǀiŶe 

IŵpaƌtialitǇ, ϭϰϲ, aŶd those Đited ďǇ heƌͿ.͛ , Jaŵes D. G. DuŶŶ, ‘oŵaŶs ϭ–ϴ ;ǀol. ϯϴA; Woƌd BiďliĐal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; 

Dallas: Woƌd, IŶĐoƌpoƌated, ϭϵϵϴͿ, ϵϴ. 
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 What about the evidence for creationism/flood geology? The claims by Young Earth Creationists and ǮCreation Scientistsǯ that the earth is less than ͳͲ,ͲͲͲ years old, that Ǯ)ntelligent Designǯ is a sound explanation for the diversity of species, and that geological evidence demonstrates the Genesis flood was global, are all clearly contradicted by all available scientific evidence.  This was already recognized by the earliest Christadelphian expositors, who accepted the great age of the earth,230 231 232 233 234 recognized that life appeared on earth in increasing stages of complexity over great ages 

                                                                    
230 ͚The duƌatioŶ of the eaƌth͛s ƌeǀolutioŶs ƌouŶd the suŶ pƌeǀious to the ǁoƌk of the fiƌst daǇ is Ŷot ƌeǀealed: ďut 

the eǀideŶĐes pƌoduĐed ďǇ the stƌata of ouƌ gloďe shoǁ that the peƌiod ǁas loŶg ĐoŶtiŶued .͛ , Thoŵas, ͚Elpis 

Isƌael ,͛ p. ϭϬ ;ϭϵϵϬ ed.Ϳ. 

231 ͚It is a deŵoŶstƌaďle faĐt that the eaƌth has eǆisted foƌ ages. To adopt a ǀieǁ that appeaƌs to ŵake it ďegiŶ 

oŶlǇ ϲ,ϬϬϬ Ǉeaƌs ago ǁould Đƌeate a diffiĐultǇ. Theƌe is Ŷo Ŷeed foƌ adoptiŶg suĐh a ǀieǁ.͛ , ‘oďeƌts, ͚IŶ the 

BegiŶŶiŶg ,͛ The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ;ϯϮ.ϯϳϬ.ϭϰϭͿ, ϭϴϴϱ. 

232 ͚GeologǇ teaĐhes us ŵuĐh; it speaks of a tiŵe aŶd ĐƌeatioŶ oŶ this eaƌth ǁheŶ aŶiŵal life, if Ŷot totallǇ, ǁas 

ŶeaƌlǇ uŶkŶoǁŶ, aŶd oŶlǇ the loǁeƌ oƌdeƌ of ǀegetaďle life ĐoǀeƌiŶg its faĐe, aŶd this ŵust haǀe eǆisted ŵaŶǇ 

thousaŶds of Ǉeaƌs; aŶd duƌiŶg the ǁhole of that loŶg peƌiod, the eaƌth ǁas uŶdeƌgoiŶg ǁoŶdeƌful aŶd 

ŶeĐessaƌǇ ĐhaŶges to fit it foƌ a ĐƌeatioŶ of a higheƌ oƌdeƌ, aŶd eǀideŶtlǇ ǁith the Đƌeatuƌe ŵaŶ iŶ ǀieǁ.͛, “iŵoŶs, 

͚WhǇ MaŶ ǁas Ŷot at oŶĐe ŵade PeƌfeĐt ,͛ The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ;Ϯϭ.Ϯϯϴ.ϭϳϳͿ, ϭϴϴϰ. 

233 ͚I haǀe Ŷot the slightest douďt ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg the tƌuths ƌeǀealed iŶ the stƌata of the eaƌth s͛ Đƌust. Theƌe ĐaŶ ďe 

Ŷo ƌeasoŶaďle douďt that loŶg ages haǀe passed aǁaǇ siŶĐe the ŵatteƌ of the eaƌth fiƌst took eǆisteŶĐes ďǇ the 

fiat of its AlŵightǇ Cƌeatoƌ.͛ , WelĐh., 'KŶoǁledge.- No., ϭϮ GeologǇ', The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ;Ϯϴ.ϯϮϵ.ϰϭϲͿ, ϭϴϵϭ. 

234 ͚TeŶ Ǉeaƌs ago the aǀeƌage sĐieŶtist ǁould haǀe asseƌted that ouƌ haďitaďle gloďe had Ŷot eǆisted foƌ ŵoƌe 

thaŶ a huŶdƌed ŵillioŶ Ǉeaƌs. Noǁ it ǁould ďe haƌd to fiŶd a ĐoŵpeteŶt phǇsiĐal speĐialist ǁho ǁould fiǆ a 

defiŶite ŵaǆiŵuŵ ďeloǁ a thousaŶd ŵillioŶ Ǉeaƌs: ,͛ Walkeƌ, ͚The Age of the Eaƌth ,͛ The ChƌistadelphiaŶ 

;ϰϴ.ϱϲϴ.ϰϱϬͿ, ϭϵϭϭ. 
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of time,235 recognized that rational beings existed before Adam,236 237 238 239 and that the Genesis flood was local.240 241 

                                                                    
235 ͚GeologǇ teaĐhes us ŵuĐh; it speaks of a tiŵe aŶd ĐƌeatioŶ oŶ this eaƌth ǁheŶ aŶiŵal life, if Ŷot totallǇ, ǁas 

ŶeaƌlǇ uŶkŶoǁŶ, aŶd oŶlǇ the loǁeƌ oƌdeƌ of ǀegetaďle life ĐoǀeƌiŶg its faĐe, aŶd this ŵust haǀe eǆisted ŵaŶǇ 

thousaŶds of Ǉeaƌs; aŶd duƌiŶg the ǁhole of that loŶg peƌiod, the eaƌth ǁas uŶdeƌgoiŶg ǁoŶdeƌful aŶd 

ŶeĐessaƌǇ ĐhaŶges to fit it foƌ a ĐƌeatioŶ of a higheƌ oƌdeƌ, aŶd eǀideŶtlǇ ǁith the Đƌeatuƌe ŵaŶ iŶ ǀieǁ. Theƌe 

aƌe eǀideŶĐes to shoǁ that ǁheŶ this eaƌlǇ peƌiod had doŶe its ǁoƌk, it ǁas ƌeplaĐed ďǇ a ĐƌeatioŶ of a higheƌ 

oƌdeƌ, ǁheŶ aŶiŵal aŶd ǀegetaďle foƌŵs of a faƌ ŵoƌe ǁoŶdeƌful stƌuĐtuƌe ǁeƌe ďƌought iŶto eǆisteŶĐe aŶd 

ŵost adŵiƌaďlǇ adopted to the atŵospheƌe, Đliŵate, aŶd peĐuliaƌities of that ĐƌeatioŶ; aŶd this, agaiŶ, ŵust haǀe 

lasted foƌ ŵaŶǇ thousaŶds of Ǉeaƌs, aŶd iŶ its tuƌŶ ďeeŶ sǁept aǁaǇ, aŶd a gƌaŶdeƌ ĐƌeatioŶ ďuilt oŶ its ƌuiŶs. 

AŶd so oŶ, stage afteƌ stage.͛ , “iŵoŶs, ͚WhǇ MaŶ ǁas Ŷot at oŶĐe ŵade PeƌfeĐt ,͛ The ChƌistadelphiaŶ 

;Ϯϭ.Ϯϯϴ.ϭϳϳͿ, ϭϴϴϰ. 

236 ͚Theƌe aƌe iŶdeed hiŶts, ĐasuallǇ dƌopped iŶ the sĐƌiptuƌes, ǁhiĐh ǁould seeŵ to iŶdiĐate that ouƌ plaŶet ǁas 

iŶhaďited ďǇ a ƌaĐe of ďeiŶgs aŶteƌioƌ to the foƌŵatioŶ of ŵaŶ.͛ , Thoŵas, ͚Elpis Isƌael ,͛ p. ϭϬ ;ϭϵϵϬ ed.Ϳ. 

237 ͚Neitheƌ ǁas the huŵaŶ the fiƌst ƌatioŶal ƌaĐe oŶ its suƌfaĐe, if ǁe aƌe to attaĐh the saŵe seŶse to the ǁoƌds 

addƌessed to Adaŵ as theǇ possessed ǁheŶ addƌessed to Noah. ͞Be fƌuitful aŶd ŵultiplǇ, aŶd ƌepleŶish ;fill 

agaiŶͿ the eaƌth.͟  Theƌe ŵaǇ haǀe ďeeŶ a pƌeǀious ƌaĐe, sǁept aǁaǇ afteƌ the ŵaŶŶeƌ of the flood, the 

Đatastƌophe leaǀiŶg the eaƌth iŶ the state iŶ ǁhiĐh the siǆ daǇs͛ ǁoƌk fouŶd it.͛ , ‘oďeƌts, ͚A Bƌush ǁith ModeƌŶ 

“ĐeptiĐisŵ ,͛ The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ;ϭϬ.ϭϬϲ.ϭϲϯͿ, ϭϴϳϯ. 

238 ͚Fƌoŵ this poiŶt of ǀieǁ theƌefoƌe the geologist is fƌee fƌoŵ ĐoŵiŶg iŶto ĐollisioŶ ǁith sĐƌiptuƌe. He ŵaǇ Đoŵe 

to disĐoǀeƌ tƌaĐes of a ƌaĐe of ďeiŶgs siŵilaƌ to ŵaŶ, ďut Ŷot of Adaŵ s͛ posteƌitǇ, ďut ǁhetheƌ he does oƌ Ŷot, 

theƌe is aŶotheƌ poiŶt of ǀieǁ fƌoŵ ǁhiĐh ǁe haǀe aŶ appƌoaĐh to ĐeƌtaiŶtǇ, that a ƌaĐe of ďeiŶgs siŵilaƌ to ŵaŶ 

did eǆist pƌioƌ to Adaŵ aŶd a ĐoŶstitutioŶ of thiŶgs likeǁise siŵilaƌ to ǁhat Ŷoǁ oďtaiŶs, aŶd all this ǁe haǀe 

fƌoŵ sĐƌiptuƌe itself.͛ , JaƌdiŶe, ͚The Biďle as a Laǁ of Life aŶd IŵŵoƌtalitǇ ,͛ The Aŵďassadoƌ of the CoŵiŶg Age 

;Ϯ.ϴ.ϭϮϳͿ, ϭϴϲϱ. 

239 ͚AŵoŶg the alluǀial deposits of this age ;eitheƌ ƌeĐeŶt oƌ post-plioĐeŶeͿ aƌe fouŶd the ƌeŵaiŶs of ŵaŶ foƌ the 

fiƌst tiŵe. These ƌeŵaiŶs ďeloŶg to a dƌift age. Was that dƌift age the NoahiĐ deluge oƌ a pƌeǀious aŶd loŶgeƌ aŶd 

ŵoƌe oǀeƌǁhelŵiŶg deluge? If the foƌŵeƌ, theŶ the ƌeŵaiŶs ďeloŶg to those of the AdaŵiĐ ƌaĐe. If the latteƌ, 
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Arguments which are valid Of the arguments in the original list, two are valid; the appeal to the resurrection, and the appeal to the cosmological argument. Both are cited explicitly in the Bible, the Old Testament appealing directly to God as the creator of the universe in order to assert (is existence and to assert that (e is the only God which exists, and the New Testament appealing directly to the resurrection as evidence for the existence of God and the validity of the gospel message. The basis of the resurrection narrative in historical fact ȋat minimum, the fact of the empty tombȌ, has been acknowledged even by some secular commentators.242  There is strong historical evidence that Jesusǯ tomb was found empty.243 Although denying the empty tomb, atheist Lu demann acknowledges the historicity of 
                                                                    
theŶ theǇ do Ŷot. It is, hoǁeǀeƌ, possiďle that theǇ ďeloŶg to a pƌe-AdaŵiĐ ƌaĐe iŶ paƌt, aŶd to the AdaŵiĐ ƌaĐe 

iŶ paƌt;͛, WelĐh., 'KŶoǁledge.- No., ϭϮ GeologǇ', The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ;Ϯϴ.ϯϮϵ.ϰϭϳͿ, ϭϴϵϭ. 

240 ͚CoŶsideƌiŶg the ĐoŵpaƌatiǀelǇ liŵited eǆteŶt of the huŵaŶ faŵilǇ at the tiŵe, aŶd that it ǁas ĐoŶfiŶed to oŶe 

sŵall distƌiĐt of the gloďe, it ǁould seeŵ ƌeasoŶaďle to ĐoŶĐlude fƌoŵ the pƌiŶĐiple alƌeadǇ looked at – the diǀiŶe 

spaƌiŶgŶess of ŵeaŶs – that the flood ǁas Đo-eǆteŶsiǀe oŶlǇ ǁith the AdaŵiĐallǇ-iŶhaďited poƌtioŶ of the 

gloďe.͛ , ‘oďeƌts, ͚The Visiďle HaŶd of God ,͛ The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ;ϭϴ.ϮϬϱ.ϯϬϴͿ, ϭϴϴϭ. 

241 ͚theƌe is suffiĐieŶt ƌeasoŶ to ďelieǀe the flood ǁas of Ŷo gƌeateƌ eǆteŶt, aŶd the people ǁho ǁeƌe sǁept aǁaǇ 

ďǇ it ǁeƌe those oŶlǇ ǁho ĐoŶstituted the aŶtagoŶistiĐ foƌĐe iŶ ƌeŶdeƌiŶg Noah aŶd his faŵilǇ ǁoƌthǇ the aƌk. It 

ǁas all the eaƌth to ďoth, aŶd all the faŵilǇ of Adaŵ aŶd all the liǀiŶg Đƌeatuƌes aŶd all the eaƌth as ƌelated to the 

puƌposes of God iŶ ǀieǁ of the futuƌe.͛ , JaƌdiŶe, ͚The Biďle as a Laǁ of Life aŶd IŵŵoƌtalitǇ ,͛ The Aŵďassadoƌ of 

the CoŵiŶg Age ;Ϯ.ϳ.ϭϭϱͿ, ϭϴϲϱ. 

242 ͚To Ƌuote the ďiďliĐal ĐƌitiĐ Klaus Beƌgeƌ, ͞The ƌepoƌts aďout the eŵptǇ toŵď aƌe ƌelated ďǇ all fouƌ Gospels 

;aŶd otheƌ ǁƌitiŶgs of eaƌlǇ ChƌistiaŶitǇͿ iŶ a foƌŵ iŶdepeŶdeŶt of oŶe aŶotheƌ.… We haǀe a gƌeat aďuŶdaŶĐe of 

ƌepoƌts, ǁhiĐh haǀe ďeeŶ sepaƌatelǇ haŶded doǁŶ.͟ ,͛ Williaŵ LaŶe Cƌaig, Geƌd LüdeŵaŶŶ, et al., Jesus͛ 

‘esuƌƌeĐtioŶ: FaĐt oƌ FigŵeŶt?: a Deďate BetǁeeŶ Williaŵ LaŶe Cƌaig & Geƌd LüdeŵaŶŶ ;DoǁŶeƌs Gƌoǀe, IL: 

IŶteƌVaƌsitǇ Pƌess, ϮϬϬϬͿ, ϯϱ. 

243 ͚Theƌe is eǆtƌeŵelǇ iŵpoƌtaŶt histoƌiĐal eǀideŶĐe foƌ the eŵptǇ toŵď, ǁhiĐh has Ŷot ƌeĐeiǀed suffiĐieŶt 

atteŶtioŶ fƌoŵ eitheƌ ChƌistiaŶ oƌ seĐulaƌ histoƌiaŶs. ChƌistiaŶitǇ ďegaŶ iŶ the ĐitǇ of Jeƌusaleŵ - the ǀeƌǇ last 

plaĐe it Đould haǀe staƌted if Jesus͛ toŵď had ƌeŵaiŶed oĐĐupied. EǀideŶĐe deƌiǀiŶg fƌoŵ puƌelǇ Jeǁish aŶd 
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Christǯs post-resurrection appearances.244 The cosmological argument has particular force. When the Big Bang model was first proposed it shocked many atheists and was resisted throughout the ʹͲth century because of the unavoidable comparison with Genesis. When the model started to gain support, some thought it would be seen as doing away with God, and consequently opposed strongly by Christians. )n fact the opposite was the case. ǮBut this apparent godlessness did not necessarily deter religious people, as Gold commented: ...we had intensely religious people very much for us - others were much against us. The biblical religious people wanted a moment of creation, and obviously the big bang was their stuff.ǯ245 Astrophysicist Arthur Eddington pointed out the problem; ǮThe beginning seems to present insuperable difficulties unless we agree to look on it as frankly supernaturalǯ.246 Astronomer Fred (oyle ȋan atheistȌ, rejected the Big Bang because it looked indisputably like divine creation; Ǯ(oyle did not hide his disdain for organized religion, and suggested that there existed an unholy alliance between Christianity and the Big Bang 
                                                                    
‘oŵaŶ souƌĐes aŶd tƌaditioŶ, ƌaŶgiŶg fƌoŵ Josephus to the ϱth ĐeŶt. Toledoth Jeshu, also adŵits aŶ eŵptǇ 

toŵď, aŶd staŶds as ǁhat histoƌiaŶs teƌŵ `positiǀe eǀideŶĐe fƌoŵ a hostile souƌĐe,͛  the stƌoŶgest kiŶd of 

histoƌiĐal eǀideŶĐe. Well iŶto the ϮŶd ĐeŶt. AD, the Jeƌusaleŵ authoƌities ĐoŶtiŶued to adŵit aŶ eŵptǇ toŵď ďǇ 

asĐƌiďiŶg it to the disĐiples͛ stealiŶg the ďodǇ. AŶ eŵptǇ toŵď does Ŷot pƌoǀe a ƌesuƌƌeĐtioŶ, although the 

ƌeǀeƌse is tƌue: a ƌesuƌƌeĐtioŶ ǁould ƌeƋuiƌe aŶ eŵptǇ toŵď.͛, Williaŵ “aileƌ, J. CƌeightoŶ ChƌistŵaŶ, et al., 

‘eligious aŶd TheologiĐal AďstƌaĐts ;MǇeƌstoǁŶ, PA: ‘eligious aŶd TheologiĐal AďstƌaĐts, ϮϬϭϮͿ. 

244 ͚"Theƌe ǁeƌe iŶ faĐt appeaƌaŶĐes of the heaǀeŶlǇ Jesus iŶ Jeƌusaleŵ ;afteƌ those iŶ GalileeͿ" ;iďid., Ϯϵ-ϯϬͿ͟ ,͛ 

LüdeŵaŶŶ Ƌuoted ďǇ Mattheǁs, ͚AĐts aŶd the HistoƌǇ of the Eaƌliest Jeƌusaleŵ ChuƌĐh ,͛ iŶ CaŵeƌoŶ & Milleƌ 

;eds.Ϳ, ͚‘edesĐƌiďiŶg ChƌistiaŶ oƌigiŶs ,͛ p. ϭϲϰ ;ϮϬϬϰͿ; he attƌiďutes the appeaƌaŶĐes to halluĐiŶatioŶ; Ŷote 

hoǁeǀeƌ ͚although Dƌ. LüdeŵaŶŶ aĐkŶoǁledges the appeaƌaŶĐes aŶd the oƌigiŶ of the disĐiples͛ ďelief, he 

disputes the ďuƌial aŶd the eŵptǇ toŵď.͛, Williaŵ LaŶe Cƌaig, Geƌd LüdeŵaŶŶ, et al., Jesus͛ ‘esuƌƌeĐtioŶ: FaĐt oƌ 

FigŵeŶt?: a Deďate BetǁeeŶ Williaŵ LaŶe Cƌaig & Geƌd LüdeŵaŶŶ ;DoǁŶeƌs Gƌoǀe, IL: IŶteƌVaƌsitǇ Pƌess, ϮϬϬϬͿ, 

ϯϰ. 

245 AstƌophǇsiĐist Thoŵas Gold, Ƌuoted iŶ GƌegoƌǇ, ͚Fƌed HoǇle's UŶiǀeƌse ,͛ p. ϳϭ ;ϮϬϬϱͿ. 

246 Kƌagh, ͚CoŶĐeptioŶs of Cosŵos Fƌoŵ MǇths to the AĐĐeleƌatiŶg UŶiǀeƌse: A HistoƌǇ of CosŵologǇ ,͛ p. ϭϱϳ 

;ϮϬϬϳͿ; EddiŶgtoŶ held aŶ uŶoƌthodoǆ ďelief ǁhiĐh ǁas siŵilaƌ to deisŵ, ƌatheƌ thaŶ tǇpiĐal ChƌistiaŶitǇ. 
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theoryǯ.247 )n response, a counter-theory was proposed; the Ǯsteady stateǯ model. Theoretical physicist and atheist Stephen Weinberg stated bluntly that some cosmologists preferred this and other similar models, because it Ǯnicely avoids the problem of Genesisǯ. 248 But despite all efforts to maintain the Ǯsteady stateǯ theory, it was repeatedly contradicted by all available scientific evidence. One of the most significant contributions was made by George Gamow, an atheist whose work increasingly supported the Big Bang; despite his rejection of religion, he described the event as Ǯthe first days of creationǯ, in a book entitled ǮThe Creation of the Universeǯ.249 Nevertheless, the question may legitimately be asked ǮWhy does this provide evidence for the God of the Bible, rather than the god of any other religion?ǯ. )t is a demonstrable fact that the Bible teaches the universe had a starting point in time, and the human species is completely mortal. Virtually no other religion teaches that human consciousness does not survive death; virtually all of them claim it does survive death, and the believe in an 'immortal soul' and disembodied life after death is found in all Ancient Near East and European religions with the exception of Judaism. This is almost a universal teaching among religions of recorded human history. Additionally, the earliest Ancient Near East religions held that the universe already existed by the time the gods shaped it. Additionally, they typically teach that the universe and its contents were created using recycled body parts of other gods, or from substances such as clay, dirt, water, and fireȌ, and practically all religions in recorded human history hold this view. Many ancient religions such as (induism and Buddhism also believe the universe is endlessly cyclic without any beginning in time. All of these ideas are demonstrably false, and any religion asserting them can be dismissed as non-divine in origin. Notably, no other religious text asserts both of these demonstrable scientific facts together; that humans are completely mortal and that the universe had a starting point in time. The Bible stands unique in its assertion 
                                                                    
247 Iďid., p. ϭϵϱ. 

248 'As phǇsiĐist “tepheŶ WeiŶďeƌg lateƌ ǁƌote, 'the steadǇ state ŵodel... ŶiĐelǇ aǀoids the pƌoďleŵ of GeŶesis.͛ .͛ , 

iďid., p. ϳϭ. 

249 Gaŵoǁ, ͚The CƌeatioŶ of the UŶiǀeƌse ,͛ p. ϳϴ ;ƌeǀ. ed. ϭϵϲϭͿ. 
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of both these facts. This does not prove the Bible is divine in origin, but it does make it more rational to accept the Bible as divine revelation than any other religion. 
Conclusion As followers of Christ, we should be intellectually honest and exercise discernment when assessing arguments which seek to defend the Christian faith. We must have a faith which is based on evidence, and which has withstood analysis from independent critical sources. (onest Christadelphians will avoid arguments which have no ethical and intellectual merit, and which are contradicted both by available evidence as well as Biblical statements. 
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Failed prophecies? 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

Claims that certain Biblical prophecies failed are a common criticism raised by atheists and sceptics. This article 

addresses passages typically advanced as examples of failed prophecies, demonstrating some are passages which 

are not formal predictive prophecies in the manner claimed, some are misinterpreted by the critic, and some 

were fulfilled in contradiction to the criticǯs claims. 

 

)ntroduction Prophecies are consistently appealed to in the Bible as evidence of its divine origin. Several passages claimed by sceptics and atheists as examples of failed prophecies are examined here. They fall into the following categories: passages which are not formal predictive prophecies in the manner claimed, passages which are misinterpreted by the critic, and passages which were fulfilled in contradiction to the criticǯs claims. 
 

Passages which are applied typologically Several passages in the Old Testament which have  traditionally been understood as prophetic of Christ, are objected to by critics as inapplicable or unfulfilled.  
1. (ow can ǮWhen he sins, ) will correct him with the rod of men and with wounds inflicted by human beingsǯ in ʹ Samuel ͹:ͳͶ apply to Christ, when Christ never sinned? 

 

2. (ow can the servant of )saiah Ͷͻ refer to Christ, when the context indicates it speaks explicitly of )srael? A traditional answer has been that these prophecies have Ǯdual fulfilmentsǯ, that they were prophecies fulfilled in part by Solomon or )srael, and fulfilled in part later in the life of Christ. This is actually only half true. )n reality the prophecies had direct and full application to their immediate referent, and are applied typologically to Christ. That is, they are formal predictive prophecies about Solomon and )srael respectively, but parts of them find echoes in the life of Christ, the Ǯson of Godǯ in a greater sense than both Solomon and )srael.  
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Their application to Christ is not a claim to direct fulfilment of a formal prediction, but an illustration that certain promises made by God in earlier times have a relevance to the greater work of Christ which they foreshadow. Refer back to the article ǮMisquoting Matthewǯ on page Ͷͷ for details. 
 

Passages which are misinterpreted Certain prophecies criticised as unfulfilled have actually been misinterpreted. 
1. (ow can Godǯs words  Ǯ), the LORD, promise: ǲDavid will never lack a successor to occupy the throne over the nation of )sraelǯ in Jeremiah ͵ ͵:ͳ͹ be said to have been fulfilled, when the Davidic monarchy ended with the Babylonian captivity? The answer is that this prophecy was conditional, as was made clear to Solomon before Jeremiahǯs time. ͳ Kings ͻ: Ͷ You must serve me with integrity and sincerity, just as your father David did. Do everything ) commanded and obey my rules and regulations. ͷ Then ) will allow your dynasty to rule over )srael permanently, just as ) promised your father David, ǮYou will not fail to have a successor on the throne of )srael.ǯ Solomon and his descendants failed to keep this covenant, and the Davidic monarchy consequently came to an end;250 the New Testament writers identify Christ as its true successor. 
2. (ow can Jesusǯ words Ǯ) tell you the truth, you will not finish going through all the towns of )srael before the Son of Man comesǯ in Matthew ͳͲ:ʹ͵ and Ǯthis generation will not pass away until all these things take placeǯ in Matthew ʹͶ:͵Ͷ be considered anything but failed prophecies, when he 

                                                                    
250 ͚But peƌhaps the pƌoŵise to the house of Daǀid is Ŷot all that uŶilateƌallǇ uŶĐoŶditioŶal, aŶd peƌhaps the 

dǇŶastiĐ oƌaĐle heƌe is fiƌŵlǇ set iŶ the “iŶaitiĐ ĐoǀeŶaŶt ;EsliŶgeƌ ϭϵϵϰͿ. We ĐaŶ agƌee ǁith BƌueggeŵaŶŶ ;ϭϵϵϬ: 

ϮϱϵͿ ǁheŶ he saǇs, ͞While the ĐoǀeŶaŶtal ͚if͛ is sileŶĐed iŶ this theologǇ, it has Ŷot ďeeŶ Ŷullified .͟  This is 

paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ tƌue ǁheŶ the Loƌd speaks of Daǀid͛s soŶ: ͞WheŶ he Đoŵŵits iŶiƋuitǇ, I ǁill puŶish hiŵ ǁith a ƌod 

suĐh as ŵoƌtals use, ǁith ďloǁs iŶfliĐted ďǇ huŵaŶ ďeiŶgs͟ ;ǀ. ϭϰďͿ.͛ , ViĐtoƌ P. HaŵiltoŶ, HaŶdďook oŶ the 

HistoƌiĐal Books ;GƌaŶd ‘apids, MI: Bakeƌ AĐadeŵiĐ, ϮϬϬϭͿ, ϯϭϳ–ϯϭϴ. 
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did not return before the apostles had finished preaching to the towns of )srael, or before the generation of his time had passed away? These passages do not speak of the return of Christ, but of the end which would come with the destruction of Jerusalem in the war of ͸͸-͹Ͳ CE.251 252  
3. )n Mark ͺ:͵ͺ Jesus says Ǯthere are some standing here who will not experience death before they see the kingdom of God come with powerǯ, and in Matthew ͳ͸:ʹͺ Jesus says Ǯthere are some standing here who will not experience death before they see the Son of Man coming in his kingdomǯ, Jesus failed to return before his disciples died, making these false prophecies. 

                                                                    
251 ͚Noǁ that ǁe haǀe seeŶ that the ƌefeƌeŶĐe is to the destƌuĐtioŶ of the teŵple, ǁhiĐh did as a ŵatteƌ of faĐt 

take plaĐe soŵe ϰϬ Ǉeaƌs lateƌ ǁhile ŵaŶǇ of Jesus͛ ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌies ŵust haǀe ďeeŶ still aliǀe, all suĐh ĐoŶtƌiǀed 

ƌeŶdeƌiŶgs ŵaǇ ďe laid to ƌest. This ǀeƌse ƌefeƌs to the saŵe tiŵe-sĐale as ϭϲ:Ϯϴ ;ǁhiĐh ǁas also ĐoŶĐeƌŶed ǁith 

the fulfilŵeŶt of DaŶ ϳ:ϭϯ–ϭϰͿ: ͞soŵe of those staŶdiŶg heƌe ǁill ĐeƌtaiŶlǇ Ŷot taste death ďefoƌe …͟ ;Đf. also 

ϭϬ:Ϯϯ, ǁith the saŵe DaŶiel ƌefeƌeŶĐe: ͞Ǉou ǁill Ŷot go thƌough all the toǁŶs of Isƌael ďefoƌe …͟Ϳ.͛ , ‘. T. FƌaŶĐe, 

The Gospel of Mattheǁ ;The Neǁ IŶteƌŶatioŶal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the Neǁ TestaŵeŶt; GƌaŶd ‘apids, MI: Wŵ. B. 

EeƌdŵaŶs PuďliĐatioŶ Co., ϮϬϬϳͿ, ϵϯϬ. 

252 ͚ϯϰ The ʋάʆτα ταῦτα, ͞all these thiŶgs,͟  of this ǀeƌse ĐaŶ iŶĐlude Ŷo ŵoƌe thaŶ the saŵe phƌase iŶ the 

pƌeĐediŶg ǀeƌse aŶd thus ĐaŶŶot iŶĐlude the ĐoŵiŶg of the “oŶ of MaŶ ;so too BloŵďeƌgͿ. The phƌase ƌefeƌs Ŷot 

oŶlǇ to geŶeƌal ŵaƌks of the iŶteƌiŵ peƌiod suĐh as tƌiďulatioŶ, distƌess, pseudo-ŵessiahs, aŶd false pƌophets ďut 

speĐifiĐallǇ, aŶd dƌaŵatiĐallǇ, to the deseĐƌatioŶ of the teŵple aŶd the destƌuĐtioŶ of Jeƌusaleŵ ;Đf. ǀǀ ϭϱ–ϮϮͿ. 

As iŶ the otheƌ iŵŵiŶeŶĐe saǇiŶgs ;Đf. ϭϲ:Ϯϴ; ϭϬ:Ϯϯ; Ϯϯ:ϯϲͿ, all of ǁhiĐh like the pƌeseŶt logioŶ aƌe pƌefaĐed ďǇ 

the eŵphatiĐ ἀʅὴʆ ʄέγω ὑʅῖʆ, ͞tƌulǇ I tell Ǉou,͟  foƌŵula, the ŵaiŶ poiŶt is that the fall of Jeƌusaleŵ ǁas to ďe 

eǆpeƌieŶĐed ďǇ that geŶeƌatioŶ ;paĐe KiddeƌͿ, those listeŶiŶg theƌe aŶd theŶ to the teaĐhiŶg of Jesus ;ἡ γεʆεὰ 

αὕτη, ͞this geŶeƌatioŶ,͟  is used ĐoŶsisteŶtlǇ iŶ the Gospel to ƌefeƌ to Jesus͛ ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌies; Đf. ϭϭ:ϭϲ; ϭϮ:ϰϭ–ϰϮ, 

ϰϱ; Ϯϯ:ϯϲͿ.͛  DoŶald A. HagŶeƌ, Mattheǁ ϭϰ–Ϯϴ ;ǀol. ϯϯB; Woƌd BiďliĐal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; Dallas: Woƌd, IŶĐoƌpoƌated, 

ϭϵϵϴͿ, ϳϭϱ. 
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These passages refer to the transfiguration ȋa vision of Jesus Ǯcoming in his kingdomǯȌ, which is described in both gospels as occurring shortly after Jesus spoke these words. Early Christians almost universally understood these passages as a reference to the transfiguration.253  
 )t should be noted that these words of Jesus were transmitted by the gospel writers decades after Jesusǯ ministry and after the disciples had died, indicating that they them as fulfilled prophecy. )f these predictions had been understood as Jesus saying he would return before the disciples died, they would have been more likely to omit them completely.  

 

4. )n ͳ Corinthians ͹:͵ͳ Paul says Ǯthe present shape of this world is passing awayǯ, indicating that he, like other New Testament writers, believed they would see the return of Christ in their lifetime, but it never happened. These words are not written as formal predictive prophecy, and as much as Paul may have believed at one time that Christ would return while he was still alive,  it is clear he and other writers such as Peter gradually understood that this would not be the case. )n fact both Paul and Peter prepare other Christians for a lengthy wait before Jesusǯ return. )n ʹ Thessalonians Paul makes it clear that Christǯs return is not imminent, and that it will not happen before certain specific events have taken place.254 

 ʹ Thessalonians ʹ: ͳ Now regarding the arrival of our Lord Jesus Christ and our being gathered to be with him, we ask you, brothers and sisters, 
                                                                    
253 ͚The ŵost ǁidespƌead iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ iŶ the EasteƌŶ aŶd WesteƌŶ ĐhuƌĐh ƌelated the saǇiŶg to the 

tƌaŶsfiguƌatioŶ ǁheƌeďǇ theŶ ͞soŵe͟ ƌefeƌƌed to Peteƌ, Jaŵes, aŶd JohŶ.͛ , UlƌiĐh Luz, Mattheǁ: a CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ 

;ed. Helŵut Koesteƌ; HeƌŵeŶeia—a CƌitiĐal aŶd HistoƌiĐal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the Biďle; MiŶŶeapolis, MN: Augsďuƌg, 

ϮϬϬϭͿ, ϯϴϲ; Luz disagƌees ǁith this iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ, ďut aĐkŶoǁledges it ǁas the ŵost ĐoŵŵoŶ iŶ the eaƌlǇ ĐhuƌĐh. 

254 ͚MeaƌŶs ;͞DeǀelopŵeŶt͟Ϳ also takes the ƌefeƌeŶĐe to ďe to ϭ ThessaloŶiaŶs, ďut aƌgues that Paul had ĐhaŶged 

his ŵiŶd aďout the suddeŶŶess of the DaǇ of the Loƌd siŶĐe ǁƌitiŶg that letteƌ aŶd is Ŷoǁ ĐoƌƌeĐtiŶg peƌfeĐtlǇ 

ƌeasoŶaďle iŶfeƌeŶĐes that the ƌeadeƌs ŵight haǀe dƌaǁŶ fƌoŵ it.͛ , F. F. BƌuĐe, ϭ aŶd Ϯ ThessaloŶiaŶs ;ǀol. ϰϱ; 

Woƌd BiďliĐal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; Dallas: Woƌd, IŶĐoƌpoƌated, ϭϵϵϴͿ, ϭϲϰ. 
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ʹ not to be easily shaken from your composure or disturbed by any kind of spirit or message or letter allegedly from us, to the effect that the day of the Lord is already here. ͵ Let no one deceive you in any way. For that day will not arrive until the rebellion comes and the man of lawlessness is revealed, the son of destruction. 
 Peter likewise prepares his readers for a lengthy wait, speaking of the Ǯlast daysǯ in the future, and warning believers they will be mocked for their patience at that time. 

 ʹ Peter ͵: ͵ Above all, understand this: )n the last days blatant scoffers will come, being propelled by their own evil urges Ͷ and saying, ǲWhere is his promised return? For ever since our ancestors died, all things have continued as they were from the beginning of creation.ǳ 
 

 

Passages which were fulfilled Certain prophecies have actually been fulfilled, despite claims to the contrary. 
1. The prophecy of )saiah ͳ͹ claims Damascus would be Ǯa heap of ruins ȋverse ͳȌ, and that ǮDamascus will lose its kingdomǯ ȋverse ʹ͵Ȍ, but Damascus is a thriving city today. This prophecy made by )saiah sometime around ͹ͶͲ BCE, was fulfilled when the Assyrian king Tiglath-pileser ))) destroyed Damascus, which was at that time not a mere city but a thriving Aramean kingdom.255  

                                                                    
255 ͚The AssǇƌiaŶ iŶǀaded ŶoƌtheƌŶ Isƌael ;Ϯ K. ϭϱ:ϮϵͿ aŶd theŶ ďesieged aŶd destƌoǇed DaŵasĐus as aŶ AƌaŵeaŶ 

kiŶgdoŵ iŶ ϳϯϮ, killiŶg ‘eziŶ ;Ϯ K. ϭϲ:ϵͿ. AssǇƌiaŶ ƌeĐoƌds tell of ϱϵϭ toǁŶs of the ͞ϭϲ distƌiĐts of Aƌaŵ͟ destƌoǇed 

͞like ŵouŶds left ďǇ a flood͟ ;A‘AB, I § ϳϳϳͿ.͛ , M. F. UŶgeƌ, ͞DaŵasĐus,͟  ed. GeoffƌeǇ W. BƌoŵileǇ, The 

IŶteƌŶatioŶal “taŶdaƌd Biďle EŶĐǇĐlopedia, ‘eǀised ;Wŵ. B. EeƌdŵaŶs, ϭϵϳϵ–ϭϵϴϴͿ, ϴϱϰ. 
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)saiah prophesied Damascus would be a Ǯheap of ruinsǯ, and Tiglath-pileser )))ǯs own record of his conquest proves this is what happened, boasting of his extensive destruction of Damascus; Ǯͷͻͳ cities of the ͳ͸ districts of Damascus ) destroyed like mounds of ruins after the Delugeǯ. 256 )saiahǯs prediction that ǮDamascus will lose its kingdomǯ was fulfilled by Tiglath-pileser )))ǯs annexation of Damascus and all its territories, and the deportation of  many of its inhabitants.257 258 

2. The prophecy of Tyreǯs destruction in Ezekiel ʹ͸ failed to come true, and Ezekielǯs own words in Ezekiel ʹͻ:ͳͺ-ͳͻ ȋespecially that Nebuchadnezzar )) and his army Ǯreceived no wages from Tyre for the work he carried out against itǯ , verse ʹͺȌ, prove he knew the prophecy failed. This criticism overlooks the fact that Ezekielǯs commentary in Ezekiel ʹͻ:ͳͺ-ͳͻ is certainly in response to criticisms that his earlier prophecy was not completely successful; in other words, it proves at minimum that 
                                                                    
256 ͚ϭϮ′ […] oƌĐhaƌds ǁithout Ŷuŵďeƌ I Đut doǁŶ; I did Ŷot leaǀe a siŶgle oŶe. ϭϯ′ … the toǁŶ of …]hadaƌa, the 

hoŵe of the dǇŶastǇ of ‘eziŶ of DaŵasĐus, ϭϰ′ [the pl]aĐe ǁheƌe he ǁas ďoƌŶ, I suƌƌouŶded aŶd Đaptuƌed. ϴϬϬ 

people ǁith theiƌ possessioŶs ϭϱ′ theiƌ Đattle ;aŶdͿ theiƌ sheep I took as spoil. ϳϱϬ Đaptiǀes fƌoŵ the Đities of 

Kuƌuṣṣa ϭϲ′ ;aŶdͿ “aŵa, ϱϱϬ Đaptiǀes fƌoŵ MetuŶa I took, ϱ9ϭ Đities ϭϳ′ of the ϭϲ distƌiĐts of DaŵasĐus I 

destƌoǇed like ŵouŶds of ƌuiŶs afteƌ the Deluge.͛ , Lesteƌ L. Gƌaďďe, ͞The KiŶgdoŵ of Isƌael fƌoŵ Oŵƌi to the Fall 

of “aŵaƌia: If We OŶlǇ Had the Biďle …,͟  iŶ Ahaď AgoŶistes: The ‘ise aŶd Fall of the Oŵƌi DǇŶastǇ ;ed. Lesteƌ L. 

Gƌaďďe; LoŶdoŶ: T&T Claƌk, ϮϬϬϳͿ, ϳϵ. 

257 ͚FiŶallǇ, the AssǇƌiaŶs had had eŶough of the ƌeďellious ďehaǀiouƌ of DaŵasĐus, the last AƌaŵaeaŶ stƌoŶghold 

iŶ Hatti. DaŵasĐus aŶd its Đities ǁeƌe ĐoŶƋueƌed aŶd tuƌŶed iŶto AssǇƌiaŶ pƌoǀiŶĐes ;Tadŵoƌ ϭϵϵϰ: ϳϵ–ϴϭͿ. A 

paƌt of the populatioŶ ǁas depoƌted ;GƌaǇsoŶ ϭϵϵϭ/ϮϬϬϬ: ϳϳ–ϴ; DioŶ ϭϵϵϳ: Ϯϭϱ–ϭϲ; “adeƌ ϭϵϴϳ: ϮϱϬ–ϭ; 

Weippeƌt ϭϵϴϳ: ϵϵͿ.͛ , HaŶs M. Baƌstad, ͞CaŶ PƌophetiĐ Teǆts Be Dated? Aŵos ϭ–Ϯ as aŶ Eǆaŵple,͟  iŶ Ahaď 

AgoŶistes: The ‘ise aŶd Fall of the Oŵƌi DǇŶastǇ ;ed. Lesteƌ L. Gƌaďďe; LoŶdoŶ: T&T Claƌk, ϮϬϬϳͿ, ϯϯ. 

258 ͚At the Đlose of the “Ǉƌo-EphƌaiŵitiĐ Waƌ, Tiglath-pileseƌ took seǀeƌal aĐtioŶs that foƌŵ the ďaĐkgƌouŶd of this 

teǆt. He killed ‘eziŶ, destƌoǇed DaŵasĐus, aŶd aŶŶeǆed all teƌƌitoƌǇ ĐoŶtƌolled ďǇ DaŵasĐus iŶto the AssǇƌiaŶ 

pƌoǀiŶĐial sǇsteŵ. ,͚ Bƌad E. Kelle, ͞What͛s iŶ a Naŵe? Neo-AssǇƌiaŶ DesigŶatioŶs foƌ the NoƌtheƌŶ KiŶgdoŵ aŶd 

Theiƌ IŵpliĐatioŶs foƌ Isƌaelite HistoƌǇ aŶd BiďliĐal IŶteƌpƌetatioŶ,͟  ed. Gail ‘. O͛DaǇ, JouƌŶal of BiďliĐal Liteƌatuƌe 

ϭϮϭ ;ϮϬϬϮͿ: ϲϯϵ., Gail ‘. O͛DaǇ, ed., JouƌŶal of BiďliĐal Liteƌatuƌe ϭϮϭ ;ϮϬϬϮͿ: ϲϱϵ. 
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Ezekielǯs earlier prediction that Nebuchadnezzar )) would attack Tyre was not only made before the event, but also came true. This is not a good start for a critic of prophetic fulfilment. Subsequent to Ezekielǯs successful prediction, his political enemies attempted to discredit him by claiming Nebuchadnezzarǯs army had failed to  vindicate the prophecy.259 Such claims were unwarranted, for Ǯthe siege was successful and Tyre did pass into Babylonian controlǯ.260  Since Nebuchadnezzar )) failed to destroy Tyre utterly, some commentators state that since Ezekielǯs original prophecy had predicted Ǯmany nationsǯ would be brought against Tyre ȋǮ) will bring up many nations against youǯ, Ezekiel ʹ͸:͵Ȍ, of which Nebuchadnezzar ))ǯs campaign was only the first. )t is claimed that this is supported by the alternating statements of what Ǯheǯ ȋNebuchadnezzar ))Ȍ, and Ǯtheyǯ ȋsubsequent nationsȌ, would do to Tyre, especially Alexander the Great.  (owever, this view has been criticized as an improbable reading of the (ebrew text.261 )nstead it should be recognized that the first section of the prophecy ȋverses ͳ-͸Ȍ, is a self-contained unit predicting the coming of 
                                                                    
259 ͚The oďjeĐtiǀe ƌeasoŶ foƌ the oƌaĐle is supplied iŶ ǀ ϭϴ. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the ŵoƌe iŵŵediate ageŶda is iŵplied ďǇ ǀ 

Ϯϭaď: Ezekiel ǁas ďeiŶg ĐƌitiĐised ďǇ his Jeǁish ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌies foƌ the laĐk of pƌeĐise fulfilŵeŶt of his oƌaĐles 

agaiŶst TǇƌe.͛ . Leslie C. AlleŶ, Ezekiel ϮϬ–ϰϴ ;ǀol. Ϯϵ; Woƌd BiďliĐal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ; Dallas: Woƌd, IŶĐoƌpoƌated, 

ϭϵϵϴͿ, ϭϬϵ. 

260 ͚It ǁas to soŵe eǆteŶt a ĐaƌpiŶg ĐƌitiĐisŵ: the siege ǁas suĐĐessful aŶd TǇƌe did pass iŶto BaďǇloŶiaŶ ĐoŶtƌol. 

IŶ a list of ƌoǇal hostages at NeďuĐhadŶezzaƌ͛s Đouƌt, to ďe dated aďout ϱϳϬ B.C., the kiŶg of TǇƌe has the iŶitial 

plaĐe ;ANET ϯϬϴa; KatzeŶsteiŶ, HistoƌǇ of TǇƌe ϯϮϲͿ. Aďout ϱϲϰ B.C. Baal, Ethďaal͛s suĐĐessoƌ as kiŶg of TǇƌe, ǁas 

ƌeplaĐed ďǇ a BaďǇloŶiaŶ High CoŵŵissioŶeƌ ;KatzeŶsteiŶ, HistoƌǇ ϯϯϮ–ϯϯ; Đf. UŶgeƌ, )AW ϰϰ [ϭϵϮϲ] ϯϭϰ–ϭϳͿ. 

AŶǇ pƌophet ŵight haǀe ďeeŶ glad to Đhalk it up as a ǀiŶdiĐatioŶ of his oƌ heƌ pƌediĐtioŶ, despite 

NeďuĐhadŶezzaƌ͛s ŶoŶ-destƌuĐtioŶ of TǇƌe.͛ , iďid., p. ϭϬϵ. 

261 ͚Hoǁeǀeƌ, the pƌoposed distiŶĐtioŶ ďetǁeeŶ the ͞ŵaŶǇ ŶatioŶs͟ of ǀeƌse ϯ aŶd NeďuĐhadŶezzaƌ͛s aƌŵǇ seeŵs 

oǀeƌlǇ suďtle, iŶ light of the ƌefeƌeŶĐe to NeďuĐhadŶezzaƌ as ͞kiŶg of kiŶgs͟ ;ǀ. ϳͿ aŶd the ŵultiethŶiĐ Ŷatuƌe of 

his aƌŵǇ. NeďuĐhadŶezzaƌ is the foĐal poiŶt of ǀeƌses ϳ–ϭϭ, ďut the aĐtioŶs desĐƌiďed aƌe those of aŶ aƌŵǇ. The 

suďjeĐt of the pluƌal foƌŵs iŶ ǀeƌse ϭϮ is ŵost ŶatuƌallǇ uŶdeƌstood as the ĐolleĐtiǀe ͞aƌŵǇ͟ ;Heď. ͚aŵͿ of ǀeƌse 

ϳ, ǁhiĐh iŶ tuƌŶ ĐaŶ ďe seeŶ as Đoŵpƌised of the ͞ŵaŶǇ ŶatioŶs͟ ŵeŶtioŶed iŶ ǀeƌse ϯ ;see also the ƌefeƌeŶĐe to 
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Ǯmany nationsǯ against Tyre, and thus not restricted to Nebuchadnezzar )) ȋwhose campaign is described from verses ͹-ͳ͵Ȍ;262 the complete destruction of the city as predicted by Ezekiel was fulfilled by Alexander.  The objection that the prophecyǯs description of an attack against a mainland city ȋwhich Nebuchadnezzar attackedȌ, and therefore does not describe the destruction of the island ȋwhich Alexander attackedȌ, is misguided.263 The prophecy uses the standard conquest language of the Ancient Near East; when Esarhaddon of Assyria attacked the island city he still described it in terms of a land battle, even to the point of describing trenches being dug ȋimpossible in an island siegeȌ.264  
3. The prophecies against Egypt in Ezekiel ͵Ͳ and )saiah ͳͻ failed to come true; Nebuchadnezzar did not invade and conquer Egypt as predicted. 

                                                                    
͞ŶatioŶs͟ iŶ ǀ. ϱͿ.͛ , ‘oďeƌt B. Chisholŵ Jƌ., HaŶdďook oŶ the Pƌophets: Isaiah, Jeƌeŵiah, LaŵeŶtatioŶs, Ezekiel, 

DaŶiel, MiŶoƌ Pƌophets ;GƌaŶd ‘apids, MI: Bakeƌ AĐadeŵiĐ, ϮϬϬϮͿ, Ϯϲϴ. 

262 ͚TǇƌe s͛ fall appeaƌs iŶ the fiƌst tǁo pƌopheĐies, the seĐoŶd piĐkiŶg up phƌases fƌoŵ the fiƌst aŶd addiŶg 

fuƌtheƌ details, aŶd the ƌeŵaiŶiŶg tǁo pƌopheĐies desĐƌiďe the ďeǁailiŶg aŶd theŶ the eŶtoŵďŵeŶt of the falleŶ 

oŶe.͛ , ‘oŶald M. Hals, Ezekiel ;ǀol. ϭϵ; The Foƌŵs of the Old TestaŵeŶt Liteƌatuƌe; GƌaŶd ‘apids, MI: Williaŵ B. 

EeƌdŵaŶs PuďlishiŶg CoŵpaŶǇ, ϭϵϴϵͿ, ϭϴϴ. 

263 ͚TakiŶg the staŶdaƌd siege iŵageƌǇ too liteƌallǇ, soŵe sĐholaƌs haǀe ĐoŶĐluded that the passage ŵust Đoŵe 

out of a settiŶg diffeƌeŶt fƌoŵ NeďuĐhadƌezzaƌ͛s tiŵe, seeiŶg iŶ ǀǀ. ϵ–ϭϭ a ďattle soŶg aďout AleǆaŶdeƌ͛s 

ĐoŶƋuest of TǇƌe, oƌ supposiŶg that the aĐtual ƌefeƌeŶĐe of the passage ǁas to a ĐoŶƋuest of ͞old TǇƌe͟ oŶ the 

adjaĐeŶt ŵaiŶlaŶd. ;“ee the ƌefeƌeŶĐes iŶ )iŵŵeƌli, Ezekiel Ϯ, ϯϳ.Ϳ The pƌopeƌ ƌeĐogŶitioŶ of the tǇpiĐalitǇ of the 

iŵageƌǇ iŶǀolǀed ƌeŶdeƌs suĐh liteƌalistiĐ hǇpotheses uŶŶeĐessaƌǇ.͛ , ‘oŶald M. Hals, Ezekiel ;ǀol. ϭϵ; The Foƌŵs 

of the Old TestaŵeŶt Liteƌatuƌe; GƌaŶd ‘apids, MI: Williaŵ B. EeƌdŵaŶs PuďlishiŶg CoŵpaŶǇ, ϭϵϴϵͿ, ϭϴϵ. 

264 ͚The iŶfiltƌatioŶ of ĐhaƌaĐteƌistiĐs tǇpiĐal of a desĐƌiptioŶ of a ŵaiŶlaŶd siege iŶto the desĐƌiptioŶ of the siege 

of the islaŶd ĐitǇ of TǇƌe ĐaŶ alƌeadǇ ďe oďseƌǀed iŶ the AssǇƌiaŶ ƌoǇal iŶsĐƌiptioŶs, ǁheŶ EsaƌhaddoŶ theƌe 

ƌepoƌts of the ĐoŶstƌuĐtioŶ of tƌeŶĐhes ;ḫalṣēͿ agaiŶst TǇƌe.͛ , Waltheƌ )iŵŵeƌli, FƌaŶk Mooƌe Cƌoss, aŶd Klaus 

Baltzeƌ, Ezekiel: a CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the Book of the Pƌophet Ezekiel ;HeƌŵeŶeia—a CƌitiĐal aŶd HistoƌiĐal 

CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the Biďle; Philadelphia: Foƌtƌess Pƌess, ϭϵϳϵ–Ϳ, ϯϳ; a footŶote adds ͚This also disposes of 

WieŶeƌ͛s theoƌǇ that this passage deals solelǇ ǁith the ĐoŶƋuest of the ŵaiŶlaŶd ĐitǇ of old TǇƌe .͛ 
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First it should be noted that it is acknowledged even by modern critics that the prophecy was given before the event it describes took place.265 Consequently, attempts to reduce the accuracy of the prediction by claiming it was insufficiently fulfilled are demonstrably motivated by the desire to avoid the fact that a successful prophecy actually happened.  The best a critic can do in the face of the fact that the text contains a prophecy indisputably before the event to which it obviously refers, is to claim that the prophecy wasnǯt fulfilled sufficiently to be considered accurate. This is not intellectually honest. )n fact, the prophecy was fulfilled by Nebuchadnezzar ))ǯs war against Egypt in ͷͺ͸ BCE, recorded in a fragmentary Babylonian text. Ǯ. . . [in] the ͵͹th year, Nebuchadnezzar, king of Bab[ylon] mar[ched against] Egypt ȋMi-sirȌ to deliver a battle. [Ama]sis ȋtext: [ . . . ]-aȋ?Ȍ-suȌy of Egypt, [called up his a]rm[y] . . . [ . . . ]\u from the town Pufu-)aman . . . distant regions which ȋare situated on islandsȌ amidst the sea . . . many . . . which/who ȋareȌ in Egypt . . . [car]rying weapons, horses and [chariot]s . . . he called up to assist him and . . . did [ . . . ] in front of him . . . he put his trust. . . ȋonly the first signs at the beginning and the end of the following ͹ or ͺ lines are legibleȌ.ǯ266 The success of Nebuchadnezzarǯs campaign is acknowledged by secular historians, on the basis of several lines of evidence.267 Firstly, and rather ironically, some historians believe the prophecy of Ezekiel was written after the event, precisely because it is so accurate. 
                                                                    
265 ͚The pƌopheĐǇ agaiŶst EgǇpt does Ŷot seeŵ to haǀe Đoŵe to pass iŶ eǀeƌǇ detail eitheƌ, ďut the ďook ǁas 

pƌoďaďlǇ Đoŵpleted aŶd its authoƌitǇ estaďlished ďǇ the tiŵe this ďeĐaŵe Đleaƌ.͛ , Thoŵas ‘eŶz, The ‘hetoƌiĐal 

FuŶĐtioŶ of the Book of Ezekiel ;LeideŶ: Bƌill, ϮϬϬϮͿ, ϵϴ. 

266 J. B. PƌitĐhaƌd ;ed.Ϳ, AŶĐieŶt Neaƌ EasteƌŶ Teǆts ;ϯƌd ed. ǁith suppleŵeŶt. PƌiŶĐetoŶ: PƌiŶĐetoŶ UP, ƌeǀ. ϭϵϲϵͿ, 

ϯϬϴ. 

267 ͚That NeďuĐhadƌezzaƌ aĐtuallǇ ĐoŶƋueƌed EgǇpt is suggested ďǇ a Ŷuŵďeƌ of ǀeƌǇ poǁeƌful pieĐes of 

eǀideŶĐe ,͛ Eŵŵet JohŶ “ǁeeŶeǇ, The ‘aŵessides, Medes, aŶd PeƌsiaŶs, Ages IŶ AligŶŵeŶt “eƌies, ǀoluŵe ϰ 

;Algoƌa PuďlishiŶg, ϮϬϬϴͿ, ϭϱϯ; ͚NeďuĐhadƌezzaƌ͛ is the ŵoƌe aĐĐuƌate tƌaŶsliteƌatioŶ of the Ŷaŵe 

͚NeďuĐhadŶezzaƌ .͛ 
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ǮFirst of all, both Ezekiel and Jeremiah prophesied that he would do so; and since most of these ǲpropheciesǳ were written in retrospect, or at least gained popular currency only after having been proved correct, we may be fairly certain that the prophesied invasion and defeat of Egypt actually took place.ǯ268 Two other sources are the Biblical text describing Jewish refugees moved from Egypt to Babylon, and the record of Josephus indicating Nebuchadnezzar defeated Egypt. ǮSecondly, the biblical sources say that Nebuchadrezzar was able to remove the Jewish refugees in Egypt to Babylon. (e could not of course have done so unless he had entered and subjugated the country. Thirdly, Josephus tells us that he conquered Egypt. We are informed that four years after the fall of Tyre, Nebuchadrezzar invaded the country and put its King Uaphris to death, installing a creature of his own upon the vacant throne.ǯ269 Another source is the presence in Egypt of artifacts belonging to Nebuchadnezzar )), demonstrating he invaded and established himself there. ǮFourthly, and most importantly, artifacts of Nebuchadrezzar have actually been discovered in Egypt. These are ǲthree cylinders of terra-cotta bearing an inscription of Nebuchadnezzar, an ordinary text referring to his constructions in Babylon ...  These were said to come from the )sthmus of Suez, and they apparently belong to some place where Nebuchadrezzar had Ǯset up his throneǯ and Ǯspread his royal pavilion.ǯ As he only passed along the Syrian road, and Daphnae would be the only stopping place on that road in the region of the isthmus, all the inferences point to these having come from Defenneh, and being the memorials of establishment there.ǳǯ270 

                                                                    
268 Iďid., p. ϭϱϯ. 

269 Iďid., p. ϭϱϯ. 

270 Iďid., p. ϭϱϯ. 
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This also fulfils the prophecy of Jeremiah Ͷ͵:ͳͲ that Nebuchadnezzar would Ǯpitch his royal tentǯ in Tahpanhes in Egypt.271 272 The scholarly  conclusion from these sources is ǮThere can be little doubt; Nebuchadrezzar entered and conquered Egypt.ǯ273 

4. Although Joshua ͵:ͳͲ says God would Ǯtruly drive out before you the Canaanites, (ittites, (ivites, Perizzites, Girgashites, Amorites, and Jebusiteǯ, ͳ Kings ͻ:ʹͲ says Ǯseveral non-)sraelite peoples were left in the land after the conquest of Joshuaǯ. Joshuaǯs words are a repetition of the words of Moses, which made it clear that Godǯs driving out of the  inhabitants of Canaan was conditional on the (ebrews maintaining their obedience to God. Deuteronomy Ͷ: ͳ Now, )srael, pay attention to the statutes and ordinances ) am about to teach you, so that you might live and go on to enter and take possession of the land that the LORD, the God of your ancestors, is giving you.  Deuteronomy ͹: ͳʹ )f you obey these ordinances and are careful to do them, the LORD your God will faithfully keep covenant with you as he promised your ancestors. Deuteronomy ͺ: ͳ You must keep carefully all these commandments ) am giving you today so that you may live, increase in number, and go in and occupy the land that the LORD promised to your ancestors. 
                                                                    
271 Jeƌeŵiah ϰϯ: ϴ At TahpaŶhes the LO‘D spoke to Jeƌeŵiah. ϵ ͞Take soŵe laƌge stoŶes aŶd ďuƌǇ theŵ iŶ the 

ŵoƌtaƌ of the ĐlaǇ paǀeŵeŶt at the eŶtƌaŶĐe of Phaƌaoh s͛ ƌesideŶĐe heƌe iŶ TahpaŶhes. Do it ǁhile the people of 

Judah pƌeseŶt theƌe aƌe ǁatĐhiŶg. ϭϬ TheŶ tell theŵ, ͚The LO‘D God of Isƌael ǁho ƌules oǀeƌ all saǇs, ͞I ǁill ďƌiŶg 

ŵǇ seƌǀaŶt KiŶg NeďuĐhadŶezzaƌ of BaďǇloŶ. I ǁill set his thƌoŶe oǀeƌ these stoŶes ǁhiĐh I haǀe ďuƌied. He ǁill 

pitĐh his ƌoǇal teŶt oǀeƌ theŵ. 

272 ͚IŶ shoƌt, the pƌopheĐǇ of Jeƌeŵiah that the kiŶg of BaďǇloŶ ǁould spƌead his ƌoǇal paǀilioŶ at the eŶtƌaŶĐe of 

the phaƌaoh͛s house iŶ TahpaŶheth ;DaphŶaeͿ ǁas fulfiled.͛ , iďid., p. ϭϱϯ. 

273 Iďid., p. ϭϱϯ. 
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5. The gospels describe Jesus predicting the destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple, but this is not an accurate prediction because the gospels were written after the event; even if they had been written before the event, such a war was obviously going to happen anyway, so it is not evidence of an accurate prophecy. The first point to note about this objection ȋwhich can be found made by a range of atheists and scepticsȌ, is that it is intellectually dishonest; it tries to argue that the prophecy isnǯt true because it was written after the event, but also argues that even if it had been made before the event it still wouldnǯt count as a fulfilled prophecy. Such an argument is not evidence based, and demonstrates that the person making the argument is not really interested in the facts. The second point to note about this objection is that although the date of Markǯs gospel is still an open question in current scholarship, dates proposed typically fall between ͸ͷ and ͹ͷ CE.274 )n fact recently strong arguments have been made for a much earlier date. The Christian scholar Mark Crossley argues for a date Ǯbefore the late fortiesǯ,275 at least ʹͲ years before the destruction of Jerusalem, and the secular scholar Maurice Crossley argues Ǯa date c. ͶͲ CE must be regarded as highly probableǯ.276  )t is clear that many scholars ȋeven non-religious scholarsȌ, are prepared to accept that Markǯs gospel ȋwhich contains a prophecy of the destruction of Jerusalem and the TempleȌ, was indeed written before the events its predicts. Rejecting this possibility out of hand is therefore intellectually dishonest, especially when no attempt is made to address the significant body of evidence indicating that Jesusǯ prediction in Mark was indeed made before the event. 
                                                                    
274 ͚While sĐholaƌs diffeƌ oǀeƌ the pƌeĐise Ǉeaƌ, a date ďetǁeeŶ ϲϱ aŶd ϳϱ CE is aĐĐepted ďǇ a ǁide ǀaƌietǇ of 

sĐholaƌs of ǀeƌǇ diffeƌeŶt ideologiĐal peƌsuasioŶs.͛ , Jaŵes G. CƌossleǇ, The Date of Maƌk͛s Gospel: IŶsight fƌoŵ the 

Laǁ iŶ Eaƌliest ChƌistiaŶitǇ ;ǀol. Ϯϲϲ; JouƌŶal foƌ the “tudǇ of the Neǁ TestaŵeŶt “uppleŵeŶt “eƌies; LoŶdoŶ; 

Neǁ Yoƌk: T&T Claƌk IŶteƌŶatioŶal, ϮϬϬϰͿ, ϭ. 

275 ͚This Ŷoǁ ďeĐoŵes aŶ aƌguŵeŶt of poǁeƌful ĐolleĐtiǀe ǁeight foƌ Maƌk to haǀe ďeeŶ ǁƌitteŶ ďefoƌe the late 

foƌties aŶd if this is ĐoŵďiŶed ǁith the aŶalǇsis of Maƌk ϭϯ iŶ Chapteƌ Ϯ it is uŶlikelǇ that it ǁas ǁƌitteŶ Ŷo eaƌlieƌ 

thaŶ the ŵid to late thiƌties.͛ , iďid., p. ϮϬϴ. 

276 MauƌiĐe CaseǇ, AƌaŵaiĐ “ouƌĐes of Maƌk͛s Gospel ;ǀol. ϭϬϮ;  “oĐietǇ foƌ Neǁ TestaŵeŶt “tudies; Caŵďƌidge 

UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess, ϭϵϵϴͿ, ϮϲϬ. 
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The third point to note is that there is no evidence at all to suggest that the possibility of the destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple by the Romans was so probable that it would have appeared obvious to people in Jesusǯ own day, or even ͵Ͳ years later ȋ͸͵-͸ͷ CEȌ. )n fact construction on the Temple had already been carried out for nearly ͷͲ years by the time of Jesusǯ ministry ȋJohn ʹ:ʹͲȌ, and it was not even completed until shortly before the Romans destroyed it.277 278 )t is difficult to demonstrate that anyone seeing the ongoing construction of the Temple in Jesusǯ day would have concluded that the Romans would destroy it over ͵Ͳ years later. )t is likewise difficult to demonstrate that anyone seeing the construction continuing in ͸͵ CE would have concluded that the Romans would destroy both the Temple and the entire city in just a few more years.  The fact is that the explosive events which led to the destruction of Jerusalem in ͹Ͳ CE were not predicted by anyone outside the gospels, and even Jesusǯ own words make it clear he expects scepticism on the part of his audience. There is no evidence in any of the relevant Roman historical sources who wrote on events of the first century ȋsuch as Suetonius, Tacitus, AppianȌ, nor in Josephus ȋwho was both a historian, and a general on the Jewish side of the warȌ, that anyone was expecting such a war before it took place, still less the complete destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple.  There is excellent evidence therefore that Jesusǯ prophecy was made well before the events they predicted successfully, and it is indisputable that these events were not foreseen or expected by anyone else. 
Conclusion Sceptical claims that Bible prophecies have not been fulfilled should be taken seriously; it is a fact that some Bible prophecies are impossible to verify due to a lack of available information, even if there is no evidence proving they did not come to pass.  
                                                                    
277 ͚AĐĐoƌdiŶg to Josephus,ϭϳ the HeƌodiaŶ teŵple ǁas ďeguŶ iŶ ϮϬ/ϭϵ BCE; it ǁas Đoŵpleted shoƌtlǇ ďefoƌe the 

ǁaƌ ǁith ‘oŵe.ϭϴ If this sĐeŶe ŵaǇ ďe used to date the eǀeŶts,ϭϵ it ǁould haǀe takeŶ plaĐe oŶ Passoǀeƌ of the 

Ǉeaƌ Ϯϴ.͛ , EƌŶst HaeŶĐheŶ, ‘oďeƌt Walteƌ FuŶk, aŶd UlƌiĐh Busse, JohŶ: a CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the Gospel of JohŶ 

;HeƌŵeŶeia—a CƌitiĐal aŶd HistoƌiĐal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the Biďle; Philadelphia: Foƌtƌess Pƌess, ϭϵϴϰͿ, ϭϴϰ. 

278 ͚Woƌk ǁas still goiŶg oŶ at his [Heƌod͛s] death, aŶd foƌ that ŵatteƌ, foƌ loŶg afteƌ. The Teŵple ǁas Ŷot 

Đoŵpleted uŶtil A.D. ϲϯ.͛ , LeoŶ Moƌƌis, The Gospel AĐĐoƌdiŶg to JohŶ ;The Neǁ IŶteƌŶatioŶal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the 

Neǁ TestaŵeŶt; GƌaŶd ‘apids, MI: Wŵ. B. EeƌdŵaŶs PuďlishiŶg Co., ϭϵϵϱͿ, ϭϳϲ. 
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(owever, when such criticisms are made it is important to identify whether or not the arguments made are evidence based, demonstrate a knowledge of and engagement with the relevant scholarly literature, and are intellectually honest. )n particular, such arguments must prove that they have interpreted the prophecy as it was originally intended, and must provide substantial objections to the relevant counter-arguments by scholars who make the case that the prophecy was in fact fulfilled. )n turn, defences of these prophecies must exercise intellectual honesty in acknowledging problems where they genuinely exist, and must cite, discuss, and be supported by the relevant scholarly literature, in order to be credible.  
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Editorial 

Dave Burke 

As this is a new journal readers may be interested to know how the editors decide what goes into an issue of 

Defence & Confirmation. 

The first criterion is relevance. D&Cǯs principal focus is apologetics, so the content of the article must fall 
within this remit. Some latitude may be exercised for material which is not strictly apologetic but still 

relevant to this field. 

The second criterion is orthodoxy. While we will occasionally allow space for heterodox opinions 

(provided they are competently argued) D&C remains committed to essential Christadelphian doctrine and 

praxis. It is not a clearing house for heresy and idle speculation. 

The third criterion is quality. Articles are required to meet basic standards of research, writing, and 

referencing.279 All submissions to D&C are subjected to peer review, including those written by the editors. 

What is peer review, and why should we bother with it? 

Peer review is a process by which articles are assessed for publication. Its most important function is 

quality control.280 While the exact process varies between academic disciplines, peer review typically 

involves the following steps: 

 A paper is submitted for review 

                                                                    
279 “uďŵissioŶs should folloǁ the “BL ƌefeƌeŶĐiŶg guide, aǀailaďle heƌe: http://ϭdƌǀ.ŵs/ϭggƋLpO 

280 ͚The peeƌ ƌeǀieǁ pƌoĐess has ďeeŶ disĐussed at leŶgth iŶ ŵost of the estaďlished teǆts oŶ the sĐholaƌlǇ 

ĐoŵŵuŶiĐatioŶ pƌoĐess, suĐh as )iŵaŶ ;ϭϵϲϴͿ, ‘aǀetz ;ϭϵϳϯͿ aŶd Meadoǁs ;ϭϵϳϰͿ. These authoƌs agƌee that the 

fouƌ ŵaiŶ fuŶĐtioŶs of the sĐholaƌlǇ liteƌatuƌe aƌe disseŵiŶatioŶ of ĐuƌƌeŶt kŶoǁledge, aƌĐhiǀiŶg of the ĐaŶoŶiĐal 

kŶoǁledge ďase, ƋualitǇ ĐoŶtƌol of puďlished iŶfoƌŵatioŶ, aŶd assigŶŵeŶt of pƌioƌitǇ aŶd Đƌedit foƌ theiƌ ǁoƌk to 

authoƌs. The keǇ positioŶ of peeƌ ƌeǀieǁ iŶ fulfilliŶg all fouƌ of these fuŶĐtioŶs, ďut espeĐiallǇ of Đouƌse ƋualitǇ 

ĐoŶtƌol, is aĐkŶoǁledged ďǇ these authoƌities.͛  F. ‘oǁlaŶd, ͚The Peeƌ ‘eǀieǁ PƌoĐess͛ [Đited ϭϭ MaǇ ϮϬϭϰ]. 

OŶliŶe: http://ǁǁǁ.jisĐ.aĐ.uk/uploaded_doĐuŵeŶts/ƌoǁlaŶd.pdf 

http://1drv.ms/1ggqLpO
http://www.jisc.ac.uk/uploaded_documents/rowland.pdf
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 The paper is reviewed by one or more of the authorǯs peers ȋpeople of similar or equal competence 
to the author) 

 The paper is returned to the author with feedback from the peers (e.g. corrections, suggestions, 

questions) 

 The paper is redrafted in light of feedback 

 The paper is resubmitted 

 The paper is accepted for publication 

 

Steps 3-5 may be repeated until the paper is deemed acceptable. )deally the peers will have experience and/or qualifications in the authorǯs field of study. Their participation 
ensures that the paper is evaluated objectively by a new set of eyes, with the aim of capturing any errors 

overlooked by the author. If a paper fails peer review it will not be published unless the necessary 

corrections are made. 

The benefits of peer review have been summarised as follows: Ǯ* The author receives detailed and constructive feedback from experts in the field. 
* The process can alert authors to errors or gaps in literature they may have overlooked. 

* It can assist with making the paper more applicable to the journal readership. 

* It may enable a discussion (between the author, reviewers, and editor) around a research field or topic. * Readers can be assured that the research they are reading has been verified by subject experts.ǯ281 

Some may question the need for peer review, arguing that Christadelphian magazines already vet 

submissions prior to publication. While this is true, such vetting processes are not standardised and too 

often reliant on arbitrary metrics (with predictably subjective results). Sometimes a submission is merely skimmed by a columnist sympathetic to the authorǯs views. At other times it may be rejected for no good 
reason.282 This is not peer review, and helps to explain the broad variation in quality between issues. 

                                                                    
281 ͚What is peeƌ ƌeǀieǁ?͛ ;Ŷ.ƌ.Ϳ [Đited ϭϭ MaǇ ϮϬϭϰ]. OŶliŶe: http://jouƌŶalauthoƌs.taŶdf.Đo.uk/ƌeǀieǁ/peeƌ.asp 

282 Of eǀeŶ gƌeateƌ ĐoŶĐeƌŶ is the faĐt that papeƌs aƌe Ŷot alǁaǇs ƌeǀieǁed ďǇ ďƌethƌeŶ ǁith ƌeleǀaŶt kŶoǁledge 

aŶd/oƌ eǆpeƌtise. CoŶseƋueŶtlǇ ďasiĐ eƌƌoƌs aƌe ŵissed, aŶd eǀeŶ ďlataŶt plagiaƌisŵ ŵaǇ ďe oǀeƌlooked oƌ 

iŶdulged. 

http://journalauthors.tandf.co.uk/review/peer.asp
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The use of genuine peer review in Christadelphia is a relatively new development283 but its advantages are 

increasingly recognised. Christadelphian publications produced using peer review include the following 

books and journals: 

 Christadelphian eJournal of Biblical Interpretation284 

 Reasons285 

 More Reasons286 

 One God, the Father287 

 Living on the Edge: a Christadelphian book to strengthen faith288 

 Defence & Confirmation 

 

All submissions to D&C (including those written by staff) are reviewed by one or more of the D&C editors.289 

Where necessary we consult third parties with knowledge and expertise in a relevant field (e.g. Hebrew, 

Koine Greek, ANE culture, archaeology, etc.)  

Articles which pass peer review on the first submission are published. Articles which fail peer review are 

returned to the author for editing, with a list of recommendations. The author is invited to address these 

and resubmit the article for review. 

                                                                    
283 ChƌistadelphiaŶ ŵagaziŶes usuallǇ ǀet suďŵissioŶs pƌioƌ to puďliĐatioŶ, ďut the pƌoĐess is Ŷot staŶdaƌdised. As 

a ƌesult the ƋualitǇ of eaĐh issue teŶds to ǀaƌǇ ĐoŶsideƌaďlǇ. VettiŶg is too ofteŶ ƌeliaŶt oŶ aƌďitƌaƌǇ ŵetƌiĐs, ǁith 

pƌediĐtaďlǇ suďjeĐtiǀe ƌesults. “oŵetiŵes ŵateƌial is ŵeƌelǇ skiŵŵed ďǇ a ĐoluŵŶist sǇŵpathetiĐ to the authoƌ͛s 

ǀieǁs, ǁhile at otheƌ tiŵes it ŵaǇ ďe ƌejeĐted foƌ Ŷo good ƌeasoŶ. 

284 ǁǁǁ.ĐhƌistadelphiaŶ-ejďi.oƌg 

285 http://ǁǁǁ.lulu.Đoŵ/au/eŶ/shop/thoŵas-e-gastoŶ-ed/ƌeasoŶs/papeƌďaĐk/pƌoduĐt-ϭϲϱϯϭϰϮϭ.htŵl 

286 http://ǁǁǁ.lulu.Đoŵ/shop/toŵ-gastoŶ-ed/ŵoƌe-ƌeasoŶs/papeƌďaĐk/pƌoduĐt-Ϯϭϲϴϳϯϲϯ.htŵl 

287 http://ǁǁǁ.lulu.Đoŵ/au/eŶ/shop/toŵ-gastoŶ-ed/oŶe-god-the-fatheƌ/papeƌďaĐk/pƌoduĐt-ϮϬϳϯϮϱϳϵ.htŵl 

288 https://ǁǁǁ.faĐeďook.Đoŵ/LOTE.ďook 

289 J. Buƌke, D. Buƌke, Chƌis MatthieseŶ, aŶd K. Gilŵoƌe. 

http://www.christadelphian-ejbi.org/
http://www.lulu.com/au/en/shop/thomas-e-gaston-ed/reasons/paperback/product-16531421.html
http://www.lulu.com/shop/tom-gaston-ed/more-reasons/paperback/product-21687363.html
http://www.lulu.com/au/en/shop/tom-gaston-ed/one-god-the-father/paperback/product-20732579.html
https://www.facebook.com/LOTE.book
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Peer review does not guarantee perfection, nor does it imply that the reviewers agree with the conclusions 

of the paper they have scrutinised. However, it does mean the paper has passed independent examination 

and satisfied all the criteria of a particular standard.290 This gives readers greater confidence in the quality and objectivity of the authorǯs work, and the publication which carries it.  

                                                                    
290 ͚BeiŶg peeƌ ƌeǀieǁed doesŶ't ŵeaŶ Ǉouƌ ƌesults aƌe aĐĐuƌate. Not ďeiŶg peeƌ ƌeǀieǁed doesŶ't ŵeaŶ Ǉou'ƌe a 

ĐƌaŶk. But the faĐt that peeƌ ƌeǀieǁ eǆists does ǁeed out a lot of ĐƌaŶks, siŵplǇ ďǇ saǇiŶg, ͞Theƌe is a staŶdaƌd.͟  

JouƌŶals that doŶ't haǀe peeƌ ƌeǀieǁ do teŶd to ďe oŶes ǁith aŶ oďǀious ageŶda. White papeƌs, ǁhiĐh aƌe Ŷot 

peeƌ ƌeǀieǁed, do teŶd to ĐoŶtaiŶ ŵoƌe ďias aŶd self-pƌoŵotioŶ thaŶ peeƌ-ƌeǀieǁed jouƌŶal aƌtiĐles. You should 

thiŶk ĐƌitiĐallǇ aŶd skeptiĐallǇ aďout aŶǇ papeƌ—peeƌ ƌeǀieǁed oƌ otheƌǁise—ďut the oŶes that haǀeŶ't ďeeŶ 

suďŵitted to peeƌ ƌeǀieǁ do teŶd to haǀe ŵoƌe ǁƌoŶg ǁith theŵ.͛  Maggie Koeth-Bakeƌ, ͚Meet “ĐieŶĐe: What is 

͞peeƌ ƌeǀieǁ͟?͛ [Đited ϭϭ MaǇ ϮϬϭϰ]. OŶliŶe: http://ďoiŶgďoiŶg.Ŷet/ϮϬϭϭ/Ϭϰ/ϮϮ/ŵeet-sĐieŶĐe-ǁhat-is.htŵl 
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The Raising of the Saints in Matthew 27 

Chris Matthiesen 

Abstract 

Matthewǯs lone account of the raising of the saints at Jesusǯ crucifixion is well known for its peculiar literary 

construct and questioned historical credibility. Considered awkwardly phrased and outside of Matthewǯs usual 

style, this briefly mentioned event is often included within the larger discussion contesting biblical inspiration. 

Many commentators, however, posit that Matthew did consider this unique narrative to be a factual record and 

that its inclusion in his gospel account reflects the broader sociocultural world wherein he wrote.  

Introduction 

The historical veracity of Matthew 27:51b-53291 ȋhereafter referred to as ǲSMǳȌ is widely questioned today, 
from biblical scholars292 to biblical skeptics.293 The primary objection to SM is its absence from any other extant documents of the period. Matthewǯs critics find it difficult to accept the silence of such a spectacular 
event from both the NT canon (sans Matthew) and non-biblical sources. Matthewǯs defenders, in turn, 
consider the objection little more than an argument from silence.294 

                                                                    
291 ͚Just theŶ the teŵple ĐuƌtaiŶ ǁas toƌŶ iŶ tǁo, fƌoŵ top to ďottoŵ. The eaƌth shook aŶd the ƌoĐks ǁeƌe split 

apaƌt. AŶd toŵďs ǁeƌe opeŶed, aŶd the ďodies of ŵaŶǇ saiŶts ǁho had died ǁeƌe ƌaised. ;TheǇ Đaŵe out of the 

toŵďs afteƌ his ƌesuƌƌeĐtioŶ aŶd ǁeŶt iŶto the holǇ ĐitǇ aŶd appeaƌed to ŵaŶǇ people.Ϳ͛ Neǁ EŶglish TƌaŶslatioŶ 

;ϮϬϬϲͿ. 

292 EǀeŶ aŵoŶg those pƌofessiŶg BiďliĐal iŶeƌƌaŶĐǇ. “oŵe of the ŵoƌe Ŷotaďle sĐholaƌs ǁho haǀe ƌeĐeŶtlǇ faĐed 

sĐƌutiŶǇ fƌoŵ the eǀaŶgeliĐal ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ foƌ aĐĐoŵŵodatiŶg a ŵoƌe ŶuaŶĐed defiŶitioŶ of ͚BiďliĐal IŶeƌƌaŶĐǇ ,͛ at 

least paƌtlǇ ďeĐause of diffiĐultǇ ǁith Matheǁ Ϯϳ:ϱϭ-ϱϯ, aƌe MiĐhael LiĐoŶa, D.A. CaƌsoŶ, aŶd LeoŶ Moƌƌis. “ee 

http://ǁǁǁ.alďeƌtŵohleƌ.Đoŵ/ϮϬϭϭ/Ϭϵ/ϭϰ/the-deǀil-is-iŶ-the-details-ďiďliĐal-iŶeƌƌaŶĐǇ-aŶd-the-liĐoŶa-

ĐoŶtƌoǀeƌsǇ/ aŶd http://ǁǁǁ.ĐoŶsideƌtheƌeasoŶs.Đoŵ/ϮϬϭϰ/Ϭϭ/da-ĐaƌsoŶ-leoŶ-ŵoƌƌis-aŶd-ŵattheǁ-ϮϳϱϮ.htŵl. 

293 “ee foƌ eǆaŵple ‘oďďǇ BeƌƌǇ͛s ͞The Fiǀefold ChalleŶge .͟ ;Cited ϭϲ Maƌ ϮϬϭϰ oŶliŶe 

http://ǁǁǁ.theskeptiĐalƌeǀieǁ.Đoŵ/tsƌŵag/ϰfiǀeϵϱ.htŵlͿ ǁheƌe Matt Ϯϳ is listed as oŶe of fiǀe ďiďliĐal eǀeŶts 

uŶsatisfaĐtoƌilǇ aŶsǁeƌed ďǇ aƌĐhaeologǇ. 

294 Iďid. 

http://www.albertmohler.com/2011/09/14/the-devil-is-in-the-details-biblical-inerrancy-and-the-licona-controversy/
http://www.albertmohler.com/2011/09/14/the-devil-is-in-the-details-biblical-inerrancy-and-the-licona-controversy/
http://www.considerthereasons.com/2014/01/da-carson-leon-morris-and-matthew-2752.html
http://www.theskepticalreview.com/tsrmag/4five95.html
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Both sides have a point. Often, challenges to SM are poor examples of an argument from silence.295 However, 

a response is warranted given the amount of attention afforded the issue.  

This article will attempt a brief treatment of two concerns identified from the stated objection above:  

 Is it plausible that such an event could indeed be absent from non-biblical documents? 

 Would the other NT authors have included SM in their writings had they known of it? 

 

No record from non-biblical sources? )t is from Matthew alone we learn of the following phenomena occurring after Jesusǯ death: 
 A shaking of the earth 

 A splitting of rocks 

 An opening of tombs 

 A raising of many holy ones 

 An entry into the holy city by these holy ones 

 

A chief component of the criticism levelled at SM is the supposed magnitude of the events; especially 4 and 

5. Setting aside the timing issue between verses 52b-53296, many find it hard to accept that a group of 

                                                                    
295 The ƋualitǇ of aŶ aƌguŵeŶt fƌoŵ sileŶĐe lies iŶ the stƌeŶgth of the iŶfeƌeŶĐe. WithiŶ histoƌiogƌaphiĐal 

ŵethodologǇ, a stƌoŶg iŶfeƌeŶĐe ĐoŶsideƌs ĐeƌtaiŶ Đƌiteƌia to estaďlish the plausiďilitǇ of eǀeŶts iŶ ƋuestioŶ as 

haǀiŶg oĐĐuƌƌed oƌ Ŷot. The UŶiǀeƌsitǇ of MassaĐhusetts͛ HistoƌǇ DepaƌtŵeŶt, oŶ theiƌ ǁeďsite, eǆpƌesses it iŶ 

this ǁaǇ, ͞The stƌeŶgth of that iŶfeƌeŶĐe iŶ a giǀeŶ Đase ǁill depeŶd oŶ ;ϭͿ hoǁ ŵaŶǇ doĐuŵeŶts theƌe aƌe, oƌ iŶ 

statistiĐal teƌŵs hoǁ laƌge the saŵple is, aŶd, iŶ liteƌaƌǇ teƌŵs, ;ϮͿ hoǁ likelǇ the thiŶg is to haǀe ďeeŶ ŵeŶtioŶed 

iŶ doĐuŵeŶts of that tǇpe iŶ the fiƌst plaĐe.͟  ͞AƌguŵeŶts fƌoŵ “ileŶĐe ,͟ ;ϮϬϬϲͿ. Cited ϭϲ Maƌ ϮϬϭϰ. OŶliŶe:  

https://ǁǁǁ.uŵass.edu/ǁsp/histoƌǇ/outliŶe/sileŶĐe.htŵl. 

296 The tiŵiŶg iŶ Mattheǁ Ϯϳ:ϱϮď-ϱϯ tƌouďles ŵaŶǇ sĐholaƌs ďeĐause of the leŶgth of tiŵe ďetǁeeŶ the saiŶts͛ 

ƌaisiŶg uŶtil theǇ leaǀe the toŵďs aŶd eŶteƌ Jeƌusaleŵ ;~ϯ daǇsͿ. Posited ďǇ soŵe is that the paƌeŶthetiĐal ;ǀ.ϱϯͿ 

is aŶ aǁkǁaƌd atteŵpt ďǇ Mattheǁ to ƌeĐoŶĐile this eǀeŶt, geŶeƌallǇ agƌeed to ďe fƌoŵ aŶ eaƌlieƌ ChƌistiaŶ 

tƌaditioŶ. 

https://www.umass.edu/wsp/history/outline/silence.html
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recently reanimated bodies entering a major city during one of its busiest religious festivals would fail to 

draw sufficient attention to warrant some type of historical mention. 

Such scrutiny, however, raises concerns from a historiographical perspective297. Specifically: 

 The scarcity of ancient sources wherein one would expect to find reference to events such as 

described in SM.298 

 That oral tradition dominated this period, not written records.299 300 It is believed around 85-90% 

were too illiterate to pen down a written narrative.301 Aside from Jesusǯ followers, it is unlikely 
                                                                    
297 Cf. TektoŶ ApologetiĐs aƌtiĐle ďǇ JP HaƌdiŶg, ͞“igŶfiĐiaŶt [siĐ] "“ileŶĐes" iŶ the Gospels .͟ Cited ϭϲ Maƌ ϮϬϭϰ. 

OŶliŶe: http://ǁǁǁ.tektoŶiĐs.oƌg/af/asileŶt.php. 

298 The keǇ poiŶt heƌe is ideŶtifǇiŶg fƌoŵ the aǀailaďle eǆtaŶt souƌĐes those likelǇ to haǀe ŵeŶtioŶed the eǀeŶt iŶ 

ƋuestioŶ, Ǉet do Ŷot. HistoƌiaŶ JohŶ LaŶge offeƌs the folloǁiŶg Đƌiteƌia foƌ estaďlishiŶg this ĐoŶĐlusioŶ: ;ϭͿ Theƌe is 

a doĐuŵeŶt D, eǆtaŶt, iŶ ǁhiĐh the eǀeŶt, E, is Ŷot ŵeŶtioŶed. ;ϮͿ It ǁas the iŶteŶtioŶ of the authoƌ of D to 

eŶuŵeƌate eǆhaustiǀelǇ all ŵeŵďeƌs of the Đlass of eǀeŶts of ǁhiĐh E is supposed to ďe a ŵeŵďeƌ. ;ϯͿ The authoƌ 

of D ǁas aĐƋuaiŶted ǁith all ŵeŵďeƌs of the Đlass iŶ ƋuestioŶ. ;ϰͿ E ŵust ďe suĐh that, if it had oĐĐuƌƌed, the 

authoƌ of D Đould Ŷot haǀe oǀeƌlooked it. ,͞ ͞The AƌguŵeŶt fƌoŵ “ileŶĐe ,͟ HistoƌǇ aŶd TheoƌǇ ϱ, Ŷo. ϯ ;ϭϵϲϲͿ: ϮϵϬ. 

299 Cƌaig KeeŶeƌ, ĐitiŶg the late ďiďliĐal sĐholaƌ MaƌtiŶ HeŶgel, ǁƌites that eǀeŶ the highlǇ liteƌate Papias ;eaƌlǇ ϮŶd 

ĐeŶtuƌǇͿ ͞pƌefeƌƌed oƌal tƌaditioŶ ,͟ Cƌaig “. KeeŶeƌ, The Gospel of Mattheǁ: A “oĐio-‘hetoƌiĐal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ 

;GƌaŶd ‘apids: EeƌdŵaŶs, ϮϬϬϵͿ, ϯϴ. 

300 MaŶǇ sĐholaƌs suggest “M ŵaǇ haǀe ǀeƌǇ ǁell ďegaŶ as aŶ oƌal tƌaditioŶ. ‘.E. BƌoǁŶ: ͞The stǇle of the 

ƋuatƌaiŶ iŶ Ϯϳ:ϱϭď–ϱϮď is Ŷot tǇpiĐallǇ MattheaŶ; aŶd the ǀiǀid, iŵagiŶatiǀe ĐhaƌaĐteƌ of the pheŶoŵeŶa 

suggests a pƌeMattheaŶ poetiĐ pieĐe ĐiƌĐulatiŶg iŶ populaƌ ĐiƌĐles.͟  The Death of the Messiah: Fƌoŵ GethseŵaŶe 

to the Gƌaǀe, a CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the PassioŶ Naƌƌatiǀes iŶ the Fouƌ Gospels ϭ ;Neǁ Yoƌk: Yale UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess, 

ϭϵϵϰͿ, ϭϭϯϴ. 

301 ͞The pƌeǀailiŶg opiŶioŶ suggests that ϭϬ peƌĐeŶt of the MediteƌƌaŶeaŶ populatioŶ Đould ƌead ǁith aŶǇ 

pƌofiĐieŶĐǇ. LiteƌaĐǇ ǁas Ŷot, though, eǀeŶlǇ distƌiďuted aĐƌoss the eŵpiƌe. Moƌeoǀeƌ, iŶ the NT a liteƌate peƌsoŶ 

ŵight ƌead AƌaŵaiĐ flueŶtlǇ, Heďƌeǁ sloǁlǇ, aŶd Gƌeek ǁith diffiĐultǇ aŶd ďe uŶaďle to ƌead LatiŶ at all. 

While Millaƌd ŵaǇ ďe ĐoƌƌeĐt that Jeǁish ŵeŶ had a higheƌ liteƌaĐǇ ƌate, ǁe ǁould Ŷot ǁaŶt to suggest that ŵoƌe 

thaŶ ϭϱ peƌĐeŶt Đould ƌead, aŶd eǀeŶ that peƌĐeŶtage is pƌoďaďlǇ too high. Although ǁe ŵaǇ ďe disĐouƌaged ďǇ 

http://www.tektonics.org/af/asilent.php
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others would have considered the movement important enough to include in their own oral traditions. The possibility that some degree of ǲsnubbingǳ occurred in an effort to stifle attempts at preserving Jesusǯ memory.302 

 

For modern readers, momentous events in a major city going unreported is unlikely. To expect this of first 

century Jerusalem, however, is anachronistic. It also assumes, uncritically, the events in SM occurred in a 

manner that drew large public attention. A closer look, however, reveals little detail regarding the event as a 

whole, or its constituent parts. 

What Matthew does—and does not—tell us 

The earthquake, rocks, and tombs, certainly regarded as significant by those aware of divine causality, may 

likely have been considered little more than natural occurrences to others.303 Additionally, though not 

                                                                    
suĐh a loǁ Ŷuŵďeƌ, it does iŶdiĐate that the aďilitǇ to ƌead ǁas Ŷot uŶĐoŵŵoŶ. Thus, Millaƌd ;‘eadiŶg, ϭϱϴͿ is 

likelǇ ĐoƌƌeĐt that it is sigŶifiĐaŶt that Jesus iŶtƌoduĐes “Đƌiptuƌe ǁith the ǁoƌds ͞Haǀe Ǉou Ŷot ƌead?͟ ǁheŶ 

speakiŶg to Phaƌisees ;Matt. ϭϮ:ϯͿ, to “adduĐees ;Matt. ϮϮ:ϯϭͿ, to sĐƌiďes ;Matt. Ϯϭ:ϭϲͿ, oƌ to a laǁǇeƌ ;Luke 

ϭϬ:ϮϲͿ, ďut saǇs to the Đƌoǁd, ͞You haǀe heaƌd that it ǁas said͟ ;Matt. ϱ:ϮϭͿ.͟  ‘iĐhaƌds E., ͞‘eadiŶg, WƌitiŶg, aŶd 

MaŶusĐƌipts.͟  Pages ϯϰϴ-ϰϵ iŶ The Woƌld of the Neǁ TestaŵeŶt: Cultuƌal, “oĐial, aŶd HistoƌiĐal CoŶteǆts. Edited 

ďǇ J. B. GƌeeŶ aŶd L. M. MĐDoŶald. GƌaŶd ‘apids: Bakeƌ AĐadeŵiĐ, ϮϬϭϯ. 

302 “ee foƌ eǆaŵple JP HaƌdiŶg, ͞“ŶuďďiŶg aŶd “ileŶĐe as a BiďliĐal TopiĐ .͟ OŶliŶe: 

http://ǁǁǁ.tektoŶiĐs.oƌg/Ƌt/"sŶuďďǇ.php. Cf. the UŶiǀeƌsitǇ of MassaĐhusetts histoƌǇ ǁeďpage seĐtioŶ oŶ 

͞“oĐial “ileŶĐe .͟ OŶliŶe: https://ǁǁǁ.uŵass.edu/ǁsp/histoƌǇ/outliŶe/sileŶĐe.htŵl. 

303 The seǀeƌitǇ of the eaƌthƋuake is uŶkŶoǁŶ aŶd Đould haǀe easilǇ ďeeŶ a ŵiŶoƌ Ƌuake felt oŶlǇ ďǇ those iŶ the 

iŵŵediate aƌea of the ĐeŶtuƌioŶ. That the eaƌthƋuake fƌighteŶed the ĐeŶtuƌioŶ does Ŷot ŵeaŶ it ǁas laƌge; oŶlǇ 

that he attƌiďuted it ǁith soŵe diǀiŶe aĐt ;BƌoǁŶ, Death, ϭϭϮϮͿ. As foƌ the ƌoĐks splittiŶg aŶd toŵďs opeŶiŶg: 

loĐatioŶ, seǀeƌitǇ, aŶd, iŶ the Đase of the toŵďs, Ŷuŵďeƌ, aƌe all uŶkŶoǁŶ. 

http://www.tektonics.org/qt/%22snubby.php
https://www.umass.edu/wsp/history/outline/silence.html
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discussed here, is the strong agreement among commentators of the apocalyptic significance attached to 

these particular signs304.   

It is the raising of the dead saints and their entry into Jerusalem that are the central concern. Left 

unanswered by Matthew, though, is how many were raised. Within the context of this event, ten might be 

considered many, maybe more, though there is nothing to suggest it was a large horde that was raised. 

Neither is it obvious they presented themselves to Jerusalem in any spectacular fashion.  

Further, Matthew gives no clue as to their identities305, to whom they appeared306, or their subsequent 

fate307; only that they were raised and entered into the holy city, appearing to many (again, unquantified) 

there.  This causes little concern for Biblical scholar R.E. Brown, who notes that SM ǲis deliberately vagueǳ, as its ǲforte is atmosphere, not details.ǳ308 The thrust of Matthewǯs pericope was not to testify to its historical detail, but of its theological significance; something that wouldǯve been familiar and more important to Matthewǯs initial audience. 
                                                                    
304 “ee, foƌ eǆaŵple, DaŶiel GuŶteƌ͛s tƌeatŵeŶt of this topiĐ iŶ ͞IŶteƌpƌetiŶg ApoĐalǇptiĐ “Ǉŵďolisŵ iŶ the Gospel 

of Mattheǁ͟ ;D‘AFTͿ. Cited ϭϲ Maƌ ϮϬϭϰ. OŶliŶe:  

https://ǁǁǁ.aĐadeŵia.edu/ϮϬϯϵϴϲϱ/IŶteƌpƌetiŶg_ApoĐalǇptiĐ_“Ǉŵďolisŵ_iŶ_the_Gospel_of_Mattheǁ. 

305 ‘.E. BƌoǁŶ pƌoǀides a suŵŵaƌǇ oŶ the ǁide ƌaŶge of opiŶioŶ heƌe ;Death, ϭϭϮϲͿ. 

306 It is Ŷot iŵplausiďle that those to ǁhoŵ theǇ appeaƌed ǁeƌe ďelieǀiŶg Jeǁs, peƌhaps faŵilǇ aŶd/oƌ fƌieŶds. 

CeƌtaiŶlǇ theǇ appeaƌed to those ǁho ƌeĐogŶized theŵ, iŶ siŵilaƌ fashioŶ to Jesus afteƌ his ƌesuƌƌeĐtioŶ ;Đf. AĐts 

ϭϬ:ϰϬ-ϰϭͿ. 

307 CoŵŵeŶtatoƌs diffeƌ heƌe, positiŶg a ƌaŶge of possiďilities, fƌoŵ gloƌified ďodies to post-ŵoƌteŵ 

ƌeǀiǀifiĐatioŶs. The eaƌliest ĐoŵŵeŶtatoƌs ĐoŶsideƌed the saiŶts to haǀe ďeeŶ siŵplǇ ƌesusĐitated, lateƌ dǇiŶg 

agaiŶ. ;Foƌ eǆaŵple, Euseďius Ƌuotes the eaƌlǇ ϮŶd ĐeŶtuƌǇ ChƌistiaŶ apologist, Quadƌatus ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg these saiŶts: 

͞[T]heǇ ǁeƌe aliǀe foƌ Ƌuite a ǁhile, so that soŵe of theŵ liǀed eǀeŶ to ouƌ daǇ.͟  ;Euseďius, EĐĐlesiastiĐal HistoƌǇ, 

ϰ.ϯ.ϮͿ. 

308 BƌoǁŶ, Death, ϭϭϮϲ. 

https://www.academia.edu/2039865/Interpreting_Apocalyptic_Symbolism_in_the_Gospel_of_Matthew
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Why are Mark, Luke, and John silent on this? Often suggested as an explanation of SMǯs omission from the other gospels is the literary purpose and 
literary limitations309 of the gospels themselves.  Scholars agree that the four gospels emphasized different aspects of Jesusǯ ministry, with Matthew 

considered to have been written primarily for a Jewish audience intimately familiar with the Jewish 

worldview.310 311  Also agreed upon is that the gospel writers did not intend to include all of the events surrounding Jesusǯ life 
and ministry312, but tailored their accounts to their particular audiences.313 Ǯ….each Gospelǯs Jesus stories are calculated to meet the needs of its respective audience. There is overall continuity in the Synoptic Gospelsǯ accounts, but there is a great deal of individual freedom as the authors 

tailor their traditions for their respective communities.  

If John 20:30–31 provides a model, the theological purposes of the evangelists guided their editing of 

tradition, leading to literary narratives, not historical chronicles.  

                                                                    
309 Foƌ a tƌeatŵeŶt of sĐƌoll size liŵitatioŶs, see G. Milleƌ, http://ǁǁǁ.ĐhƌistiaŶthiŶktaŶk.Đoŵ/ƋuietoŶUFO.htŵl 

aŶd J.P. HoldiŶg, http://ǁǁǁ.tektoŶiĐs.oƌg/af/asileŶt.php. 

310 ͞Mattheǁ ǁƌites foƌ Jeǁish ChƌistiaŶs ǁho aƌe ǀeƌǇ ĐoŶsĐious of theiƌ Jeǁish ideŶtitǇ.͟  NollaŶd JohŶ, 

͞PƌefaĐe͟ The Gospel of Mattheǁ: a CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the Gƌeek Teǆt. Neǁ IŶteƌŶatioŶal Gƌeek TestaŵeŶt 

CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ.  GƌaŶd ‘apids, MI: PateƌŶosteƌ Pƌess, ϮϬϬϱ: ϭϴ. 

311 ͞Maƌk seeŵs to haǀe ďeeŶ ǁƌitteŶ ǁith ŶoŶ-Jeǁs iŶ ŵiŶd, ďut all the featuƌes iŶ Maƌk that poiŶt to a ŶoŶ-

Jeǁish ƌeadeƌship disappeaƌ iŶ Mattheǁ͛s editiŶg. Mattheǁ pƌoŵotes ŵissioŶ to all peoples, ďut he pƌoŵotes it 

to Jeǁish ChƌistiaŶs aŶd to a ĐoŶstitueŶĐǇ that appeaƌs Ŷot to haǀe had aŶǇ sigŶifiĐaŶt GeŶtile ŵeŵďeƌship aŶd 

seeŵs Ŷot to haǀe ŵuĐh Ŷatuƌal soĐial iŶteƌaĐtioŶ ǁith ŶoŶ-Jeǁs.͟  Iďid, ϭϳ. 

312 JohŶ ϮϬ:ϯϬ-ϯϭ aŶd Ϯϭ:Ϯϱ aƌe tǇpiĐallǇ Đited heƌe. 

313 TuƌŶeƌ, Daǀid L. Mattheǁ. Bakeƌ EǆegetiĐal CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the Neǁ TestaŵeŶt. GƌaŶd ‘apids, MI: Bakeƌ 

AĐadeŵiĐ, ϮϬϬϴ: ϱ. 

http://www.christianthinktank.com/quietonUFO.html
http://www.tektonics.org/af/asilent.php
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Their purpose was not to satisfy intellectual curiosity by compiling historical data but to disciple their respective communities by bringing selected episodes from the life of Jesus to bear on the communitiesǯ needs.ǯ 
The exclusion of shared events in the gospels extends to the miraculous. Bible apologist Glenn Miller 

provides a useful comparison of the miracles of Jesus to illustrate this point.314 Of the 36 miracles identified 

by Miller, only the feeding of the 5,000 appears in all four gospels. As Miller points out: ǮThe only miracle considered Ǯtoo incredible to pass upǯ by all four gospel authors is the feeding of the 
5000. Three post-mortem revivifications, the feeding of the 4,000 (!), walking on water, calming a 

violent storm with a two-word phrase, and turning water into wine didnǯt make the cut…ǯ315 

Examples of this could be multiplied, and even expanded to consider the larger synoptic problem, though 

this is outside the scope of the present article. It is sufficient at the moment to understand that any 

argument on the historicity of a particular event contained in the four gospels must consider the literary 

purposes of each.  

Looking again at Matthew 

Scholars note the brisk treatment Matthew gives SM, suggesting it is intentional.316 Aside from the 

parenthetical in verse 53, Matthew provides no narrative insight for the phenomena. For his primary 

audience, what was included seems sufficient.  Scholars have posited this may be because it is an earlier oral tradition already familiar to Matthewǯs 
primary audience.317 If that is the case, then Matthew may have simply inserted the oral tradition into the 

text at the appropriate place. This would explain its presence and brevity, as well as the use of specific 

                                                                    
314 ͞Gƌeat PushďaĐk oŶ the OŵissioŶ-foƌ-liteƌaƌǇ-puƌpose-ƌeasoŶs:͟ ;CoƌƌespoŶdeŶĐe dated JulǇ ϮϬϭϬͿ. Cited ϭϲ 

Maƌ ϮϬϭϰ. OŶliŶe: http://ǁǁǁ.ĐhƌistiaŶthiŶktaŶk.Đoŵ/ƋuietoŶUFO.htŵl. 

315 Iďid. 

316 “ee GuŶteƌ, “Ǉŵďolisŵ, fŶϭϭϱ, foƌ eǆaŵple. 

317 BƌoǁŶ, et al. Messiah, ϭϭϯϴ. 

http://www.christianthinktank.com/quietonUFO.html
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terms, and possible apocalyptic language; all evidence of a Jewish readership318, which is in line with the accepted purpose of Matthewǯs gospel.319 

It is short-sighted to object to SMǯs credibility based in its lack of mention in the other gospels, or even other 
New Testament letters. To do so naturally leads to questions about why the gospels do not mention the 500-

plus to whom Jesus appeared320; or why the synoptic witnesses fail to mention Lazarus321; or Matthew, Mark and John fail to mention the widowǯs son.322 To properly assess this point necessitates an 

understanding of the intent of each of those authors within their respective documents.  

Conclusion 

New Testament scholar David L. Turner expresses the issue appropriately within the larger context of the 

Passion Narrative: 

                                                                    
318 I.e., those ĐoŶŶeĐted to Jeƌusaleŵ aŶd Judea, ǁho ǁeƌe iŶtiŵatelǇ faŵiliaƌ ǁith the Jeǁish ǁoƌldǀieǁ. 

319 ‘.E. BƌoǁŶ desĐƌiďes “M͛s ĐoŶstƌuĐtioŶ as a ͞sŵall poetiĐ ƋuatƌaiŶ ,͟ stǇlistiĐ of ǁƌitiŶg attested iŶ otheƌ NT 

doĐuŵeŶts: ͞PoetiĐ ƌefƌaiŶs aƌe ofteŶ a paƌt of the populaƌ pƌeseŶtatioŶ of aŶ eǀeŶt, aŶd aƌe attested iŶ NT 

ƌefeƌeŶĐes to the afteƌŵath of the death of Jesus.͟  He goes oŶ, iŶ a ƌelated footŶote ;fŶϱϬͿ to desĐƌiďe these 

poetiĐ ƌefƌaiŶs as shaƌiŶg a ĐoŵŵoŶ esĐhatologiĐal toŶe: ͞ϭ Pet ϯ:ϭϴ–ϭϵ, ĐoŶsistiŶg of fiǀe oƌ siǆ poetiĐ liŶes, has 

aŶ esĐhatologiĐal toŶe: The oŶe ǁho died iŶ the flesh aŶd ǁas ŵade aliǀe iŶ the spiƌit goes aŶd pƌeaĐhes to the 

spiƌits iŶ pƌisoŶ. Eph ϰ:ϴ, ĐoŶsistiŶg of thƌee liŶes, poƌtƌaǇs Chƌist asĐeŶdiŶg oŶ high, leadiŶg a host of Đaptiǀes. 

Peƌhaps the NT aŶalogue Đlosest iŶ foƌŵ to Matt Ϯϳ:ϱϭď–ϱϮď is ϭ Tiŵ ϯ:ϭϲ, Đoŵposed of siǆ liŶes ;shoƌt ŵaiŶ 

ĐlausesͿ iŶ a patteƌŶ of thƌee Đouplets: Chƌist is the uŶŶaŵed suďjeĐt aŶd all the ǀeƌďs aƌe iŶ the aoƌist passiǀe. 

FƌeƋueŶtlǇ this poeŵ is iŶteƌpƌeted as ƌaŶgiŶg fƌoŵ the iŶĐaƌŶatioŶ to the asĐeŶsioŶ, ďut the ǁhole Đould ƌefeƌ to 

the death of Jesus aŶd its afteƌŵath. “ee ;p. ϭϭϭϱ aďoǀeͿ the Pseudo-CleŵeŶtiŶe ‘eĐogŶitioŶs ϭ.ϰϭ.ϯ, ǁhiĐh has a 

stǇlized patteƌŶ; it is Ŷot Đleaƌ ǁhetheƌ this is deƌiǀatiǀe fƌoŵ Matt oƌ fƌoŵ aŶ iŶdepeŶdeŶt ǀaƌiaŶt tƌaditioŶ of 

sigŶs aĐĐoŵpaŶǇiŶg the death of Jesus.͟  

320 ϭ Coƌ ϭϱ:ϲ. 

321 OŶlǇ JohŶ ƌeĐoƌds the eǀeŶts suƌƌouŶdiŶg, aŶd iŶĐludiŶg, Lazaƌus͛ ƌaisiŶg, JŶ ϭϭ:ϭ-ϰϰ. 

322 OŶlǇ Luke ŵeŶtioŶs this eǀeŶt, Luke ϳ:ϭϭ-ϭϳ. 
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ǮThere are many difficulties concerning the nature and sequence of events in this extremely unusual 

pericope (Hagner 1995a: 849–52), but it is not helpful to take it as a nonhistorical literary-

theological creation.  

If this resurrection is intended to preview the ultimate resurrection of humanity (Gundry 1994: 577), 

it is important that it be as genuine as that of Jesus. Only a historical resurrection can be an effect of Jesusǯs resurrection and an omen of the final resurrection ȋcf. ͳ Cor. ͳͷ:ʹͲ–28).  For Matthew, the association of the saintsǯ resurrection with that of Jesus marks the decisive turning of the ages. Jesusǯs resurrection means that the gates of hades cannot prevail against Jesusǯs church ȋMatt. ͳ͸:ͳͺȌ and that his enemies will answer to his authority ȋʹ͸:͸ͶȌ.ǯ323 While Matthewǯs pericope does indeed present some difficulty, a plausible explanation for its inclusion as a 

historical reality in the gospel narrative exists. 

  

                                                                    
323 TuƌŶeƌ, Mattheǁ, ϲϳϬ–ϲϳϭ. 
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The Historicity of the Exodus (Part 1) 

Jon Burke 

Abstract: 

The absence of indisputable direct evidence for the Exodus has led many scholars to deny its historicity. 

However, although the archaeological record represents an undeniable challenge to traditional interpretations 

of the Biblical record, there is sufficient evidence to convince even skeptical archaeologists that the Scriptural 

account describes a genuine historical exodus event. 

The scholarly consensus 

Although it is overwhelmingly agreed that there is clear evidence the Hebrews were already well 

established and known in Canaan by the mid-13th century BCE, many archaeologists believe they emerged 

from within the existing Canaanite population, rather than emigrating from Egypt. 

Modern archaeologists and Bible scholars typically express skepticism of the Exodus, claiming there is 

insufficient evidence to establish its historicity.  Such comments are usually cited as the scholarly 

consensus. ǮPutting aside the possibility of divinely inspired miracles, one can hardly accept the idea of a flight of a 
large group of slaves from Egypt through the heavily guarded border fortifications into the desert and then into Canaan in the time of such a formidable Egyptian presence.ǯ324 ǮThere is simply no such evidence at the supposed time of the Exodus in the thirteenth century BCE.ǯ325 ǮNothing in the archaeological record of Egypt directly substantiates the Biblical story of the Exodus.ǯ326 ǮBut it is most unlikely that a group of some three million people—or even ͺͲ,ͲͲͲ, which is Manethoǯs 
figure—left Egypt down the Wadi Tumilat in the reign of Ramesses or Merneptah. It is completely 

                                                                    
324 FiŶkelsteiŶ & “ilďeƌŵaŶ, ͚The Biďle UŶeaƌthed: AƌĐhaeologǇ's Neǁ VisioŶ of AŶĐieŶt Isƌael aŶd the OƌigiŶ of 

“aĐƌed Teǆts͛ ;ϮϬϬϭͿ, ϲϭ. 

325 Iďid., p. ϲϯ. 

326 Malaŵat, ͚Let MǇ People Go aŶd Go aŶd Go aŶd Go ,͛ iŶ AŶĐieŶt Isƌael iŶ EgǇpt aŶd the Eǆodus ;ϮϬϭϮͿ, ϭϳ. 



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ͳʹͲ 

unthinkable that any group of any related size went rattling around in the Sinai Peninsula or the Negev for any length of time thereafter.ǯ327 

Accounting for the absence of evidence 

It is a fact that there is no direct archaeological evidence for the Exodus. This is acknowledged even by 

professional archaeologists who believe the Exodus happened, such as James Hoffmeier. ǮDespite over a century of archaeological excavations in Egypt, proof of the dramatic Exodus has not been found.ǯ328 

Is the absence of direct evidence only explicable if the Exodus never happened, or could there be alternative 

explanations? The following list assess alternative explanations for the lack of various forms of evidence. 

1. How did a large Hebrew population live in Egypt without leaving direct archaeological evidence? 

The areas in which the Bible says the Hebrews were settled are still largely unexamined by 

archaeologists,329 due to environmental conditions making excavation dificult.330 Even in well examined 

archaeological sites, physical evidence for large groups of people who were there for some time may still be 

completely absent.  

Several major ancient Egyptian military campaigns have failed to leave any direct archaeological evidence at 

all, despite involving tens of thousands of soldiers, and thousands of chariots and horses. The greatest battle 

ever fought by Egypt was the Battle of Kadesh, against the Hittites. Yet the Egyptian army of 20,000 soldiers 

                                                                    
327 HalpeƌŶ, ͚The Eǆodus fƌoŵ EgǇpt: MǇth oƌ ‘ealitǇ? ,͛ iŶ The ‘ise of AŶĐieŶt Isƌael ;ϮϬϬϰͿ. 

328 Hoffŵeieƌ, ͚Out of EgǇpt: The AƌĐhaeologiĐal CoŶteǆt of the Eǆodus ,͛ iŶ AŶĐieŶt Isƌael iŶ EgǇpt aŶd the Eǆodus 

;ϮϬϭϮͿ, Ϯ. 

329 ͚The Biďle loĐates the Heďƌeǁs iŶ EgǇpt͛s ŶoƌtheasteƌŶ Delta, Đalled the LaŶd of ‘a͚aŵses ;GeŶesis ϰϳ:ϭϭͿ aŶd 

GosheŶ ;GeŶesis ϰϱ:ϭϬ, ϰϳ:ϰ, ϲ; Eǆodus ϴ:ϮϮ; ϵ:ϮϲͿ. Although the Delta ĐoŶtaiŶs huŶdƌeds of aƌĐhaeologiĐal sites, 

ĐoŵpaƌatiǀelǇ theǇ haǀe Ŷot ƌeĐeiǀed as ŵuĐh atteŶtioŶ as sites oŶ the Nile fƌoŵ Caiƌo south to AsǁaŶ.͛, iďid., p. 

ϯ. 

330 ͚The piĐtuƌe has iŵpƌoǀed soŵeǁhat siŶĐe ϭϵϴϬ ďut the faĐt ƌeŵaiŶs that high ǁateƌ taďles iŶ the Delta ŵake 

eǆĐaǀatiŶg to eaƌlǇ leǀels diffiĐult aŶd eǆpeŶsiǀe.͛ , iďid., p. ϰ. 
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and 2,000 chariots left no archaeological record of their march from Memphis in Egypt to the river Orontes 

in Kadesh, a journey of approximately 1,600 kilometres which would have taken weeks.331 

The combined numbers of the Egyptian and Hittite armies amount to around 50,000 soldiers and around 

5,000 chariots, but no direct archaeological evidence has ever been found of the battle. Historians attribute 

this lack of evidence to the terrain, rather than dismissing the event as fictional. ǮThe textual and iconographic evidence points toward an open-terrain battle. Such a battle would leave little preserved in archaeological contexts.ǯ332 

This demonstrates that even very large groups of people in the Ancient Near East could move, settle, and 

fight on a massive scale, without leaving any direct physical evidence of their presence in the archaeological 

record. 

 

2. Why are there no Egyptian written records of the Hebrews? 

Egyptian written records for the Northern Delta and Goshen (where the Hebrews settled), were kept in 

military and administrative buildings in this area,. However, the wet environment has resulted in the 

                                                                    
331 EǀeŶ if the aƌŵǇ Đould haǀe ŵaiŶtaiŶed aŶ aǀeƌage ŵaƌĐhiŶg speed of siǆ kiloŵeteƌs aŶ houƌ foƌ tǁelǀe houƌs 

eaĐh daǇ, it ǁould take theŵ thƌee ǁeeks to tƌaǀel ϭ,ϲϬϬ kiloŵeteƌs. 

332 Hasel, ͚DoŵiŶatioŶ aŶd ‘esistaŶĐe: EgǇptiaŶ MilitaƌǇ AĐtiǀitǇ iŶ the “outheƌŶ LeǀaŶt, Ca. ϭϯϬϬ-ϭϭϴϱ B.C.͛  

;ϭϵϵϵͿ, ϭϳϲ. 
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destruction of almost all such written records.333 In fact no written records have been found in this area 

which provide useful historical information from any period, not just the time of the Exodus.334 

There is direct evidence that this area was settled by people the Egyptians called ǮAsiaticsǯ ȋSemitic people, 
of which the Hebrews were a sub-group),335 and Goshen itself was referred to by the counsellors of the 16th century Pharoah Kamose as Ǯthe land of the Asiaticsǯ.336  

But the Egyptians did not distinguish between one group of Asiatics and another at this time, so they had no 

word to describe the Hebrews specifically, even in their written records. 

                                                                    
333 ͚Moƌeoǀeƌ, iŶ the ŵoist eŶǀiƌoŶŵeŶt of the Delta, suƌǀiǀiŶg papǇƌi aƌe ƌaƌe.ϲ The eǆĐaǀatioŶ at Tell el-Daď͚a 

;aŶĐieŶt Aǀaƌis, the HǇksos ĐapitalͿ, diƌeĐted ďǇ MaŶfƌed Bietak of VieŶŶa UŶiǀeƌsitǇ, uses a puŵp aŶd aŶ 

elaďoƌate Ŷetǁoƌk of pipes iŶ oƌdeƌ to ƌeŵoǀe ǁateƌ fƌoŵ the gƌouŶd to alloǁ diggeƌs to ƌeaĐh Neǁ KiŶgdoŵ 

leǀels. DuƌiŶg a ǀisit iŶ ϮϬϬϮ, I saǁ the sĐƌiďes͛ Ƌuaƌteƌ of the eaƌlǇ-ϭϴth-DǇŶastǇ palaĐe ;Đ. ϭϱϬϬ–ϭϰϱϬ B.C.Ϳ that 

ǁas ďeiŶg eǆposed fƌoŵ the ŵoist ŵud of the Delta. A Ŷuŵďeƌ of iŶsĐƌiďed ĐlaǇ seals aŶd seal iŵpƌessioŶs ǁeƌe 

fouŶd, soŵe of ǁhiĐh date to the ϭϮth DǇŶastǇ ;Đ. ϭϵϬϬ B.C.Ϳ, ďut Ŷo papǇƌus had suƌǀiǀed.ϳ IŶdeed, afteƌ ŵoƌe 

thaŶ ϯϱ Ǉeaƌs, Bietak s͛ teaŵ has Ŷot disĐoǀeƌed aŶǇ papǇƌi.͛ , Hoffŵeieƌ, ͚Out of EgǇpt: The AƌĐhaeologiĐal 

CoŶteǆt of the Eǆodus ,͛ iŶ AŶĐieŶt Isƌael iŶ EgǇpt aŶd the Eǆodus ;ϮϬϭϮͿ, ϱ. 

334 ͚IŶ shoƌt, the Nile Delta ǁheƌe the Biďle saǇs the aŶĐieŶt Isƌaelites liǀed has pƌoduĐed Ŷo histoƌiĐal oƌ 

adŵiŶistƌatiǀe doĐuŵeŶts that ŵight shed light oŶ aŶǇ peƌiod.͛ , iďid., p. ϱ. 

335 ͚Thus ďoth teǆts fƌoŵ EgǇpt aŶd aƌĐhaeologiĐal eǀideŶĐe fƌoŵ the seĐoŶd ŵilleŶŶiuŵ B.C. agƌee that “eŵites 

eŶteƌed EgǇpt ǁith floĐks aŶd heƌds, espeĐiallǇ iŶ tiŵes of dƌought iŶ CaŶaaŶ. This is pƌeĐiselǇ the piĐtuƌe 

poƌtƌaǇed iŶ GeŶesis ƌegaƌdiŶg JaĐoď aŶd his faŵilǇ. Dƌought aŶd faŵiŶe iŶ CaŶaaŶ pƌoŵpted the patƌiaƌĐh to 

seŶd his soŶs to EgǇpt ǁheƌe theƌe ǁas gƌaiŶ, ǁhiĐh eǀeŶtuallǇ led theŵ to settle iŶ EgǇpt ǁith theiƌ floĐks aŶd 

heƌds ;GeŶesis ϰϯ:ϭ–ϭϱͿ.͛ , iďid., p. ϳ. 

336  ͚He [the HǇksos kiŶg] holds the laŶd of the AsiatiĐs; ǁe hold EgǇpt ,͛ PƌitĐhaƌd, ͚AŶĐieŶt Neaƌ EasteƌŶ Teǆts͛ 

;ϭϵϲϵͿ, ϯϮϯ. 
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3. Why are there no Egyptian texts, inscriptions, or monuments recording the plagues and the events 

of the Exodus? 

Archaeologists such as Hoffmeir and Kitchen argue that such records are not found because the Eygptians 

chose to conceal defeats rather than recording them, especially when the Pharaoh was involved.337 

Assessing the available evidence 

Whilst skepticism of the historicity of the Exodus is certainly the scholarly norm, there is a great deal of 

indirect archaeological evidence which gives good reason to accept the Biblical account. ǮWhile there is no direct extra-biblical source on the Exodus (or Conquest) or on the Israelite servitude in 

Egypt, we do possess several significant indirect sources—a sort of circumstantial evidence that lends greater authority to the biblical account.ǯ338  

Consequently, even archaeologists who do not believe the Exodus occurred as described in the Bible still 

agree there is plenty of archaeological evidence supporting the historical background of the event, even if 

not the event itself. ǮOne thing is certain. The basic situation described in the Exodus saga - the phenomenon of immigrants 

coming down to Egypt from Canaan and settling in the eastern border regions of the delta - is abundantly verified in the archaeological finds and historical texts.ǯ339 ǮThere were Semites there, there was forced labor, there was brickmaking, there was intense building 

activity under Ramesses II, including of the city of Ramses. The list could easily be extended—Mosesǯ name 
                                                                    
337 ͚Moƌeoǀeƌ, the tǇpes of ƌoǇal iŶsĐƌiptioŶs fouŶd oŶ stelae aŶd teŵples Ŷeǀeƌ iŶĐlude aŶǇ Ŷegatiǀe ƌepoƌts 

aďout Phaƌaoh aŶd his aƌŵies. ‘atheƌ, theǇ speak of his tƌiuŵphs aŶd deeds of ǀaloƌ, aŶd eǀeŶ distoƌt set-ďaĐks 

suĐh as the Ŷeaƌ disasteƌ to ‘aŵesses II͛s aƌŵǇ at the ďattle of Kadesh, aďout ǁhiĐh ǁe kŶoǁ fƌoŵ otheƌ souƌĐes. 

CoŶseƋueŶtlǇ, Ŷo oŶe ǁill eǀeƌ fiŶd a stela ĐoŵŵeŵoƌatiŶg the huŵiliatioŶ of Phaƌaoh as a ƌesult of the plagues 

oƌ the defeat of the EgǇptiaŶ foƌĐes dispatĐhed to ďƌiŶg the fleeiŶg Heďƌeǁs ďaĐk to EgǇpt.͛ , Hoffŵeieƌ, ͚Out of 

EgǇpt: The AƌĐhaeologiĐal CoŶteǆt of the Eǆodus ,͛ iŶ AŶĐieŶt Isƌael iŶ EgǇpt aŶd the Eǆodus ;ϮϬϭϮͿ, ϱ. 

338 Malaŵat, ͚HistoƌǇ of BiďliĐal Isƌael: ŵajoƌ pƌoďleŵs aŶd ŵiŶoƌ issues͛ ;ϮϬϬϭͿ, ϱϵ. 

339 FiŶkelsteiŶ & “ilďeƌŵaŶ, ͚The Biďle UŶeaƌthed: AƌĐhaeologǇ's Neǁ VisioŶ of AŶĐieŶt Isƌael aŶd the OƌigiŶ of 

“aĐƌed Teǆts͛ ;ϮϬϬϭͿ, ϱϮ. 
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is clearly Egyptian,† the story of Moses growing up in the court mirrors the practice of Egyptian kings 
raising the children of their Semitic vassals as hostages in the court.ǯ340 Although this does not prove the Exodus did happen, it does prove that the Bibleǯs description of the Exodus 
is not a literary fiction of later centuries; it contains accurate knowledge of the geographical and socio-

cultural background in which such an event would have occurred, proving it is grounded in authentic 

historical records and events.  

The following is a list of indirect evidence supporting the Biblical Exodus. 

1. Semites and Canaanites typically moved down to Egypt with their flocks in times of drought and 

famine, and settled in Egypt as Jacob did. ǮThe universal experience of Canaanites, in other words, was that in times of famine, Canaanites 
were sent down to Egypt. And when the Canaanites were pastoralists, it was to the land of Goshen 

they went—the area where the )sraelites settled.ǯ 341 

2. Foreigners such as Semites and Canaanites could become appointed to high government positions, 

as Joseph was. 

'In the wider population of the whole Theban region, however, both in the government and in the 

administration of the great funerary temples, one finds Canaanites in very responsible positions, 

such as the Semite Zabu, a Scribe of the Vizier (also in no. 35) who penned one of the Deir el Medina papyri.ǯ342 ǮSometimes these slaves rose to positions of considerable prominence in Egypt, often to major power.ǯ343 

3. Many personal names of people born in Egypt (according to the Exodus record), are genuine 

Egyptian names of the era. ǮThe presence of such Egyptian personal names as Hophni, Phinehas, and Merari among members 

of the house of Levi would argue for the assumption that members of this group were also in Egypt. 

                                                                    
340 HalpeƌŶ, ͚The Eǆodus fƌoŵ EgǇpt: MǇth oƌ ‘ealitǇ? ,͛ iŶ The ‘ise of AŶĐieŶt Isƌael ;ϮϬϬϰͿ. 

341 Iďid. 

342 Lesko, 'Phaƌaoh's ǁoƌkeƌs: the ǀillageƌs of Deiƌ el MediŶa', p. ϲϴ ;ϭϵϵϰͿ. 

343 HalpeƌŶ, ͚The Eǆodus fƌoŵ EgǇpt: MǇth oƌ ‘ealitǇ? ,͛ iŶ The ‘ise of AŶĐieŶt Isƌael ;ϮϬϬϰͿ/ 
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Moses, also a Levite, bore an Egyptian name ȋfrom a verb meaning ǲto begetǳȌ which appears as an element in such Egyptian names as Thutmosis and Ramesses.ǯ344 

4. Egyptian records describe people called ǮApiru, a term used by Egyptians to describe certain 
Semitic groups. Although this term does not refer exclusively or specifically to the Hebrews, it was 

the word which the Egyptians would have used to refer to them.  ǮThe Bible places this event overtly under Merneptah ȋc. ͳʹ͵͹–1227 B.C.E.), and the oppression 

under Ramesses II (c. 1304–1238). And there are convincing details: Texts of Ramesses II even refer to construction by captive ǮApiru,* an Egyptian term for a type of Semite sometimes 
encountered in small numbers on military campaigns. This term is probably related to the later )sraelite word, ǲ(ebrewǳ ȋǮivriȌ, used in the Bible to describe )sraelite ethnicity to foreigners, and used frequently in the Book of Exodus.ǯ 
This word fell out of use a couple of hundred years after the Exodus, 345 so its use in the Exodus 

account shows the record was written with accurate historical information of the era in which it is 

set. If the Exodus account had been written after the 10th century, the writer would not have known 

this word. 

5. Archaeologists acknowledge there is abundant evidence for Semitic people (such as the Hebrews), 

living in Egypt and its surrounding areas at this time. ǮThere is no doubt that there was a significant Semitic population throughout Egypt during the New 
Kingdom (see chap. 3). Because of the preponderance of epigraphic evidence for a Syro-Palestinian 

presence in Egypt from the mid to late second millennium B.C., even the most skeptical historian cannot dismiss the fact that both the Bible and Egyptian sources agree on this situation.ǯ346 

6. References in the Exodus account to brickmaking by foreign laborers, brick tallies, and shortage of 

bricks resulting from inadequate supplies of straw, all show accurate historical knowledge of the 

era in which it was set. ǮThe brickmaking, too, described as part of the oppression, reflects close knowledge of conditions in 
Egypt. A 15th-century tomb painting depicts Canaanite and Nubian captives making bricks at 

                                                                    
344 HaǇes, 'IŶtƌoduĐtioŶ to the Biďle', p. ϲϰ ;ϭϵϳϭͿ. 

345 ͚But the EgǇptiaŶ teƌŵ, ͚͞Apiƌu,͟  lost its ĐuƌƌeŶĐǇ ďǇ the teŶth ĐeŶtuƌǇ.͛ , HalpeƌŶ, ͚The Eǆodus fƌoŵ EgǇpt: 

MǇth oƌ ‘ealitǇ? ,͛ iŶ The ‘ise of AŶĐieŶt Isƌael ;ϮϬϬϰͿ. 

346 Hoffŵeieƌ.͛  Isƌael iŶ EgǇpt: The EǀideŶĐe foƌ the AutheŶtiĐitǇ of the Eǆodus TƌaditioŶ͛ ;ϭϵϵϲͿ, ϭϭϮ. 
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Thebes. One text even complains about a dearth of straw for brickmaking—a situation encountered 

by Israel in Egypt.* In Canaan, by contrast, straw was not typically an ingredient of mudbrick. 

Almost every detail in the tradition mirrors conditions under the XIXth Dynasty.* Especially, the 

idea of a sudden rise in forced labor around the time of Ramesses II is entirely consonant with historical reality.*ǯ347 

7. Using the term ǮPharaohǯ without a specific name, was common in Egypt at the era of the Exodus, 

but not earlier or later. ǮBy the Ramesside period ȋͳ͵ͲͲ- I 100 B.C.), "Pharaoh" is widely used and continued popular in the 

late period. 114 From its inception until the tenth century, the term "Pharaoh" stood alone, without 

juxtaposed personal name. In subsequent periods, the name of the monarch was generally added 

on.  

This precise practice is found in the Old Testament; in the period covered from Genesis and Exodus 

to Solomon and Rehoboam, the terns "pharaoh" occurs alone, while after Shishak (ca. 925 B.C.), the title and name appear together ȋe.g., Pharaoh Neco, Pharaoh (ophraȌ. Thus, the usage of ǲpharaohǳ 
in Genesis and Exodus does accord well with the Egyptian practice from the fifteenth through the 

tenth centuries.ǯ348 

Conclusion 

Despite a lack of indisputable hard evidence for the exodus as commonly understood from the Biblical text, 

here is sufficient archaeological evidence to convince even skeptical archaeologists that the Scriptural 

account describes a genuine historical exodus event. 

The next section of this study will review and address typical arguments made against the historicity of the 

Exodus. 
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Review: The Ark Before Noah349 

Ken Gilmore 

The announcement early this year by British Museum Assyriologist Irving Finkel of the discovery of a 

second millennium BCE cuneiform tablet detailing another version of the Mesopotamian flood story has 

attracted considerable interest. This is due both to the intrinsic appeal of discovering a cuneiform text 

outlining the flood narrative, as well as for the news that it states how animals entered a round ark Ǯtwo by twoǯ a detail that previously was found only in the Genesis narrative.  Since George Smithǯs ͳͺ͹ʹ discovery of a cuneiform text detailing a Babylonian flood narrative with strong 

points of similarity with the Genesis flood story, there has been considerable debate about the relationship 

between the two flood traditions. Irving, currently Assistant Keeper of Ancient Mesopotamian Script, 

Languages, and Cultures at the British Museumǯs Department of Middle East has written in ǲThe Ark Before 

Noah: Decoding the Story of the Floodǳ yet another instalment in this debate, in which he aims to outline what the ǮArk Tabletǯ says, its relationship to the existing cuneiform traditions, and how in his opinion the 

cuneiform tradition became part of the Hebrew Bible. 

Inevitably this means the scope of The Ark Before Noah extends well beyond the story of its discovery and 

translation. The early chapters provide an overview of Mesopotamian language, history and culture, 

cuneiform literature, scribal culture and literacy, and the cross-cultural links between Mesopotamia and 

Greece. Finkel also provides a brief autobiographical sketch, which includes details of his studies of 

Assyriology and cuneiform under the legendary Assyriologist Wilfred Lambert at the University of 

Birmingham.  

Prior to the discovery of the Ark Tablet,350 the Babylonian flood story was represented by three cuneiform 

versions in two languages (Sumerian and Akkadian) across nine tablets, dating from the Old Babylonian 

                                                                    
349 Hoddeƌ & “toughtoŶ, ϮϬϭϰ. 

350 Finkel first encountered the Ark Tablet in 1985 when Douglas Simmonds, its original owner brought it in for identification. 

Simmonds had inherited the Ark Tablet, along with other near Eastern antiquities from his father who had obtained them when 

stationed in the near East at the end of the Second World War. Simmonds was reluctant to leave it with Finkel for analysis, and 

it was only a chance encounter with Simmonds in 2009 that allowed Finkel to obtain the Ark Tablet on a long-term basis for 

deciphering. 
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period (1900 – 1600 BCE), the Middle Babylonian (1600 – 1200 BCE), the Late Assyrian (800 – 600 BCE) 

and the late Babylonian (600 – 500 BCE): 

 The Sumerian Flood story 

 Atrahasis 

 The Epic of Gilgamesh 

 

The Ark Tablet belongs to the Old Babylonian era, dating at around 1750 BCE, making it one of the oldest 

flood texts in existence. What distinguishes it from the other tablets is that there is no narrative. Rather, it 

consists of nine speeches. Finkelǯs speculates that it may be a 'note of the essential spoken parts for the role 
of Enki - one voice - and Atra-hasis - the other - which, rationally speaking, can hardly derive from any other 

use than some kind of public performance.'351 

What the Ark Tablet lacks in narrative it makes up for in its description of the Ark, which Finkel states was a 

large rope coracle covered with bitumen approximately 70 metres in diameter.  Intriguingly, when Finkel 

re-examined two other cuneiform flood tablets he asserts that: ǲThe crucial cuneiform signs were in one case damaged and in the other without good context, but in both cases the key word kippatu, 'circle', was there in the clay.ǳ352 

Against this is the fact that the Ark in Gilgamesh is cuboid. Finkel not unreasonably points out that as the 

text of Gilgamesh we have dates from the 1st millennium, it is likely that some editorial revision may have 

occurred. Furthermore, the passage of time would have made the older texts lying behind Gilgamesh 

obscure or damaged. Finkel however argues that in Gilgamesh XI line 58, the word kippatu (circle) is found, 

though not written in simple signs but with a Sumerian ideogram that has been translated as 'area': 

Ark Tablet 9: Let her floor area be one 'acre', let her sides be one rod (high). 

Gilgamesh XI 58: One 'acre' was her circle, ten rods each her sides stood high 

"In Gilgamesh XI the statement in lines 29-30 that the boat's dimensions should all correspond and her 

length and breadth should be the same have become divorced from the crucial issue of her roundness, 
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352 Finkel, Kindle Location 1990 
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for this is only referred to further on (and non-explicitly) in line 58. This separation within the text of 

features that belonged together imposed the unfounded idea of a 'square' boat, far from the original 

meaning. This had the effect of displacing the original circular ground plan idea, enabling the very 

improbable cube to come into existence."353 

The paucity of references to coracles in Mesopotamian literature on boats and the lack of a specific word for 

coracle in Akkadian is a strong counterargument to the coracle hypothesis which Finkel counters by 

referring to the 1st millennium BCE Legend of Sargon, which describes how he was found as a child after 

being placed in a bitumen-coated reed basket on the Euphrates: 

She placed me in a reed quppu and made its opening watertight with bitumen.354 

Finkel notes that the semantic range of quppu according to modern Assyrian dictionaries includes wicker 

basket, box, and wooden chest. The Arabic word word for oracle is quffa (primarily, it means basket).  His 

argument that as quffu is cognate with quppu, it shows that quppu could mean coracle is certainly 

plausible.355 Finkelǯs assertion that the reference to sealing the opening of Sargonǯs basket is a direct textual 
parallel to the Babylonian flood story is intriguing, and does suggest a connection between the two 

narratives. One of Finkelǯs goals in writing ǲThe Ark Before Noahǳ was to show how he believes the ancient Hebrews 

adapted the Mesopotamian Flood tradition. As part of his case, he observes that: 

1. The Hebrew word for ark –  tēvāh –  occurs only in in the flood narrative and in Ex 2:2-6 to describe 

the ark in which Noah was found 

2. The (ebrew word for Ǯgopher woodǯ occurs nowhere else in the OT 

3. The words for bitumen and smear (kopher and kāphar, respectively) are Akkadian loan words 

(kupru and kapāru, respectively). 

4. Both arks were coated with bitumen 

 

                                                                    
353 Finkel, Kindle Location 2068 

354 Finkel, Kindle Location 2105 

355 Finkel does admit that the Ark Tablet uses the word eleppu, rather than quppu, and nots that there is minimal cuneiform 

textual evidence for eleppu being used or coracle elsewhere. 
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The Akkadian background for kopher and kāphar suggest to Finkel that tēvāh and gopher are also Akkadian 

loanwords, though he admits that there is no evidence of this to date. 

Finkel refers to a 500 BCE cuneiform text that refers to a ṭubbû boat: ǲa boat ȋeleppu) which is six cubits wide at the beam, a ṭubbû which is at the crossing, and a boat 

(eleppu) five and a half cubits wide at the beam which is at the bridge, they exchanged for (?) one boat which is five cubits wide at the beam.ǳ356 

Etymologically, it is impossible for tēvāh to derive from ṭubbû, as Finkel acknowledges. In postulating a 

Babylonian origin for tēvāh, Finkel speculates that it is either a Hebraisation of ṭubbû, or a Wanderwort. Both arguments strike me as being less than convincing, though given Finkelǯs background it would be 
premature to completely dismiss either option. The reference in the Ark Tablet to animals entering the ark Ǯtwo by twoǯ has attracted some attention given 

that prior to this discovery, only the Biblical flood narrative had this detail: But the wild animals from the steppe […] … Two by two …did [they enter the ark.] ͷͳ-52 

The implication of a 2nd millennium cuneiform tablet describing animals entering the ark two by two 

promoted Finkel to look again at OId Babylonian Atrahasis as "there is a broken line in exactly this spot where only the traces of the first sign survive: 'x […] .. he put on board', and previously there had been no 
way of identifying this sign for certain."357 

He states that when looking at the original OBA tablet in the British museum, one can positively identify it 

as the first part of the word for two each or two by two, meaning that the OBA can be reconstructed: Two by 

two he brought on board the boat. 

FInkel accepts the hypothesis that the Genesis flood narrative is compiled from two sources: 

Gen 6:19-22 refers to two of every kind of animal to preserve life 
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Gen 7:2-3 refers to 7 pairs of clean animals, a pair of unclean animals, and seven pairs of birds of the 

air. 

En passant, his claim that ǲthe (ebrew flood tradition - like the Sumerian and Babylonian that preceded it - 

could only have in mind the range of species that prevailed locally. All the animals, birds, and insects, in 

other words, meant only all that they were familiar with"358 can be added to the body of evidence that 

argues against a geographically universal flood. Finkel, who does not believe the Ark actually existed, can 

hardly be accused of having a theological agenda on this point. 

Apart from making a case for textual dependence of the Genesis narrative on the cuneiform tradition, Finkel 

recognises the need to construct a plausible mechanism for how the Judean exiles could have obtained 

access to the cuneiform tablets.359 For Finkel, the bird motif in Gilgamesh and Genesis argue decisively in 

favour of Genesis being dependent on the cuneiform tradition: 

"Here particularly, it seems to me, the parallels between the two traditions are overwhelming, and 

can only be explained by literary borrowing. Differences in detail - such as the species or order of the 

birds - are of an altogether different order: it is the whole literary episode which is so telling."360 

While the parallels between Genesis and the Mesopotamian tradition at the very least reflect a shared 

cognitive environment,361 there are strong arguments against direct literary borrowing, if only as Wenham 

points out, because of differences in narrative detail and emphasis.362 Cassutoǯs observation on the 
                                                                    
358 Finkel, Kindle Location 3167 

359 Interestingly, as the Ark Tablet ends just as the flood begins arrive; Finkel is relying on the existing texts – mainly Gilgamesh 

– to argue his case. 

360 Finkel, Kindle Location 3570 

361 ͞There is really little question among scholars of Scripture and the ancient Near East that the Hebrew version is later and 

owes its existence to its Akkadian predecessors, in terms of shared cultural and literary motifs if not actual retellings of those 

Akkadian precursors.͟ Peter Enns, The EǀolutioŶ of Adaŵ: What the Biďle Does aŶd DoesŶ͛t “aǇ About Human Origins (Grand 

Rapids, MI: Brazos Press, 2012), 47. 

362 ͞A stronger case can be made for asserting a relationship between Genesis and Atrahasis in that Atrahasis also presents 

primeval history as a sequence of creation-divine displeasure-flood. In other words this, the standard Babylonian account of 

creation, sees creation as a prelude to the flood, just as Gen 1–11 does. Nevertheless, it is still quite improbable that there is 

direct literary dependence of Genesis on Atrahasis. The general thrust and the various details of the narrative are too different 
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differences between Genesis and Gilgamesh on their use of the bird motif alone is reason to regard claims of 

direct literary borrowing with reserve.363 

Having rejected the conservative argument that Judean and Babylonian flood narratives were independent 

traditions sharing a common ancestor, Finkel surprisingly rejects the Ǯliterary osmosisǯ model: 
"Leaving aside the intrinsic improbability, such undemonstrable processes likewise would not 

produce Hebrew narrative that would parallel the carefully structures literary account that we know 

from Gilgamesh XI."364 

Finkel is surely correct here. Even if his assertion of direct literary borrowing is overstated, the parallels 

between Atrahasis and Genesis 1-11 imply direct familiarity with the cuneiform text, not just a familiarity 

with an oral tradition. That requires both literacy in Akkadian, Sumerian, and the cuneiform text, as well as 

access to the texts.  

The question of what motivation the exiled Judeans would have to frame the Genesis narrative from 

creation to Babel with close parallels to the cuneiform text is one that Finkel – to his credit – takes very 

seriously.  Successive shocks of defeat, exile, and loss of cultic centre would strike to the very core of their 

identity, particularly given their aniconic tradition: 

                                                                    
to make this probable. The similarities can be explained by the origin of both accounts in neighboring countries in roughly the 

same chronological period.͟ 362 Gordon J. Wenham, Genesis 1–15 (vol. 1; Word Biblical Commentary; Dallas: Word, 

Incorporated, 1998), 8–9. 

363 The Gilgaŵeš EpiĐ speaks also of the puttiŶg foƌth of a sǁalloǁ, ďut iŶ the “Đƌiptuƌal stoƌǇ theƌe is Ŷo ŵeŶtioŶ of this ďiƌd. 

Whether the sending of the swallow was part of the ancient tradition and the Torah omitted it for some reason, or on the 

contrary it is an addition of the Babylonian poet, it is not possible to decide. Furthermore, according to the Babylonian Epic the 

dove was sent forth only once, but in the Torah account three times. And again, the order in which the two birds are mentioned 

is diffeƌeŶt iŶ the Biďle fƌoŵ that of the Gilgaŵeš EpiĐ, ǁhiĐh speaks of the doǀe fiƌst aŶd of the ƌaǀeŶ last. The PeŶtateuĐhal 

order is more in keeping with the general character of the Scriptural narrative, which is wholly based on an ethical interpretation 

of the story.  Cassuto, U. A Commentary on the Book of Genesis: Part II, From Noah to Abraham. (Translated by Israel Abrahams. 

Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, The Hebrew University, 1997), 109 

364 Finkel, Kindle Location 3658 
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"No other religion of antiquity could have survived focused exclusively on one god who could not be 

seen. Once they arrived in Babylon the Judaeans had little beyond this highly elusive abstraction to 

exemplify their belief or give structure to their displaced identity."365 

Furthermore, Finkel argues that there is evidence that during the middle of the 1st millennium BCE, a 

'monotheistic framework' was evolving around Marduk, god of the city of Babylon and the hero of the 

creation epic Enuma Elish: 

Consider the message of this innocent-looking little theological text: 

Urash is Marduk of planting 

Lugalakia is Marduk of ground water 

Ninurta is Marduk of the hoe 

Nergal is Marduk of war 

Zababa is Marduk of battle 

Enlil is Marduk of lordship and deliberation 

Sin is Marduk as illuminator of night 

Shamash is Marduk of justice 

Adad is Marduk of rain 

Tishpak is Marduk of hosts 

)shtaran is Marduk of … 

Shuqamunu is Marduk of the trough 

Mami is Marduk of potterǯs clay 

 

This is a truly remarkable document, for in it we witness theological innovation in process, fixed in time. A theologian is speculating that Marduk is Ǯreallyǯ the only god, expressing this by the 
proposition that fourteen major and ancient gods, independent deities with their own temples, cult 

and followers, are but aspects of Marduk, his offices, so to speak. This text does not stand in isolation. There are similar Ǯsyncretismsǯ laid out for Zarpanitu, Mardukǯs wife, and their son Nabu, making 
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what in other contexts might be called a divine trinity, and there are longer theological disquisitions 

in the same vein.366 

The Judaeans were thus to encounter a native religious system more akin to their own than would 

have been the case at an earlier date. Babylonian monotheism, whether a matter of wider state policy 

or closed theology within the colleges (let alone debated loose on the streets), must have offered a 

threatening backdrop to Judaeans with their own belief in a single god and responsibility to preserve 

that belief from contamination. It is also worth pointing out that the epithets of praise that were 

heaped on Marduk (shepherd, champion of the poor and weak, protector of widows and children, 

fighter for justice and truth) would not have sounded strange to Judaean ears brought up in their 

own tradition. 367 

Again, Finkelǯs thesis surely is correct. )f maintaining theological orthodoxy in their own country had been 
difficult, the more perceptive members of the Judean community in exile would have recognised that the 

presence of a competing monolatrous theology espoused by their captors would present the biggest threat 

to their continued existence as a religious and national group they had faced.  

Finkel's argument that this threat to the survival of the Judeans both as a religious and a national entity 

spurred the creation of the Bible is hardly news to Old Testament scholars. Brueggemann notes:  

It is now increasingly agreed that the Old Testament in its final form is a product of and response to the 

Babylonian Exile. This premise needs to be stated more precisely. The Torah (Pentateuch) was likely 

completed in response to the exile, and the subsequent formation of the prophetic corpus and the ǲwritingsǳ as bodies of religious literature ȋcanonȌ is to be understood as a product of Second Temple 
Judaism. This suggests that by their intention, these materials are not to be understood in their final form diachronically…but more as an intentional and coherent response to a particular circumstance of crisis…Whatever older materials may have been utilized ȋand the use of old materials can hardly 

be doubted), the exilic and/or postexilic location of the final form of the text suggests that the Old 
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Testament materials, understood normatively, are to be taken precisely in an acute crisis of 

displacement, when old certitudes—sociopolitical as well as theological—had failed.368 

What is fascinating is his recognition that osmosis is unlikely to have allowed specific details of the 

cuneiform tradition to become known to the Judeans, as well as his willingness to recognise the book of 

Daniel as providing evidence showing how the Judeaan community were able to access these texts: 

The Hebrew Bible tells us in so many words that a hand-picked group of Judaean intelligentsia were 

inducted into the mysteries of cuneiform at the capital, and I see absolutely no reason not to take this 

statement at face value: 

 3 Then the king commanded his palace master Ashpenaz to bring some of the Israelites of the royal 

family and of the nobility, 4 young men without physical defect and handsome, versed in every branch of 

wisdom, endowed with knowledge and insight, and competent to serve in the kingǯs palace; they were to 

be taught the literature and language of the Chaldeans. 5 The king assigned them a daily portion of the 

royal rations of food and wine. They were to be educated for three years, so that at the end of that time 

they could be stationed in the kingǯs court. Daniel 1:3-5 

The Book of Daniel is composed of tales about the Babylonian court interspersed with great visions, 

set in the time of the Exile, under the Neo-Babylonian kings and their Persian successors. Whereas it 

was once believed that the book dated to the sixth century BC, scholars now consider the editing of 

the whole, which incorporates older, traditional material, to date to the second century BC, just four 

hundred years after the Exile. This verdict may be true in general but to my mind the opening chapters of the book give, just for a moment, an oddly convincing flavour of Nebuchadnezzarǯs court, 
and with regard to particularly the reference to learning the literature and language of the Chaldeans 

cuneiform classes, which are given such pointed attention right at the beginning of the book, I follow 

the text resolutely. 

There can be no doubt that what is meant, by this, is instruction in the cuneiform writing system and 

the Babylonian language. The Judaeans spoke Hebrew; the educated among them knew Aramaic. The 

programme was evidently part of Babylonian state policy to avoid long-term difficulty with imported 
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populations: the cream would be acculturated to Babylonian life and ways, and the most effective and 

lasting way to achieve this was through reading and writing. We are told that Daniel and his 

intimates went on to become judges: all legal matters were conducted in Babylonian and recorded in 

cuneiform for a long time to come. 

As far as I know, my idea that this three-year teaching programme must refer to cuneiform has 

neither been proposed nor defended before, largely due perhaps to the absurd dismissal of the Book 

of Daniel as a reputable witness, but it is easy to show that, from the point of view of the humanities, 

this is one of the most significant passages in the Hebrew Bible. It allows us to make sense of many 

matters that are both unexplained and often left unconnected with one another.369 

His willingness to reject the hermeneutic of suspicion when it comes to reading the historical section of 

Daniel is needless to say a welcome change. 

Finkel needless to say argues that as the Judeans inherited the Ark tradition from the Babylonians, 'Biblical 

Ararat corresponds to the ancient name Urartu, which was the ancient political and geographical entity due 

north of the Mesopotamian heartland included in the Map of the World.'370 

Although ostensibly a popular-level text, The Ark Before Noah contains four appendices covering  

1. Mesopotamian views on ghosts, the soul and reincarnation, 

2. Gilgamesh and the Ark Tablet, with emphasis on how the shape of the Ark changed in the cuneiform 

traditions 

3. A detailed examination of how to build the coracle in the Ark Tablet 

4. A line-by-line examination of the Ark Tablet 

One can safely skip them without missing out on any substantive points, but for those interested in the 

ancient Near Eastern background of the OT, they repay close reading. 

The Ark Before Noah is recommended if only for the fact that it an account of how a newly-translated 

cuneiform text has expanded our understanding of the Mesopotamian flood tradition written by the 

respected Assyriologist responsible for its translation.  

                                                                    
369 Finkel, Kindle Location 4017 

370 Finkel, Kindle Location 4400 
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The scope of Finkelǯs book however extends well beyond this. It provides an excellent lay-level introduction 

into cuneiform literature by an acknowledged expert whose love of the subject suffuses every paragraph. 

His thesis that the Genesis flood narrative was adapted from cuneiform originals by Judean exiles is one that 

I regard with caution if only because the case for direct literary copying is one for which strong counter-

arguments exist.  

Needless to say, it is a position to which any apologist will need to offer a rebuttal, and Finkelǯs presentation 
of this position is an informed and well-reasoned one. His argument that incipient Babylonian monolatry 

may have been one of the main spurs leading to the formation of the Old Testament is fascinating, and 

coupled with his thesis that the three year training program referred to in Daniel 1:3-5 included cuneiform, 

allowing the trainees access to the cuneiform accounts of the flood is reason enough to recommend the 

book. 
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Review: Aaronofskyǯs Noah 

Dave Burke 

Background Information 

Darren Aronofsky, the Jewish director of Hollywood blockbuster Noah (2014) has described his movie as Ǯthe least biblical biblical movie ever made.ǯ While somewhat exaggerated, this deliberately provocative 
statement confirmed what everyone should already have known: that the script of Noah would not be 

faithful to Scripture.371 

Any further doubt was removed by the trailers,372 which show God communicating with Noah through 

troubling dreams, Methuselah wielding a flaming sword, and a raging battle in front of the ark—to name 

just a few of the many unbiblical elements. 

No-one entering the theatre should be under any illusion that Noah offered a strictly biblical narrative. 

Despite this, many Christians have complained that Noah wasnǯt as accurate as theyǯd expected it to be.373 Donǯt be one of those Christians. )nform yourself before watching the film, and you wonǯt be disappointed. 
Aronofsky has told interviewers that the story of Noah is a personal favourite, and its themes have 

fascinated him since childhood. Although a weak atheist/borderline agnostic today, he was raised in a 

religious Jewish household, remains a cultural Jew, and retains respect for Jewish theological traditions. 

                                                                    
371 PaƌaŵouŶt ;the filŵ studio ƌespoŶsiďle foƌ pƌoduĐiŶg NoahͿ has issued the folloǁiŶg disĐlaiŵeƌ: ͚The filŵ is 

iŶspiƌed ďǇ the stoƌǇ of Noah. While aƌtistiĐ liĐeŶĐe has ďeeŶ takeŶ, ǁe ďelieǀe that this filŵ is tƌue to the 

esseŶĐe, ǀalues, aŶd iŶtegƌitǇ of a stoƌǇ that is a ĐoƌŶeƌstoŶe of faith foƌ ŵillioŶs of people ǁoƌldǁide. The 

ďiďliĐal stoƌǇ of Noah ĐaŶ ďe fouŶd iŶ the ďook of GeŶesis.͛  The keǇ ǁoƌds heƌe aƌe ͚iŶspiƌed ďǇ͛ aŶd ͚aƌtistiĐ 

liĐeŶĐe has ďeeŶ takeŶ.͛  

372 “ee heƌe: https://ǁǁǁ.Ǉoutuďe.Đoŵ/ǁatĐh?ǀ=ϲƋŵjϱŵhDǁJQ 

373 Noah is ƌated PG-ϭϯ, ǁhiĐh ŵeaŶs it ĐoŶtaiŶs theŵes uŶsuitaďle foƌ ĐhildƌeŶ uŶdeƌ the age of ϭϯ. IŶĐƌediďlǇ, I 

haǀe ƌead a ƌeǀieǁ fƌoŵ oŶe peƌsoŶ ǁho ĐoŵplaiŶed ďeĐause his seǀeŶ Ǉeaƌ old Đhild ǁas ďeǁildeƌed aŶd upset 

ďǇ the filŵ͛s depiĐtioŶ of Noah. I take the ǀieǁ that if a paƌeŶt iŶsists oŶ ďƌiŶgiŶg a seǀeŶ Ǉeaƌ old Đhild iŶto a PG-

ϭϯ ŵoǀie theǇ oŶlǇ haǀe theŵselǀes to ďlaŵe ǁheŶ the Đhild ƌespoŶds ďadlǇ. DoŶ͛t ďe that paƌeŶt. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6qmj5mhDwJQ
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Aronofskyǯs research for Noah included extensive reading from ancient Jewish commentaries, and 

consultation with rabbis from several different Jewish organisations. His source material includes the Bible, 

Jewish rabbinic tradition, early Christian theological speculation, and the Kabbalah. 

While it may seem strange to us, some rabbis have said that Aronofskyǯs version of Noahǯs story is easily 
accommodated among the plurality of views which comprise the Midrash tradition (an ancient homiletical commentaryȌ. )n other words it is Ǯkosherǯ from a rabbinic perspective. Thus Aronofskyǯs interpretation 

operates within the context of Midrash, and must be assessed on that basis. 

Anyone going into the movie without awareness of these facts is likely to be confused and disappointed. 

To ensure that my review is as objective and well informed as possible I have spent the past few days researching and reading the extra biblical Jewish texts upon which Aronofskyǯs interpretation is based, 
including Midrash and the Zohar. It has been a helpful and enlightening process. 

While this review does contain spoilers it neither comprises nor includes a detailed plot summary. 

God 

Some reviewers have claimed God is never mentioned in Noah. The opposite is true: God is referred to at least twenty times as Ǯthe Creatorǯ, and twice as ǮGod.ǯ374 

This is consistent with the Jewish aversion to using Godǯs name and remains faithful to the biblical record, which tells us that Godǯs name was not revealed until (e spoke with Moses.375 ǮCreatorǯ is an Old Testament title for God, and Jesus refers to (im as Ǯthe Creatorǯ in Matthew ͳͻ:Ͷ.376 

                                                                    
374 IƌoŶiĐallǇ, ŶoďodǇ uses the ǁoƌd ͚God͛ iŶ the ďiďliĐal aĐĐouŶt of Noah͛s stoƌǇ ;eǆĐept God Hiŵself; GeŶesis ϵ:ϲ, 

ϭϲͿ. IŶ faĐt God is the oŶlǇ oŶe ǁho saǇs aŶǇthiŶg thƌoughout the eŶtiƌe Ŷaƌƌatiǀe. AdditioŶallǇ, God is Ŷot 

ŵeŶtioŶed aŶǇǁheƌe iŶ the ďook of Estheƌ. “o I͛ŵ Ŷot suƌe ǁhat all the fuss is aďout. 

375 Eǆodus ϲ:ϯ, ͚I appeaƌed to Aďƌahaŵ, to IsaaĐ, aŶd to JaĐoď as God AlŵightǇ, ďut ďǇ ŵǇ Ŷaŵe ͞the Loƌd͟ 

[Yahǁeh] I ǁas Ŷot kŶoǁŶ to theŵ.͛  

376 ͚He aŶsǁeƌed, ͞Haǀe Ǉou Ŷot ƌead that fƌoŵ the ďegiŶŶiŶg the Cƌeatoƌ ŵade theŵ ŵale aŶd feŵale?͛͟ 
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In Aronofskyǯs film God never speaks to Noah verbally, instead communicating by dreams which Noah 
struggles to comprehend. This is the opposite of the biblical account, in which God speaks verbally but we 

have no words from Noah. 

Creation 

Creation is depicted as occurring ex nihilo377 within 6 literal days; this is explicitly stated by Noah, who 

correctly describes the work of each day in turn, as recorded in Scripture (which he quotes). Contrary to some reviews there is no Ǯevolution sequence.ǯ )nstead we see a rapid montage of different 

animals as the camera pans from sea to land. This sequence does not follow the order of evolution; instead it 

follows the order of creation in Genesis 1. 

The movie does not depict any animal evolving from any other (Noah specifically informs his sons that all animals were created Ǯaccording to their kindsǯȌ and there is no suggestion that humans evolved from apes 
or ape-like beings. 

Adam & Eve 

Adam and Eve are depicted as humans covered in a bright golden glow. This idea is taken from the Genesis 

Rabba (a Midrash composed between AD 400-͸ͲͲȌ which teaches that the first couple were Ǯclothed with lightǯ until the Fall, after which they were Ǯclothed with skins.ǯ378 When Noah recounts Adam and Eveǯs story to his children he warns them that ǮTemptation led to sin.ǯ This 
leads to a silhouetted depiction of Cain slaying Abel, which becomes a rapid montage of human violence 

throughout history. 

                                                                    
377 LatiŶ: ͚fƌoŵ ŶothiŶg.͛  AƌoŶofskǇ͛s Noah ĐoŵŵeŶĐes his aĐĐouŶt of ĐƌeatioŶ ǁith the ǁoƌds ͚IŶ the ďegiŶŶiŶg 

theƌe ǁas ŶothiŶg.͛  Note that Đƌeatio eǆ Ŷihilo has ďeeŶ a staŶdaƌd ǀieǁ ǁithiŶ Jeǁish aŶd ChƌistiaŶ theologiĐal 

tƌaditioŶs foƌ ŵoƌe thaŶ Ϯ,ϬϬϬ Ǉeaƌs, aŶd tǇpiĐallǇ pƌesupposes the eǆisteŶĐe of a diǀiŶe Cƌeatoƌ. WheŶ Noah saǇs 

͚theƌe ǁas ŶothiŶg͛ he is Ŷot deŶǇiŶg the pƌeseŶĐe of God.  

378 “oŵe ƌaďďis took this to ŵeaŶ that Adaŵ aŶd Eǀe͛s liteƌal skiŶ ǁas Đoŵposed of puƌe light aŶd oŶlǇ ďeĐaŵe 

flesh afteƌ the Fall. Otheƌs ďelieǀed theǇ ǁoƌe gaƌŵeŶts of light ǁhiĐh ǁeƌe suďseƋueŶtlǇ ƌeplaĐed ďǇ the diǀiŶelǇ 

pƌoǀided Đoats of skiŶ iŶ GeŶesis ϯ:Ϯϭ. AƌoŶofskǇ seeŵs to haǀe ĐhoseŶ the foƌŵeƌ iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ. 
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Each image is superimposed over the last one, with Cain and Abel replaced by a swift succession of soldiers 

from many different cultures and eras, including our own. This same technique is later used to great effect 

in the creation sequence. 

Noah )n Aronofskyǯs movie Noah is a vegetarian ȋthis is biblical; the sanction to eat meat was only given after the 

flood379) but contrary to some reviews he is not a vegan.  When (am asks why the family doesnǯt kill animals for food, Noah simply replies ǮWe take only what we need, only what we can use.ǯ This explains Noahǯs leather boots, which are clearly visible in several scenes. 

While he may not eat meat, he has no qualms about using animal skins for clothing. Similarly, Abelǯs animal sacrifice was acceptable to God even though meat-eating itself was not yet 

approved. In Noah, as in Scripture, faithful believers of the antediluvian era ate no meat and did not kill 

animals wantonly. 

Noah maintains a sustainable semi-agrarian existence, but contrary to some reviews he is not a radical tree-

hugging pacifist. Throughout the course of the movie he slaughters an unspecified number of Cainites with 

ruthless brutality (three in the first 10 minutes!) and cuts down an entire forest. Many conservative Christian viewers have actually complained that Aronofskyǯs Noah is not peaceful enough. 
In an early scene Noah finds a dying animal hunted by the Cainites for food. Minutes later he is confronted 

by angry Cainites and kills them all in self-defence. Rather than burying the dead animal he wraps it in cloth 

and cremates it on an altar of stones, silently and reverently raising his eyes to heaven in the manner of a prayer. )f this is not a burnt offering, ) donǯt know what else it could be. 

                                                                    
379 GeŶesis ϵ:ϯ. 
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)n Aronofskyǯs movie Noah does not preach to the wicked and is not mocked by doubters.380 This is faithful 

to the OT account, which never says Noah preached to those around him381 and neither states or implies 

that he was mocked for building the ark.382 )n Scripture Noah is never described as speaking, consulting God, or praying. We donǯt even have any record 
of him offering sacrifices until after the flood.383 By contrast, Aronofskyǯs Noah seeks Godǯs guidance on 
several occasions and presents a burnt offering in the first 20 minutes of the film.384 

The most confronting part of the film occurs in the final act. Noah and his family have been afloat for an unspecified period, without any message from God. Their uncertain fate breeds doubt in Noahǯs mind. (aving reflected upon the violence and depravity of the Cainitesǯ last days he becomes convinced that 
humanity is irredeemable. 

Noah despairs, believing Godǯs plan to renew creation cannot be achieved as long while sin is perpetuated. 
He shares these thoughts with his family, voicing his belief that Japheth will outlive them all and die alone as 

the last human on Earth. This, he says, is the only way the world can revert to its Edenic state. The animals 

are innocent and must be preserved but humans must not survive, lest their propensity to sin result in a 

fresh cycle of corruption and violence. 

                                                                    
380 EǀeŶ Tuďal-CaiŶ does Ŷot deŶǇ that the flood ǁill eǀeŶtuate; iŶstead he ďoasts ͚I aŵ Ŷot afƌaid of ŵiƌaĐles͛ aŶd 

plaŶs to take the aƌk foƌ hiŵself ďǇ killiŶg Noah aŶd his faŵilǇ. 

381 II Peteƌ Ϯ:ϱ ƌefeƌs to Noah as ͚a heƌald of ƌighteousŶess.͛  Is this a ƌefeƌeŶĐe to liteƌal pƌeaĐhiŶg aďout the 

ĐoŵiŶg flood, oƌ does it siŵplǇ ŵeaŶ Noah pƌoĐlaiŵed the ǁaǇs of God to those aƌouŶd hiŵ? I aŵ uŶsuƌe. 

NotiĐe also the laĐk of aŶǇ ƌefeƌeŶĐe to ŵoĐkeƌǇ fƌoŵ uŶďelieǀeƌs. These aƌe ideas ǁe tƌaditioŶallǇ ďƌiŶg to the 

teǆt ;ŵaiŶlǇ ǀia iŶfeƌeŶĐe aŶd speĐulatioŶͿ. TheǇ ŵaǇ ďe ĐoƌƌeĐt, ďut theǇ aƌe Ŷot fouŶd iŶ “Đƌiptuƌe. 

382 Hoǁeǀeƌ, BaďǇloŶiaŶ Talŵud: “aŶhedƌiŶ ϭϬϴa, ď, GeŶesis ‘aďďa ϯϬ:ϳ aŶd LeǀitiĐus ‘aďďa Ϯϳ:ϱ all Đlaiŵ that 

Noah ǁas ŵoĐked aŶd peƌseĐuted ďǇ uŶďelieǀeƌs. 

383 The fiƌst ƌeĐoƌded saĐƌifiĐe ďǇ Noah is iŶ GeŶesis ϴ:ϮϬ, afteƌ he has eŵeƌged fƌoŵ the aƌk. 

384 This is ŵǇ iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ of the sĐeŶe. I aŵ opeŶ to alteƌŶatiǀe ǀieǁs ǁhiĐh eǆplaiŶ the pƌeseŶĐe of a stoŶe 

altaƌ, ƌitual pƌepaƌatioŶ of aŶ aŶiŵal Đoƌpse, aŶd Noah͛s sileŶt, heaǀeŶǁaƌd gaze as the fiƌe ĐoŶsuŵes it. 
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Soon afterwards Noah learns from Shem that Ila is pregnant.385 At the height of a furious argument he accuses them both of undermining God by choosing to procreate, in open defiance of the Creatorǯs will. 
Overcome by grief he tells Ila that if the child is a boy he will replace Japheth as the last man to die; if a girl 

she will be slain to ensure the end of humanity. This has a predictable effect on the family dynamic. 

As the months drag on, Noah is racked with guilt and uncertainty. He goes to the roof of the ark and pleads 

with God, begging for an alternative to his own bloody solution.386 But there is no reply, so he steels himself 

for the hideous task and resolves to carry it through. 

I saw this as a deliberate parallel with Abraham, who was also prepared to kill his own child in obedience to 

God. The crucial difference between these two men is that Abraham correctly understood Godǯs command but was spared from carrying it out, whereas Aronofskyǯs Noah is wrong and must choose to stop himself.387 

It strikes me as odd that some Christians have condemned Aronofsky for portraying Noah as a man 

prepared to commit infanticide when Abraham was ready to kill Isaac. Surely the only valid criticism here is 

narrative inaccuracy, since the idea that a patriarch was willing to kill his own flesh and blood is entirely 

biblical. 

Ila gives birth to twin girls and Noah pursues her to the upper deck. At the last moment he experiences an 

epiphany and spares the babies.388 Yet Noah still seems troubled as they start a new life on dry land. In his 

heart he is wondering: have I obeyed or betrayed the Creator? 

The scenes which follow imply he seeks solace in wine. True to Scripture, Noah becomes drunk and is 

discovered naked by Ham. The episode is tastefully depicted with a long shot of Noah face down on the 

ground.  

                                                                    
385 Ila ǁas oƌigiŶallǇ ďaƌƌeŶ, ďut uŶkŶoǁŶ to Noah she ǁas healed ďǇ Methuselah ďefoƌe ďoaƌdiŶg the aƌk. 

386 ͚I ĐaŶŶot do this! Haǀe I Ŷot doŶe eǀeƌǇthiŶg else Ǉou asked of ŵe? Is that Ŷot eŶough?͛ Noah iŶ AƌoŶofskǇ͛s 

Noah ;ϮϬϭϰͿ. 

387 I ǁoŶdeƌ if Aďƌahaŵ offeƌed a fiŶal agoŶised pƌaǇeƌ—peƌhaps akiŶ to Chƌist͛s iŶ GethseŵaŶe—ďefoƌe leadiŶg 

IsaaĐ to Mt Moƌiah. 

388 ͚All I had iŶ ŵǇ heaƌt ǁas loǀe.͛  Noah iŶ AƌoŶofskǇ͛s Noah ;ϮϬϭϰͿ. 
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Shem arrives shortly with Japheth, and together they drag a blanket over their father, walking carefully 

backwards while averting their eyes (another point of accuracy typically ignored by negative reviews). There is no explicit cursing of (am, but itǯs obvious he wonǯt be hanging around for long ȋand he doesnǯtȌ. 
In the closing moments of the film Noah witnesses a rainbow in the sky389 and correctly recognises this as Godǯs covenant with man. The rainbow pulses outward from the sun in a perfect, ever-expanding circle as 

Noah blesses his family with the words of Genesis ͳ:ʹͺ, ǮBe fruitful and multiply!ǯ Aronofskyǯs depiction of Noah is a disturbing one for Christians, but Jewish viewers will recognise the darker portrait which emerges from Midrash. )n rabbinic tradition the statement ǮNoah was blameless in his generationsǯ390 merely refers to the fact that he was more righteous than anyone else by the standards of his 

day, and does not imply he was above reproach.  

                                                                    
389 “eǀeƌal, iŶ faĐt. 

390 GeŶesis ϲ:ϵ. 
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On the contrary, some ancient rabbis appear to have seen Noah as more of an antihero. According to them, 

Noah might not have been considered righteous in the days of Moses or Samuel. The Zohar claims Noah challenged Godǯs judgement, only to receive a stinging rebuke: Ǯ(ow did God answer Noah when he came out of the ark? Noah saw the whole world destroyed. He 

began to cry for the world and said, ǲMaster of the world, You are called Compassionate! You 

should have shown compassion for Your creatures!ǳ The (oly One answered him, ǲFoolish shepherd! Now you say this, but not when I spoke to you tenderly, saying ǮMake yourself an ark of gopher wood…ǯ [Genesis ͸:ͳͶ]. Because ) saw that you were 
righteous before me, I lingered with you and spoke to you at length so that you would ask for 

mercy for the world!  

But as soon as you heard that you would be safe in the ark, the evil of the world did not touch your 

heart. You built the ark and saved yourself. Now that the world has been destroyed you utter questions and pleas?ǳ391 

Notice that in this story the warning of the flood was intended to test Noahǯs concern for the rest of creation. 
God is angry that Noah failed to plea for humanity while there was still time, and openly accuses him of 

selfishness. The moment his safety was assured, Noah had no thought for anyone else. 

Midrash traditionally contrasts Noah against Abraham, who pleaded for Sodom and Gomorrah on the 

grounds that a few innocent should not perish with them. It is implied that this act of mercy uniquely 

qualified Abraham rather than Noah as the father of Israel. 

Other Jewish assessments of Noah are equally sobering: ǮThree men craved for things of earth, and none of them made a success of his occupation. Cain 

was a tiller of the ground; we know his sad history. Noah attempted to become a husbandman, 

and he became a drunkard. Uzziah became a leper [II Chronicles 26:10-20].392  

                                                                    
391 )ohaƌ Midƌash HaŶe͛elaŵ. 

392 GeŶesis ‘aďďa ϮϮ. 
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Even Noah, however, was left not because he deserved it, but because he found grace.393 

Noah began by being righteous in his generation, but fell back and became a man of earth [Genesis ͻ:ʹͲ].ǯ394 

It is texts such as these which informed and inspired Aronofskyǯs interpretation of Noah. )f we wish to judge 
the movie objectively we must familiarise ourselves with the source material and learn what Aronofsky saw in the Jewsǯ own interpretations of this story.  
Noahǯs Family 

Scripture does not record the name of Noahǯs wife or daughters-in-law. The Book of Jubilees says Noahǯs wifeǯs name was ǮEmzârâ.395 Genesis Rabba says she was called Naamah.396  )n Aronofskyǯs film her name is Naameh. 
The Book of Jubilees says Shemǯs wife was called Sedeqetelebab, (amǯs wife was Neǯelatamaǯuk, and Japhethǯs wife was ǯAdataneses.397 In the movie Noah only has one daughter-in-law: Shemǯs wife, )la. Noahǯs sons receive little characterisation ȋJapheth least of allȌ. Shem is portrayed as highly moral, while 

Ham is the brooding black sheep. It is established early in the film that he will be a problem. His resentment 

                                                                    
393 GeŶesis ‘aďďa Ϯϵ. 

394 GeŶesis ‘aďďa ϯϲ. 

395 ͚AŶd iŶ the tǁeŶtǇ-fifth juďilee Noah took to hiŵself a ǁife, aŶd heƌ Ŷaŵe ǁas `Eŵzâƌâ, the daughteƌ of 

‘âkġ'ġl, the daughteƌ of his fatheƌ's ďƌotheƌ, iŶ the fiƌst Ǉeaƌ iŶ the fifth ǁeek: aŶd iŶ the thiƌd Ǉeaƌ theƌeof she 

ďaƌe hiŵ “heŵ, iŶ the fifth Ǉeaƌ theƌeof she ďaƌe hiŵ Haŵ, aŶd iŶ the fiƌst Ǉeaƌ iŶ the siǆth ǁeek she ďaƌe hiŵ 

Japheth.͛  Juďilees ϰ:ϯϯ. 

396 ͚Naaŵah, daughteƌ of LeŵeĐh aŶd sisteƌ to TuďalĐaiŶ, ǁas Noah's ǁife.͛  GeŶesis ‘aďďa Ϯϯ. 

397 ͚AŶd Haŵ …paƌted fƌoŵ his fatheƌ, he aŶd his soŶs ǁith hiŵ, Cush aŶd Mizƌaiŵ aŶd Put aŶd CaŶaaŶ. AŶd he 

ďuilt foƌ hiŵself a ĐitǇ aŶd Đalled its Ŷaŵe afteƌ the Ŷaŵe of his ǁife Ne'elataŵa'uk. AŶd Japheth saǁ it, aŶd 

ďeĐaŵe eŶǀious of his ďƌotheƌ, aŶd he too ďuilt foƌ hiŵself a ĐitǇ, aŶd he Đalled its Ŷaŵe afteƌ the Ŷaŵe of his 

ǁife 'AdataŶeses. AŶd “heŵ dǁelt ǁith his fatheƌ Noah, aŶd he ďuilt a ĐitǇ Đlose to his fatheƌ oŶ the ŵouŶtaiŶ, 

aŶd he too Đalled its Ŷaŵe afteƌ the Ŷaŵe of his ǁife “edeƋeteleďaď.͛  Juďilees ϳ:ϭϯ-ϭϲ. 
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of Noah is motivated by a tragic incident in which he loses woman he loves. This strikes me as an 

unnecessary attempt to mitigate—or at least rationalise—his later betrayal. 

Ila conceives before the flood commences, and starts to experience morning sickness just as the rain stops. 

This is a timeframe of ~40 days, consistent with the typical emergence of morning sickness at ~6 weeks. Aronofskyǯs Methuselah has been unfairly misrepresented by reviewers398 as everything from Ǯa sort of witch doctor with mental health issuesǯ to Ǯa crazed warlock.ǯ None of these ridiculous caricatures are even 
remotely close to the truth. 

The film portrays Methuselah as a wise, ancient patriarch of great courage and virtue. In a disappointingly 

brief flashback he singlehandedly destroys an entire army of Cainites with a flaming sword.399 Methuselah is 

said to have lived with the earthbound Watchers and imbibed much of their wisdom. He also possesses a 

supernatural ability to heal. 

Noah visits Methuselah seeking advice about his apocalyptic dreams,400 and Methuselah confirms that the 

dreams are prophetic.401 Contrary to some of the more bizarre negative reviews, Methuselah does not live 

on a diet of mind-altering berries and does not provide Noah with a hallucinogenic drug. Instead he 

                                                                    
398 MaiŶlǇ AŵeƌiĐaŶ fuŶdaŵeŶtalist ChƌistiaŶ ƌeǀieǁeƌs, it ŵust ďe said. OŶe ǁeŶt so faƌ as to saǇ ͚We ŵight 

ĐoŶsideƌ ďuƌŶiŶg at the stake aŶǇ ChƌistiaŶ leadeƌ ǁho eŶdoƌses this ŵoǀie.͛  

399 This oďǀious ǁiŶk to GeŶesis ϯ:Ϯϰ is adapted fƌoŵ ƌaďďiŶiĐ tƌaditioŶ. IŶ Louis GiŶsďeƌg͛s LegeŶds of the Jeǁs 

;ϭϵϬϵͿ he ƌelates the tale of Methuselah slaǇiŶg ϵϰϬ,ϬϬϬ deŵoŶs iŶ a siŶgle ŵiŶute ǁith a ŵightǇ sǁoƌd upoŶ 

ǁhiĐh the iŶeffaďle TetƌagƌaŵŵatoŶ ǁas iŶsĐƌiďed. The full teǆt of GiŶsďuƌg͛s ďook is aǀailaďle oŶliŶe ;heƌe: 

http://saĐƌed-teǆts.Đoŵ/jud/loj/lojϭϬϱ.htŵͿ. 

400 ͚He speaks to Ǉou. You ŵust tƌust that He speaks iŶ a ǁaǇ that Ǉou ĐaŶ uŶdeƌstaŶd.͛  Methuselah iŶ AƌoŶofskǇ͛s 

Noah ;ϮϬϭϰͿ. 

401 ͚MǇ fatheƌ said that oŶe daǇ, if ŵaŶ ĐoŶtiŶued iŶ his ǁaǇs, the Cƌeatoƌ ǁould aŶŶihilate this ǁoƌld.͛  

Methuselah iŶ AƌoŶofskǇ͛s Noah ;ϮϬϭϰͿ. 

http://sacred-texts.com/jud/loj/loj105.htm
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provides a soporific which sends Noah to sleep, during which he experiences his troubling dream again, 

with some variations.402 This time he wakes with greater insight. 

According to the dates and ages given in the Masoretic text and Samaritan Pentateuch, Methuselah died in 

the year of the flood; possibly just a few weeks before it arrived.403 According to rabbinic tradition he died 7 

days before the flood.404 

Calculated by the dates and ages given in Septuagint Alexandrius, Methuselah died six years before the 

flood. Calculated by the dates and ages given in Septuagint Vaticanus, he died fourteen years after the flood. Aronofskyǯs movie shows Methuselah choosing to die in the flood. This is an unnecessary departure from 

the biblical account for no other purpose than dramatic effect. 

Tubal-Cain 

Ray Winstone plays Tubal-Cain, hamming up his role with such enthusiasm that in some scenes it is more 

accurate to say Tubal-Cain is playing Ray Winstone. Aronofsky portrays Tubal-Cain as the leader of the Cainites. )n the opening scene he is shown murdering Noahǯs father Lamech. 
Unlike the rest of the Cainites Tubal-Cain does not die in the flood. Instead he successfully reaches the ark, 

climbs up the scaffolding, chops a hole in the top storey and hides among the sleeping animals, where he 

negotiates an uneasy truce with Ham and waits for a chance to murder Noah. 

This is a gross departure from Scripture but it does have a precedent in rabbinic literature. The aggadic-

midrashic work Pirke de-Rabbi Eliezer contains the story of a famous stowaway who survived the flood: 

                                                                    
402 The ƌepetitioŶ of the dƌeaŵ iŶ this sĐeŶe ĐoŶfiƌŵs it ǁas Ŷot Đaused ďǇ the sopoƌifiĐ. This is aŶ iŵpoƌtaŶt 

poiŶt ďeĐause it shoǁs the diƌeĐtoƌ ǁaŶts us to uŶdeƌstaŶd that the oƌigiŶ of Noah͛s dƌeaŵs is diǀiŶe. 

403 This is deduĐed ďǇ ĐalĐulatiŶg the ages of Noah͛s aŶĐestoƌs aŶd ĐoŵpaƌiŶg theŵ ǁith the age of Noah hiŵself 

at the tiŵe of the flood.  

404 ͚AŶd it Đaŵe to pass, afteƌ seǀeŶ daǇs, that the ǁateƌs of the flood ǁeƌe upoŶ the eaƌth. What ǁas the Ŷatuƌe 

of these seǀeŶ daǇs? —‘aď said: These ǁeƌe the daǇs of ŵouƌŶiŶg foƌ Methuselah, thus teaĐhiŶg that the 

laŵeŶtiŶg foƌ the ƌighteous postpoŶes ƌetƌiďutioŶ.͛  BaďǇloŶiaŶ Taluŵd: “aŶhedƌiŶ ϭϬϴď. 
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ǮAs the floodwaters swelled, Og, king of Bashan, sat himself on one of the rungs of the arkǯs ladders 
and swore to Noah and to his sons that he would be their slave forever.  What did Noah do? (e punched a hole in the ark, and through it he handed out food to Og every day. Ogǯs survival is hinted at in the verse ǲOnly Og remained of the remnant of the Rephaimǳ [Deuteronomy ͵:ͳͳ].ǯ405 

Aronofsky has used this tale as the inspiration for his own subplot, in which Tubal-Cain replaces Og and 

brings violence rather than offering peace. Perhaps the most interesting aspect of the rabbinic legend is Noahǯs resolution of a moral dilemma. He is 

not at liberty to take Og on board the ark (Og is a sinner, and God has already established that only Noah 

and his family will be saved) yet he is loath to be merciless since God has shown mercy to him. 

But if Og can be spared while remaining outside the ark, Noah can claim he has kept the letter of Godǯs 
command in good conscience (if not the spirit). This is typical of the moral conundrums posed by rabbinic 

literature and the clever solutions devised to address them. 

The Watchers )n Aronofskyǯs movie Noah is aided by a group of supernatural beings known as the Watchers. The 
depiction of these creatures is inspired partly by rabbinic tradition and partly by biblical elements. 

Scripture also mentions the Watchers—albeit not in the context of Noahǯs story ȋsee Daniel Ͷ:ͳ͵, ͳ͹, ʹ͵Ȍ—
but provides no details about their origin, purpose, or physical appearance. The most we can glean is that they are angelic guardians of some kind ȋthe NET Bible calls them ǮSentinelsǯȌ; 
thus Aronofsky is free to portray them as he likes. In Noah they have six wings (inspired by the seraphim406) 

which become arms when their bodies are encased in stone.407 

                                                                    
405 Piƌkei D͛‘eďďe Eliezeƌ Ϯϯ. 

406 This has ďeeŶ ĐoŶfiƌŵed ďǇ AƌoŶofskǇ. 

407 It͛s aŵaziŶg hoǁ ŵaŶǇ ƌeǀieǁeƌs get this ǁƌoŶg. I haǀe seeŶ soŵe Đlaiŵ the WatĐheƌs haǀe thƌee aƌŵs, otheƌs 

saǇ fouƌ, aŶd still otheƌs doŶ͛t eǀeŶ seeŵ to ƌealise theǇ haǀe ŵoƌe thaŶ tǁo. 
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In the Book of Jubilees and the Books of Enoch some of the Watchers breed with mortal women,408 thereby 

producing the Nephilim. When Nephilim are killed, evil spirits emerge from their bodies. These become Ǯdemonsǯ ȋǮdaimonǯ in the New TestamentȌ. Aronofskyǯs film makes no reference to this aspect of the 
Enochic/Jubilean tradition, and it is important to understand that the Watchers in Noah are not Nephilim. 

In Noah the leader of the Watchers is called ǮSamyaza.ǯ This is taken from 1 Enoch.409 Aronofsky depicts the Watchers as Ǯfallen angelsǯ, cursed to remain on Earth as punishment for defying Godǯs will by teaching 
humanity advanced technologies after the Fall (metalworking, weaponry, etc.). 

This is faithful to 1 Enoch, where the Watchers and the Nephilim also pass on forbidden knowledge ȋǮthe 
instruments of death, the coat of mail, the shield, and the sword for slaughter… the use of ink and paper… every wicked stroke of spirits and of demonsǯȌ which humanity employs for evil purposes.410 The Books of 

Enoch and the Book of Jubilees also state that the Watchers were punished for their disobedience. 

In Scripture the ark was built entirely by Noah.411 In 1 Enoch the ark was built entirely by the Watchers.412 Aronofsky combines the two accounts by depicting the Watchers as Noahǯs assistants, using their great strength to hasten construction. Noahǯs family also joins in the work. 

                                                                    
408 Juďilees ϱ:ϮϮ; ϭ EŶoĐh ϳ:ϭ-Ϯ, ϭϬ-ϭϮ; ϵ:ϳ-ϵ. 

409 ϭ EŶoĐh ϲ:ϳ, ͚…aŶd these aƌe the Ŷaŵes of theiƌ leadeƌs: “aŵlazaz, theiƌ leadeƌ, Aƌaklďa, ‘aŵeel, Kokaďlel, 

Taŵlel, ‘aŵlel, DaŶel, EzeƋeel, BaƌaƋijal.͛  “aŵlazaz is oŶe of ŵaŶǇ ǀaƌiatioŶs oŶ the Ŷaŵe of the WatĐheƌs͛ 

leadeƌ; otheƌs iŶĐlude “eŵihazah, “heŵǇazaz, “heŵǇaza, “ġŵîazâz, “eŵjâzâ, “aŵjâzâ, “eŵǇaza, aŶd “heŵhazai. 

AƌoŶofskǇ has ĐhoseŶ to use the AƌaŵaiĐ ǀaƌiaŶt ;“aŵǇazaͿ. 

410 ϭ EŶoĐh ϴ:ϭ-ϵ; ϲϴ:ϲ-ϭϴ. 

411 IŶ the ďiďliĐal aĐĐouŶt Noah is the oŶlǇ peƌsoŶ giǀeŶ Đƌedit foƌ the aƌk͛s ĐoŶstƌuĐtioŶ. We tǇpiĐallǇ iŶfeƌ that his 

faŵilǇ helped hiŵ ďuild it, eǀeŶ though the Biďle Ŷeitheƌ states Ŷoƌ iŵplies aŶǇ suĐh thiŶg. This is aŶ eǆaŵple of 

the uŶĐoŶsĐious iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ ǁe pƌaĐtiĐe ǁheŶ ƌeadiŶg “Đƌiptuƌe. 

412 ϭ EŶoĐh ϱϳ:ϭ-Ϯ. 
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In yet another scene borrowed from Midrash, Tubal-Cain attacks the ark with an army of thousands.413 The 

Watchers defend it with their lives, a self-sacrificial act which earns them divine absolution. As they fall in 

battle the Watchers are released from stone and return to heaven in spirit form. 

Zohar Noahǯs land is rich in Ǯzoharǯ, a combustible, highly unstable, brightly glowing ore. )t can be ignited by fire or compression, with explosive results. ǮZoharǯ ȋmore accurately Ǯtzoharǯ) is a Hebrew word meaning Ǯradianceǯ or Ǯilluminateǯ, and also the name of an extra biblical canon upon which the teachings of the Kabbalah are based. This is a very obvious reference to the movieǯs source material. The use of Ǯzoharǯ also invokes another Jewish tradition. )n Midrash the tzohar was a glowing stone which 

contained light from the first day of creation.414 According to Jewish legend the tzohar was originally given 

to Adam and Eve, and later used by Noah to illuminate the ark. 

The Cainites mine zohar on an industrial scale with no regard for the surrounding area, which is rapidly 

destroyed by pollution and strip mining. Noah also collects zohar but takes care not to damage his 

environment in the process. 

Morality )n one scene Noah says: ǮFor ͳͲ generations since Adam, sin has walked within us. Brother against brother, nation against nation, man against creation. We murdered each other. We broke the world.ǯ This is biblical. 
Aronofsky shows the primary sins of humanity to be murder, slavery, debauchery, destruction of God's 

creation, general disobedience to His commands, rape, and cannibalism.  

                                                                    
413 ͚WheŶ Noah aŶd his faŵilǇ aŶd eǀeƌǇthiŶg that he had takeŶ ǁith hiŵ ǁeƌe iŶside the aƌk, the people left 

outside asked hiŵ to adŵit theŵ too, pƌoŵisiŶg ƌepeŶtaŶĐe. Noah ƌefused to adŵit theŵ, oďjeĐtiŶg that he had 

eǆhoƌted theŵ to ƌepeŶt ŵaŶǇ Ǉeaƌs ďefoƌe the Flood. The people theŶ asseŵďled iŶ gƌeat Ŷuŵďeƌs aƌouŶd the 

aƌk iŶ oƌdeƌ to ďƌeak iŶto it; ďut theǇ ǁeƌe destƌoǇed ďǇ the lioŶs aŶd otheƌ ǁild aŶiŵals ǁhiĐh also suƌƌouŶded it 

;TaŶ., Noaḥ, ϭϬ; GeŶ. ‘. ǆǆǆii. ϭϰ; ͞“efeƌ ha-Yashaƌ,͟  l.Đ.Ϳ.͛  Jeǁish EŶĐǇĐlopaedia ;ϭϵϬϲͿ. The teǆt is aǀailaďle oŶliŶe 

;heƌe: http://jeǁisheŶĐǇĐlopedia.Đoŵ/aƌtiĐles/ϭϭϱϳϭ-Ŷoah#aŶĐhoƌϲͿ. Note that iŶ the ŵoǀie Tuďal-CaiŶ aŶd his 

folloǁeƌs aƌe uŶƌepeŶtaŶt, aŶd ŵotiǀated eŶtiƌelǇ ďǇ self-pƌeseƌǀatioŶ. 

414 This eǆplaiŶs ǁhǇ zohaƌ gloǁs iŶ AƌoŶofskǇ͛s filŵ. 

http://jewishencyclopedia.com/articles/11571-noah#anchor6
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All of these activities are present in the movie (though the sexual violence is implied rather than depicted) 

and consistent with the biblical account of extreme human vice during Noahǯs era. The Book of Jubilees 

provides a similar account, with particular reference to sins against creation.415 

The Flood Many critics of the Bible claim the story of Noahǯs flood was simply borrowed from other cultures.416  )n Aronofskyǯs movie Noah correctly refers to Ǯthe waters above the earthǯ which will be released during the 
flood; this is biblical (Genesis 1:6-7). The movie depicts huge torrents of water surging up from deep within 

the earth; this is biblical (Genesis 8:11). 

The film incorrectly depicts Noahǯs flood as global, with a long shot Ǯfrom spaceǯ showing heavy storm 
clouds all over the entire earth. By contrast, biblical evidence tells us that the flood was local417 and rabbinic 

tradition concurs.418 

                                                                    
415 ͚AŶd eǀeƌǇ oŶe sold hiŵself to ǁoƌk iŶiƋuitǇ aŶd to shed ŵuĐh ďlood, aŶd the eaƌth ǁas filled ǁith iŶiƋuitǇ. 

AŶd afteƌ this theǇ siŶŶed agaiŶst the ďeasts aŶd ďiƌds, aŶd all that ŵoǀes aŶd ǁalks oŶ the eaƌth: aŶd ŵuĐh 

ďlood ǁas shed oŶ the eaƌth, aŶd eǀeƌǇ iŵagiŶatioŶ aŶd desiƌe of ŵeŶ iŵagiŶed ǀaŶitǇ aŶd eǀil ĐoŶtiŶuallǇ. AŶd 

the Loƌd destƌoǇed eǀeƌǇthiŶg fƌoŵ off the faĐe of the eaƌth; ďeĐause of the ǁiĐkedŶess of theiƌ deeds, aŶd 

ďeĐause of the ďlood ǁhiĐh theǇ had shed iŶ the ŵidst of the eaƌth He destƌoǇed eǀeƌǇthiŶg.͛  Juďilees ϳ:Ϯϯ-Ϯϱ. 

416 Foƌ a ƌefutatioŶ of this Đlaiŵ see the aƌtiĐle heƌe: http://ďiďleapologetiĐs.ǁoƌdpƌess.Đoŵ/the-geŶesis-flood-Ϯϰ 

417 “ee the aƌtiĐle heƌe: http://ďiďleapologetiĐs.ǁoƌdpƌess.Đoŵ/the-geŶesis-flood-ϭϰ 

418 ͚The deluge iŶ the tiŵe of Noah ǁas ďǇ Ŷo ŵeaŶs the oŶlǇ flood ǁith ǁhiĐh this eaƌth ǁas ǀisited. The fiƌst 

flood did its ǁoƌk of destƌuĐtioŶ as faƌ as JaffĠ, aŶd the oŶe of Noah's daǇs eǆteŶded to BaƌďaƌǇ.͛  GeŶesis ‘aďďa 

Ϯϯ. 

http://bibleapologetics.wordpress.com/the-genesis-flood-24
http://bibleapologetics.wordpress.com/the-genesis-flood-14
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Cultural & Geographical Setting 

Noah lived in the Mesopotamian Basin and was most likely Sumerian (the Hebrews did not exist yet). Unfortunately all of the actors in Aronofskyǯs movie appear as white Europeans,419 which is obviously 

unbiblical and ahistorical. On the plus side, they all speak with British accents.420 )nstead of the hot, dry climate we would expect for the setting of Noahǯs story, Aronofskyǯs Noah lives in a 
cold, damp region where the hills are covered with lush green grass421 and several layers of robust clothing 

are essential (including stout leather boots).422 

We can read this discrepancy in two different ways: either it reflects the fact that Aronofsky felt no 

obligation to follow Scriptural details and relocated the story to suit himself, or it is intended to imply that 

the climate of Mesopotamia was very different before the flood, when God made drastic changes to the 

weather system (as Scripture implies). Whatever the case, it refutes the claim made by some reviewers that Aronofskyǯs movie carries an explicit 
message about global warming.423 There is not a single hint of this throughout the entire film, and no suggestion that the planet is overheating in Noahǯs time. Frankly it is difficult to see how such a message could be delivered through an interpretation that situates Noahǯs story within the rugged terrain of a 

chilling Nordic landscape.424 

                                                                    
419 HaǀiŶg said this, Naaŵeh aŶd Haŵ aƌe plaǇed ďǇ Jeǁish aĐtoƌs. 

420 I doŶ͛t kŶoǁ ǁhǇ, ďut ďiďliĐal ŵoǀies alǁaǇs seeŵ faƌ ŵoƌe Đƌediďle ǁheŶ the pƌeǀailiŶg aĐĐeŶt is Bƌitish. I 

ĐouldŶ͛t take Noah seƌiouslǇ ǁith aŶ AŵeƌiĐaŶ aĐĐeŶt. 

421 At least, those hills as Ǉet uŶtouĐhed ďǇ the ƌapaĐious CaiŶites, ǁhose settleŵeŶts aƌe ƌespoŶsiďle foƌ eŶtiƌe 

ǁastelaŶds of sĐoƌĐhed eaƌth aŶd ďlaĐkeŶed destƌuĐtioŶ. 

422 This is haƌdlǇ suƌpƌisiŶg siŶĐe the ŵoǀie ǁas filŵed iŶ the ǀeƌdaŶt, ǁiŶdsǁept ĐouŶtƌǇside of IĐelaŶd. 

423 “oŵe ƌeǀieǁeƌs haǀe alleged that the ŵoǀie also ĐoŶtaiŶs a ŵessage aďout oǀeƌpopulatioŶ. This too is false; 

the plaĐe ǁheƌe Noah liǀes is spaƌselǇ populated. EǀeŶ the CaiŶite settleŵeŶts giǀe Ŷo iŶdiĐatioŶ that ƌesouƌĐes 

aƌe sĐaƌes aŶd spaĐe is liŵited. 

424 A less appƌopƌiate plaĐe to shoǁĐase the effeĐts of gloďal ǁaƌŵiŶg is diffiĐult to iŵagiŶe. 
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Clothes in Noah are realistically portrayed in dull earth tones with an occasional hint of blue suggesting an 

era in which dyes were largely unknown. They are also quite sophisticated (e.g. trousers, primitive shirts, basic ǮjacketsǯȌ and distinctly Western rather than Mesopotamian. (owever, since we donǯt know how advanced civilisation had become before the flood Ǯresetǯ everything, ) am willing to let this slide. The main point is that Noahǯs clothes are appropriate to his surroundings, and thatǯs a mark of consistency. 
Ark 

The ark is depicted as rough yet sturdy, and its exterior is at least partly real; Aronofsky spent six months 

building one third of the ark using the precise measurements given in Scripture. Digital imagery was used to 

complete the rest.425 )tǯs one of the most biblically faithful aspects of the entire movie. 
Many critics of the Bible assert that a seaworthy vessel of such magnitude could not have been built with 

the technology available to Noah. An article refuting this claim can be found here: 

http://bibleapologetics.wordpress.com/the-genesis-flood-34 

Sin 

The movie shows that Adam and Eve brought sin into the world by succumbing to the temptation of the 

forbidden fruit when prompted by the serpent; this is biblical (Genesis 3:1-6).426 Aronofsky has been quoted as saying that the movie is about Ǯfamily and survivalǯ, and Ǯhow we all have original sin427 in us and what 

                                                                    
425 “ee the featuƌette heƌe: https://ǁǁǁ.Ǉoutuďe.Đoŵ/ǁatĐh?ǀ=eďaiadǆQ)EE 

426 ‘efƌeshiŶglǇ, the fƌuit is Ŷot aŶ apple ďut iŶstead ƌeseŵďles a Đƌoss ďetǁeeŶ a laƌge peaĐh aŶd a 

poŵegƌaŶate. It pulsates eŶtiĐiŶglǇ uŶtil pluĐked fƌoŵ the tƌee. 

427 AƌoŶofskǇ uses this teƌŵ iŶ a fluid seŶse ǁhiĐh does Ŷot stƌiĐtlǇ ĐoƌƌespoŶd to the ŵaiŶstƌeaŵ ChƌistiaŶ 

defiŶitioŶ. IŶ oŶe iŶteƌǀieǁ he has said ͚The idea of oƌigiŶal siŶ is a ƌeallǇ iŶteƌestiŶg stoƌǇ to help us all thiŶk 

aďout ǁhat goes oŶ iŶside of us, that ǁe all kiŶd of haǀe a seŶse of the ƌight thiŶg to do, aŶd ǁe all uŶdeƌstaŶd 

ǁhat the ǁƌoŶg thiŶg to do is. AŶd ǁe uŶdeƌstaŶd that theƌe͛s a deĐisioŶ iŶ fƌoŶt of us.͛  ;“ouƌĐe: 

http://ǁǁǁ.ƌeligioŶŶeǁs.Đoŵ/ϮϬϭϰ/Ϭϯ/Ϯϰ/iŶteƌǀieǁ-diƌeĐtoƌ-daƌƌeŶ-aƌoŶofskǇ-oŶ-justiĐe-ǀs-ŵeƌĐǇ-iŶ-ŶoahͿ. 

This is peƌspeĐtiǀe is ŵoƌe philosophiĐal thaŶ theologiĐal. 

http://bibleapologetics.wordpress.com/the-genesis-flood-34
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ebaiadxQZEE
http://www.religionnews.com/2014/03/24/interview-director-darren-aronofsky-on-justice-vs-mercy-in-noah


DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ͳͷͷ 

we're going to do with this second chance that we've been given.ǯ428 This is a central theme and it comes 

through very strongly. 

Imago Dei 

There are many references to man being made in the image of God (which even Tubal-Cain admits). This is 

biblical (Genesis 1:26-27). There are regular references to the sin and curses of Adam & Cain; this too is 

biblical (Genesis 3:17-19; 4:8-12). 

Cities 

Cities are described as creations of the Cainites (this is biblical; see Genesis 4:17) in which evil is 

concentrated and indulged. As the movie progresses these cities collapse under the self-destructive 

influences of immorality and unsustainability. 

Godǯs sovereignty 

Throughout the film we are constantly reminded that God is in control. The Watchers testify to the futility of 

resisting His will and the necessity of divine forgiveness. Noah recognises the unstoppable purpose of God 

in the message of his dreams.429 Methuselah affirms the certainty of judgement.430  

By contrast, Tubal-Cain—a self-appointed king—acknowledges the inevitability of the flood431 but remains 

defiant even as the rain starts to fall.432 )n a tense standoff with (am he snarls, ǮYou don't know your king!ǯ (am brilliantly replies, ǮMy father says there can be no king. The Creator is God!ǯ 
                                                                    
428 “ouƌĐe: http://ǁǁǁ.hollǇǁoodƌepoƌteƌ.Đoŵ/Ŷeǁs/daƌƌeŶ-aƌoŶofskǇ-iŶteƌpƌetiŶg-Ŷoah-does-ϲϵϭϴϵϮ 

429 ͚Ouƌ faŵilǇ has a gƌeat task. A gƌeat flood is ĐoŵiŶg. It ĐaŶŶot ďe stopped ďut it ĐaŶ ďe suƌǀiǀed.͛  Noah iŶ 

AƌoŶofskǇ͛s Noah ;ϮϬϭϰͿ. 

430 ͚MaŶ Đoƌƌupted this ǁoƌld aŶd filled it ǁith ǀioleŶĐe, so ǁe ŵust ďe destƌoǇed.͛  Methuselah iŶ AƌoŶofskǇ͛s 

Noah ;ϮϬϭϰͿ. 

431 ͚WheŶ I heaƌd talk of ŵiƌaĐles, I disŵissed theŵ. But theŶ I saǁ the ďiƌds ǁith ŵǇ oǁŶ eǇes aŶd I had to 

Đoŵe.͛  Tuďal-CaiŶ iŶ AƌoŶofskǇ͛s Noah ;ϮϬϭϰͿ. 

432 ͚A ŵaŶ isŶ͛t ƌuled ďǇ the heaǀeŶs, a ŵaŶ is ƌuled ďǇ his ǁill!͛ Tuďal-CaiŶ iŶ AƌoŶofskǇ͛s Noah ;ϮϬϭϰͿ. 

http://www.hollywoodreporter.com/news/darren-aronofsky-interpreting-noah-does-691892
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Tubal-Cainǯs eventual death has a fatalistic air which implies that however long it might be delayed, Godǯs 
judgement is inescapable. 
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Godǯs silence 

The absence of verbal communication from God presents Noah with the challenge of interpreting dreams 

that nobody understands any better than he does.433 The dreams cease when he starts building the ark, and 

there is no sign from heaven until he reaches dry land. 

Tubal-Cain exploits this by challenging Noahǯs claim to divine guidance, saying God has not spoken for 
generations and is unlikely to start now. Yet it seems this taunt masks a deep rooted insecurity, for Tubal-Cain cries to God just before the flood, demanding ǮWhy wonǯt you speak to me?!ǯ )s he desperately hoping to 
supplant Noah at the eleventh hour? Godǯs lengthy silence between the building of the ark and the filmǯs final scene contributes to Noahǯs 
spiritual breakdown in the third act, where he begs God for an answer that will relieve the moral burden thrust upon him by his own misinterpretation of the Creatorǯs intentions. Here we might reflect upon 

similar moments in our own lives. 

Justice & mercy At times ) felt Aronofskyǯs Noah resembled Jonah: a flawed man with a misguided passion for justice, 
grappling with the demands of an apocalyptic mission. He is merciless with the Cainites but spares )laǯs 
daughters even though part of him believes they must die. 

Aronofsky explains his motivation for this theme as follows: ǮWe started to realize these big ideas about justice and mercy in the film. )t started with Noah being 
called righteous in his generation, and we tried to figure out what that meant.  What weǯve discovered is that people who are a lot smarter than us and who study theology talk 
about righteousness as having a balance of justice and mercy. As a parent, you understand that if youǯre too just, you can destroy your child with strictness, and if youǯre too merciful you can destroy 
them with leniency. Finding that balance makes you a great parent. 

                                                                    
433 This is a paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ ǁeak poiŶt iŶ the plot, ďeĐause it͛s alƌeadǇ estaďlished that Methuselah is the ǁisest ŵaŶ 

aliǀe aŶd Ǉet he tells Noah that he ĐaŶ͛t iŶteƌpƌet the dƌeaŵs foƌ hiŵ. Eitheƌ Methuselah just didŶ͛t get aƌouŶd to 

speĐialisiŶg iŶ dƌeaŵs, oƌ he siŵplǇ ǁaŶts Noah to ǁoƌk it out hiŵself. At aŶǇ ƌate, Noah does ǁoƌk it out ǁhiĐh 

ŵakes Methuselah look ƌeduŶdaŶt afteƌ all. 
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For us, since Noah is called righteous, we asked, ǲOK, what is his balance of justice and mercy?ǳ So at 
the beginning of the film, he clearly wants justice, very much like God. By the end, when the rainbow happens, he has learned mercy, forgiveness and grace.ǯ434 )la encapsulates these sentiments when she tells Noah Ǯ(e [God] chose you because you saw the wickedness of man and knew you wouldn't look away. But there is goodness too.ǯ )n reference to the sparing of her daughters, )la says to Noah ǮYou chose mercy. You chose love.ǯ )laǯs words are particularly poignant in the light of the earlier exchange between Noah and Ham: (am: Ǯ) thought you were good. ) thought that's why (e [God] chose you.ǯ Noah: Ǯ(e chose me because he knew ) would finish the job, nothing more.ǯ 

This brooding, pragmatic Noah weathers a perfect storm of spiritual challenges and emerges a better man 

for the experience. 

Locating Land & Leaving the Ark )n Aronofskyǯs interpretation the raven is sent out by Japheth instead of Noah, while the dove is not sent out 
at all. Nevertheless I was pleased that this was correctly shown as an act of initiative by Noahǯs family, as we 
find in Scripture. 

The Bible tells us that God called Noah out of the ark when it was safe to leave. In the movie Noah and his 

family simply leave the ark when it runs aground on dry land. 

Jewish Perspectives 

Jewish reviews will greatly inform your understanding of Noah, even if you do not see it yourself. Here is an excerpt from one Jewish viewerǯs response to the film: ǮOne of Aronofksy's stated central interests in the film was to explore the biblical notion of 

righteousness. He determined, after a lot of study, that righteousness in the Bible refers to a perfect 

balance of justice and mercy, and that is what he primarily explored in the character of Noah.  

                                                                    
434 “ouƌĐe: http://ǁǁǁ.ƌeligioŶŶeǁs.Đoŵ/ϮϬϭϰ/Ϭϯ/Ϯϰ/iŶteƌǀieǁ-diƌeĐtoƌ-daƌƌeŶ-aƌoŶofskǇ-oŶ-justiĐe-ǀs-ŵeƌĐǇ-

iŶ-Ŷoah 

http://www.religionnews.com/2014/03/24/interview-director-darren-aronofsky-on-justice-vs-mercy-in-noah
http://www.religionnews.com/2014/03/24/interview-director-darren-aronofsky-on-justice-vs-mercy-in-noah
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…For me, Noah was truly great biblical art. I cried through at least a solid third of the film, moved by 

everything from the aesthetic beauty onscreen to the human tragedy of the deluge. So many moments 

of this film felt uncomfortably recognisable.  

I know what it's like to follow a path through the murk of my own imperfectly heard communication 

with G-d, and I know what it's like to overshoot the messages I've actually heard. I know what it's like 

to be bound in a state like the Watchers are in. What greater metaphor is there for being caught in 

one's own sinful decisions than being bound up in twisted rock when you were created to fly free? 

I am growing in an increasingly desperate need to care for a hurting earth, particularly endangered 

species, and often feel powerless to stop the exploitative machine around me, but I must learn to do 

something concrete about it. And some corner within me, no matter how infinitesimal, remembers 

what it was like to be in the Garden, wrapped in a garment of light. 

And that remembrance is, at least in great part, what brings me forward into G-d's redemption as a 

Prodigal journeying back to the love that bore me in the first place. This is especially poignant to me 

as Passover approaches, because the blessing of G-d is irrevocable—in every human being, in every dog and fish and elephant, in every blade of grass.ǯ435 

I encourage you to read the full text, which contains many additional insights. 

Jewish studies PhD candidate Krista Dalton has written a good article on Noah as Midrash.436 Dr Eric A. 

Goldman—adjunct associate professor of film studies at Yeshiva University, New York City—has written about his experience at a special screening of Aronofskyǯs film.437 

                                                                    
435 “ouƌĐe: http://ǁǁǁ.patheos.Đoŵ/ďlogs/filŵĐhat/ϮϬϭϰ/Ϭϰ/Ŷo-Ŷoah-is-Ŷot-gŶostiĐ-saǇ-that-teŶ-tiŵes-

fast.htŵl#ĐoŵŵeŶt-ϭϯϭϳϯϱϱϯϭϯ 

436 Heƌe: http://kƌistadaltoŶ.Đoŵ/aƌoŶofskǇ-aŶd-Ŷoah-as-ŵidƌash-oƌ-ǁhat-does-that-eǀeŶ-ŵeaŶ 

437 Heƌe: http://jstaŶdaƌd.Đoŵ/ĐoŶteŶt/iteŵ/Ŷoah_aŶd_the_jeǁs/ϯϬϮϵϲ 

http://www.patheos.com/blogs/filmchat/2014/04/no-noah-is-not-gnostic-say-that-ten-times-fast.html#comment-1317355313
http://www.patheos.com/blogs/filmchat/2014/04/no-noah-is-not-gnostic-say-that-ten-times-fast.html#comment-1317355313
http://kristadalton.com/aronofsky-and-noah-as-midrash-or-what-does-that-even-mean
http://jstandard.com/content/item/noah_and_the_jews/30296
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Goldmanǯs article includes references to the movieǯs use of rabbinic literature. (e observes that Jewish 
audiences are better prepared for Noah than Christians and Muslims438 because they have been raised in a 

theological culture which sanctions and encourages the reinterpretation of biblical stories. 

Other Perspectives 

I have now read almost four dozen reviews of Noah from commentators, bloggers, professional reviewers, 

and regular members of the public. Some praise the movie, some denounce it as a tool of Satan, and others 

are quite ambivalent. Opinion remains divided over the question of whether it functions better as pure 

entertainment or a biblically inspired story. 

The following articles—nearly all of which are written by Christians—may be helpful: 

Justin Chang: http://variety.com/2014/film/news/noah-is-the-biblical-epic-that-christians-deserve-

1201150333 

Brett McCracken: http://convergemagazine.com/noah-film-12561 

Steven D. Greydanus: http://www.ncregister.com/daily-news/noah-controversy 

Annette Yoshiko Reed:  

http://www.religiondispatches.org/archive/atheologies/7741/who_gets_to_decide_if_noah_is_biblical 

Phil Cooke: http://philcooke.com/christians-should-see-noah 

Peter T. Chattaway: http://www.patheos.com/blogs/filmchat/2014/03/the-jewish-roots-of-and-

responses-to-noah.html 

Peter T. Chattaway: http://www.patheos.com/blogs/filmchat/2014/04/no-noah-is-not-gnostic-say-that-

ten-times-fast.html 

Peter T. Chattaway: http://www.patheos.com/blogs/filmchat/2014/02/the-righteousness-of-noah-what-

did-the-rabbis-say.html 

George Fike: http://pastor-george.com/2014/03/31/swimming-against 

iPreacher: http://316apps.com/ipreachersblog/2014/03/31/noah 

                                                                    
438 ͚Jeǁish tƌaditioŶ has a loŶg histoƌǇ of eŶĐouƌagiŶg iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ of the ͞p͛shat,͟  the liteƌal teǆt. Mƌ. AƌoŶofskǇ 

aŶd Mƌ. HaŶdel haǀe doŶe so, dƌaǁiŶg fƌoŵ a ƌiĐh ŵiǆ of ƌaďďiŶiĐ liteƌatuƌe. IŶ ĐoŶtƌast, soŵe ChƌistiaŶ aŶd 

Musliŵ sĐholaƌs aŶd ĐleƌgǇ haǀe had tƌouďle ǁith the filŵ, ďeĐause it ĐhaŶges the Noah stoƌǇ͛s fiǆed liteƌal 

ƌeadiŶg.͛  

http://variety.com/2014/film/news/noah-is-the-biblical-epic-that-christians-deserve-1201150333
http://variety.com/2014/film/news/noah-is-the-biblical-epic-that-christians-deserve-1201150333
http://convergemagazine.com/noah-film-12561
http://www.ncregister.com/daily-news/noah-controversy
http://www.religiondispatches.org/archive/atheologies/7741/who_gets_to_decide_if_noah_is_biblical
http://philcooke.com/christians-should-see-noah
http://www.patheos.com/blogs/filmchat/2014/03/the-jewish-roots-of-and-responses-to-noah.html
http://www.patheos.com/blogs/filmchat/2014/03/the-jewish-roots-of-and-responses-to-noah.html
http://www.patheos.com/blogs/filmchat/2014/04/no-noah-is-not-gnostic-say-that-ten-times-fast.html
http://www.patheos.com/blogs/filmchat/2014/04/no-noah-is-not-gnostic-say-that-ten-times-fast.html
http://www.patheos.com/blogs/filmchat/2014/02/the-righteousness-of-noah-what-did-the-rabbis-say.html
http://www.patheos.com/blogs/filmchat/2014/02/the-righteousness-of-noah-what-did-the-rabbis-say.html
http://pastor-george.com/2014/03/31/swimming-against
http://316apps.com/ipreachersblog/2014/03/31/noah
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Chattawayǯs analysis is particularly focused on the Jewishness of Aronofskyǯs interpretation, and engages 
well with its rabbinic source material. He also defends the film against false accusations of Gnosticism, and addresses its uncomfortable portrait of Noahǯs character. 
Concluding Thoughts Aronofskyǯs Noah is not a faithful reproduction of the Old Testament story. I wish the movie had been far 

more biblically accurate than it is. Some of the changes were pointless and unjustifiable, even allowing for 

artistic licence. For example, retaining all eight members of Noahǯs family would have expanded the central cast and provided room for deeper characterisation. Reducing Noahǯs daughters-in-law from three to one simply 

made it easier for Aronofsky to fabricate a moral dilemma which exists solely to add drama—as if the story 

of Noah needed any more!—and drive the plot forward on his terms. 

Although utterly disposable the stowaway subplot was forgivable, considering the pedigree of its rabbinic precedent and Aronofskyǯs desire to incorporate traditional Jewish interpretations.  The exploration of Noahǯs character was unnecessarily overwrought. I felt the parallel to Abraham was 

merely latent where it should have been explicit. This might have gone a long way towards reassuring 

Christian audiences that the film was not a hatchet job on one of their favourite Bible stories. 

However, the more I researched for this review the more I realised just how little Aronofsky had tinkered with Noahǯs story. Almost every embellishment—whether addition or omission—was drawn directly from 

Jewish exegesis, some of it very ancient. Aronofsky contributed very few ideas of his own. Most of the work 

was already done by long dead rabbis. 

This was not a case of Hollywood grabbing the Bible and haphazardly twisting it into a few random shapes. 

Aronofsky deliberately chose his Jewish theological heritage as the basis for a dramatic re-envisioning of 

Genesis 6-9 which brings out speculative subplots and scholarly interpretations well known to Jewish 

audiences but far less familiar to Christians.  

Above all, Aronofsky is sympathetic to Noah and depicts him realistically. Some of us may feel Aronofskyǯs 
Noah is a far cry from the one we learned about in Sunday School, but in my view he is no more a villain 

than Samson or King David. 
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While watching the movie ) detected an underlying tension which )ǯve found difficult to articulate. The best 

way I can put it is to say that Noah falls between two stools: a secular interpretation, and a supernatural 

epic visualised through the prism of Midrash. 

On one hand we get an angsty Noah who believes God is speaking to him but doesn't fully understand what (eǯs saying ȋthe secular perspectiveȌ. On the other hand we get visions, miracles, the Watchers, and other 
elements drawn from ancient Jewish writings (the supernatural perspective). 

I believe Aronofsky should have chosen one or the other. If a secular interpretation, the film should have 

had no supernatural elements. If a supernatural epic, the film should have stayed much closer to the biblical 

text and Jewish traditions. 

Aronofsky's Noah is not faithful to Scripture but it is faithful to Judaism. I believe this approach is legitimate and laudable insofar as it provides an authentically Jewish interpretation of Noahǯs story, deeply rooted in 
rabbinic exegesis. )tǯs refreshing to see this powerful narrative brought to life without the influence of Christian anachronisms. 

Perhaps for the first time in history Hollywood has presented a biblically inspired Old Testament movie 

with a genuinely Jewish voice. 
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Sound Words ǮThe truths revealed in the strata of the earthǯs crustǯ 
Bro. Welch Ǯ) have not the slightest doubt concerning the truths revealed in the strata of the earthǯs crust. There 

can be no reasonable doubt that long ages have passed away since the matter of the earth first took 

existences by the fiat of its Almighty Creator.  

There can be no reasonable doubt that when the non-fossiliferous rocks were first formed the heat of the 

earthǯs matter was too intense for vegetable and animal life to exist. 

There can be no reasonable doubt that it was only in a later age that the lower forms of plant and 

animal life could exist.  

And there can be no reasonable doubt that the succeeding ages allowed the creation of still higher and 

more perfect forms, till we reach the age called the ǲTertiary,ǳ and the ǲPost-plioceneǳ period of that age, 

when we are told remains of man are found for the first time. 

All of this, I say, I do not doubt. The facts of old mother earthǯs storehouse are too convincingly 

inscribed upon her crust to allow me to doubt. At the same time, and amid it all, I have the most implicit 

faith and unbounded trust in God and His sacred word.ǯ439 

  

                                                                    
439 WelĐh, 'KŶoǁledge.- No., ϭϮ GeologǇ', The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ;Ϯϴ.ϯϮϵ.ϰϭϲͿ, ϭϴϵϭ. 
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Prove All Things ǮThe Day of Adam's Transgressionǯ 
Bro. Thirtle Contrary to traditional teaching, the (ebrew phrase translated Ǯdying thou shalt dieǯ in the KJV does not 

refer to a gradual process of decay resulting in eventual death.  

Writing in 1880, brother Thirtle explained that the Hebrew simply did not support this view, which he noted at the time as only being held by Ǯsomeǯ. ǮWe will first consider the second clause, ǲdying thou shalt die.ǳ Some consider these words to have 
found verification on the day Adam sinned, by his becoming a corruptible creature, and 

ultimately dying.  

This, however, is not so. We have the (ebrew word ǲto dieǳ repeated in two moods: the infinitive 

(moth) and the indicative (tamuth); moth, to die—dying; tamuth—thou shalt die. As the words 

stand, certainty is implied, and nothing more; so the authorised version is not far wrong in rendering the words, ǲthou shalt surely die.ǳ  
It is out of the question to suppose that a process of decay is implied in the words, for they were 

afterwards used to one of the descendants of Adam—Shimei (1 Kings 2:37, 42), and we have no 

record of Shimei having occupied a similar relation to life and death to that which Adam sustained 

before the fall.  

If it had been intended to express a continued or lasting process, the order of the Hebrew 

words would have been reversed.ǯ440 

  

                                                                    
440 Thiƌtle, ͚The DaǇ of Adaŵ's TƌaŶsgƌessioŶ ,͛ The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ;ϭϳ.ϭϴϳ.Ϯϲ-ϮϳͿ, ϭϴϴϬ. 
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Ehrman Vs Carrier: Disputing the Evidence for Christǯs Existence 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

In 2012 there was a confrontation between New Testament scholar Professor Bart Ehrman, and historian Dr 

Richard Carrier (currently without an academic post), concerning the evidence for the historical existence of 

Jesus. An article in the Huffington Post by Ehrman ȋpreceding the publication of his book ǮDid Jesus Exist?ǮȌ, 

was criticized heavily by Carrier. After the book was published, Carrier subjected it to a critical review. This 

article examines Carrierǯs claims and finds them insubstantial. 

After Ehrmanǯs book was published, Carrier posted a critical review, to which Ehrman made two replies, 

which Carrier criticized in turn. Various other commentators (professional and amateur), entered the 

dispute on either side. This article examines some of the claims and counter-claims by both Erhman and Carrier. For reference, the term ǮMythicistǯ is being used here to describe those who believe in the ǮChrist 

myth Ǯtheoryǯ that Jesus was not a historical person but a religious myth. 
Carrierǯs review: how substantial are the criticisms? Carrierǯs review of Ehrmanǯs book listed several main criticisms, but they are mitigated by Carrier himself, 

diminishing their importance. ͳ. Carrier objects that Ehrman doesnǯt spend enough time criticizing the Ǯbadǯ mythicist arguments: ǮAlmost 
none of this 361 page book is a critique of the ǲbadǳ mythicists. (e barely even mentions most of themǯ; Ǯfor 
the few authors he spends any time discussing (mainly Murdock and Freke & Gandy), he is largely 

dismissive and careless (indeed, his only real refutation of them amounts to little more than nine pages, pp. 

21-͵ͲȌǯ. (owever, Carrier acknowledges ǮThat alone ) could live with ȋalthough ) would have rather he not addressed them at all if he wasnǯt going to address them competentlyȌǯ. )n fact Ehrman spends about as 
much time dismissing these Ǯbadǯ Mythicists as Carrier himself has in his own works. 
2. Carrier objects that Ehrman was wrong to say (or at least imply strongly), that the statue claimed by 

Mythicist Dorothy Murdock ȋpseudonym ǮAcharya SǯȌ, to be a symbol of Ǯthe cock, symbol of St. Peterǯ ȋǮThe Christ Conspiracy: The Greatest Story Ever Soldǯ, ͳͻͻͻȌ, does not exist : ǮEhrman says that ǲthere is no 
penis-nosed statue of Peter the cock in the Vatican or anywhere else except in books like this, which love to make things upǳ ȋp. ʹͶȌǯ. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bart_Ehrman
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Richard_Carrier
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Richard_Carrier
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/bart-d-ehrman/did-jesus-exist_b_1349544.html
http://www.amazon.com/Did-Jesus-Exist-Historical-Argument/dp/0062204602
http://freethoughtblogs.com/carrier/archives/667
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christ_myth
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christ_myth
http://freethoughtblogs.com/carrier/archives/1026
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Acharya_S
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(owever, Carrier acknowledges Ǯ) do not assume Murdockǯs interpretation of the object is correct ȋthere is 
no clear evidence it has anything to do with Christianity, much less PeterȌǯ. Thus Ehrmanǯs error does not 
invalidate the point he is making, that Murdock was wrong to claim the statue has anything to do with 

Christianity or with Peter (a point with which Carrier agrees). See additional comments here. 

3. Carrier objects that Ehrman was wrong to say that the law concerning fire brigades in letter 33 

of Plinyǯs correspondence with the emperor Trajan was the same law referred to in Plinyǯs letter ͻ͸ to Trajan: Ǯ(e made two astonishing errors here that are indicative of his incompetence with ancient source materialsǯ, Ǯ)n fact, Pliny never once discusses the decree against fire brigades in his letter about Christians, nor connects the two cases in any wayǯ. 
However, Carrier acknowledges Ǯmodern scholars conclude, the same law is probably what was being 
applied in both cases ȋprosecuting Christians and banning firefighting associationsȌ. And thatǯs kind of what Ehrman confusingly saysǯ. Ehrman was therefore not in error here; he drew the same conclusion concerning 
the relationship of these two letters, as standard scholarship, a position with which Carrier himself agrees. Carrier was right to point out that Ehrman wrongly referred to two different letters of Pliny as Ǯletter ͳͲԢ, when the correct citation should have been Ǯbook ͳͲ, letter ͵͵Ԣ and Ǯbook ͳͲ, letter ͻ͸Ԣ respectively. But this error is hardly Ǯindicative of his incompetence with ancient source materialsǯ nor Ǯdemonstrates that Ehrman never actually read Plinyǯs letter, and doesnǯt even know how to cite it correctlyǯ, two hyperbolic 
claims made by Carrier. 

4. Carrier objects that Ehrman was wrong to say ǮWe simply donǯt have birth notices, trial records, death 
certificates—or other standard kinds of records that one has todayǯ for people living in the first century: ǮEhrman declares ȋagain with that same suicidally hyperbolic certitudeȌ that ǲwe simply donǯt have birth 
notices, trial records, death certificates—or other kinds of records that one has todayǳ ȋp. ʹͻȌǯ. (owever, Carrier acknowledges Ǯhis conclusion is correct ȋwe should not expect to have any such records for Jesus or early ChristianityȌǯ. Thus Ehrmanǯs error does not invalidate the point he is making, that we 
should not expect to find the kinds of records of Jesus that Mythicists such as Freke and Gandy claim should 

exist. See additional comments here. ͷ. Carrier objects to Ehrmanǯs comment concerning the authenticity of a comment by Tacitus (Roman 

historian), about Christians: ǮEhrman says ǲ) donǯt know of any trained classicists or scholars of ancient 
Rome who thinkǳ the passage about Christians in Tacitus is a forgery ȋp. ͷͷȌǯ. 

http://christianstudies.wordpress.com/2012/05/19/ehrman-carrier-the-historical-jesus-2/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pliny_the_Younger
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trajan
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Jesus_Mysteries
http://christianstudies.wordpress.com/2012/05/20/ehrman-carrier-the-historical-jesus-3/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tacitus
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tacitus#Tacitus_on_Christ
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(owever, Carrier acknowledges ǮThat the overall consensus of scholarship, myself included, sides with Ehrman on the conclusion is trueǯ. Therefore, the fact that Ehrman doesnǯt know of Ǯknow of any trained classicists or scholars of ancient Romeǯ who think this passage is a forgery, does not affect his argument that the passage is not a forgery; Carrier even agrees with Ehrmanǯs argument himself. See additional 
comments here. ͸. Carrier objects to Ehrmanǯs claim that ǲthe life, death, and resurrection of Jesus were recent eventsǳ is ǲthe view of all of our sources that deal with the matter at allǳ ȋp. ʹͷͳȌ: ǮThis is false. And itǯs astonishing 
that he would not know this, since several other scholars have discussed the sources that place Jesus in the reign of Jannaeus in the ͹Ͳs B.Cǯ. (owever, Carrier acknowledges ǮThese are all arguably ǲfringeǳ scholars, and they may well be as wrong as 
Wells or even more so. I am not defending anything they argue (I do not believe Christianity originated in the ͹Ͳs B.C.Ȍ Ǯ.  
Therefore, the fact that Ehrman did not know of these other scholars does not affect his argument that the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus were recent events according to what Ehrman describes as Ǯall of our sources that deal with the matter at allǯ.  
Carrier even acknowledges that the scholars to which he refers are all arguably ǲfringeǯ, and may well be 
wrong anyway. 

Conclusion None of Carrierǯs objections actually affect Ehrmanǯs overall case in any way. Even if Ehrman was wrong on 
every one of these points, it would not have affected his case. These are not substantive criticisms of Ehrmanǯs case ȋin fact none of them address his caseȌ, and are a mere distraction from the real issues 
involved. For further commentary, see this article at Labarum. 

  

http://christianstudies.wordpress.com/2012/05/20/ehrman-carrier-the-historical-jesus-4/
http://labarum.net/2012/04/30/a-closer-look-at-the-ehrman-carrier-controversy-1-general-remarks/
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Editorial 

Jon Burke 

Intellectual honesty ǲ)n my early days those with whom we came in contact, if they claimed to be Christians at all, accepted 
the Bible as their rule of faith. Often in the stress of discussion the words of Scripture were tortured 

in a manner quite inconsistent with intellectual honesty.ǳ441 

Moral honesty is the practice of adhering to codes of moral behaviour. Intellectual honesty is the 

acknowledgment of what we might call inconvenient facts; weaknesses in our personal views and opinions, evidence against our own arguments, strengths in an opponentǯs case. Practicing intellectual honesty helps 
us avoid errors caused by concealing or ignoring facts. 

Intellectual honesty is an approach which seeks to ensure our thoughts and arguments are as objective and 

balanced as possible. Being intellectually honest requires us to present our views without concealing or 

avoiding facts or arguments against them, and to acknowledge weaknesses in our arguments. As members of 

a community seeking to follow Christ, we must maintain the highest standard of intellectual honesty, which also requires us to examine and critique each otherǯs work. 
Here are some examples of intellectual dishonesty which are sadly common in our community. 

 Using a concordance to look up the root meanings of a word in the Bible, then selecting the meaning 

which supports our interpretation of the passage, without checking to see if that is the correct 

meaning in this context 

 

 Looking through half a dozen Bible translations, then selecting the translation of a passage which 

supports our personal view of what it means, even if the majority of translations all agree it means 

something else 

 

                                                                    
441 Collyer, ǲAs We Grow Older; Letters to Middle Age and Beyond – Ͷʹǳ, The Christadelphian ͺ͵, no. ͻͺͶ ȋBirmingham: Christadelphian Magazine & Publishing Association, ͳͻͶ͸Ȍ, ͺͺ. 
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 Quoting an academic source in support of our views, whilst concealing from our audience or readers 

that the source quoted is insufficiently qualified or holds views which have been rejected by the 

consensus of qualified commentators  

 

 Supporting our personal opinion by quoting from a biased source, without telling our audience or 

readers that the source is biased 

 

We are typically on the watch for intellectual dishonesty in sources outside our community. In 1997 brother 

Michael Ashton reviewed Michael Droninǯs book ǮThe Bible Codeǯ ȋͳͻͻ͹Ȍ, which claimed to be a revelation of 
secret messages encoded mathematically into the Bible, which could not have been put there by humans and 

which suggested a divine origin. Brother Ashton demonstrated admirable intellectual honesty in acknowledging that the bookǯs premise was attractive to Bible believers such as ourselves,442 but still advised 

caution in accepting its conclusions,443 and subjected it to critical review. 

Among many problems with the book (including concealing or ignoring evidence against the theory), the 

author resorted to unconventional translations of the Bible by a colleague of his (Dr Rips), which differed 

significantly from those given by the consensus of translation professionals.  

It was clear to brother Michael that such translations had been chosen by the author simply because they 

supported his views, which was not intellectually honest. 

                                                                    
442 ͞We aƌe ŶatuƌallǇ pƌedisposed toǁaƌds aŶǇthiŶg ǁhiĐh seeks to uphold the authoƌitǇ, ǀeƌaĐitǇ aŶd diǀiŶe oƌigiŶs 

of the sĐƌiptuƌes.͟ , AshtoŶ, ͞Book ‘eǀieǁ: The Biďle Code ,͟ The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ϭϯϰ, Ŷo. ϭϱϵϳ ;BiƌŵiŶghaŵ: 

ChƌistadelphiaŶ MagaziŶe & PuďlishiŶg AssoĐiatioŶ, ϭϵϵϳͿ, Ϯϱϲ. 

443 ͞Theƌe has alǁaǇs ďeeŶ a fasĐiŶatioŶ foƌ ŵaŶkiŶd iŶ the supeƌŶatuƌal, the hiddeŶ, aŶd the oĐĐult. The sĐƌiptuƌes 

ĐleaƌlǇ ǁaƌŶ agaiŶst ďeiŶg iŶǀolǀed oƌ dƌaǁŶ iŶto suĐh pƌaĐtiĐes. AŶd theƌe is a seŶse iŶ ǁhiĐh the Biďle Code ĐaŶ 

ďe ǀieǁed iŶ this ǁaǇ. The ǁise ŵaŶ iŶ Pƌoǀeƌďs said that, ͞It is the gloƌǇ of God to ĐoŶĐeal a thiŶg: ďut the hoŶouƌ 

of kiŶgs is to seaƌĐh out a ŵatteƌ͟ ;Pƌoǀeƌďs Ϯϱ:ϮͿ. Hoǁ this ǁoƌks out iŶ pƌaĐtiĐe ǁas ƌeǀealed ďǇ Jesus ǁheŶ he 

spoke to his disĐiples iŶ paƌaďles. His ŵessage ǁas Ŷot iŶ soŵe hiddeŶ Đode to ďe disĐoǀeƌed iŶ a futuƌe age ďǇ 

oŶe touĐh of a Đoŵputeƌ keǇ, ďut ďǇ diligeŶt ŵeditatioŶ, aŶd ďǇ ĐoŵpaƌiŶg sĐƌiptuƌe ǁith sĐƌiptuƌe.͟ , AshtoŶ, ͞ Book 

‘eǀieǁ: The Biďle Code ,͟ The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ϭϯϰ, Ŷo. ϭϱϵϳ ;BiƌŵiŶghaŵ: ChƌistadelphiaŶ MagaziŶe & PuďlishiŶg 

AssoĐiatioŶ, ϭϵϵϳͿ, Ϯϱϳ. 
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ǲBut, as the book itself explains ȋbut only in an appendix at the end of the bookȌ, the so-called ǲhidden textǳ is simply an alternative translation of the plain text of Numbers 3:24. As it stands in our Bibles, the phrase reads ǲthe chief of the house of the father of the Gershonitesǳ. This has been retranslated 

by Dr. Rips as ǲPresident ȋChief of the houseȌ, but he (of the) was kicked out (Gershonites—where Gershon means ǮexileǯȌǳ. We may well question the intellectual honesty of this approach.ǳ 444 

As much as we should be wary of intellectual dishonesty outside our community, we should be even more 

cautious and critical of works produced by other Christadelphians; not because we expect Christadelphians 

to be less intellectually honest, but because we are naturally biased to believe each other and less inclined to 

test Christadelphian material for accuracy. 

In the interest of intellectual honesty and the concern that our brothers and sisters are not misled by 

inaccurate information, the following Facebook pages have been established to provide objective information 

on specific topics, and to examine critically the claims made in several prominent Christadelphian periodicals. 

 Biblical Historical Context 

 Science & Scripture 

 The Christadelphian Magazine reviewed 

 The Lampstand reviewed 

 The Testimony Magazine reviewed 

 The Bible Magazine reviewed  

 Christadelphian - Origins Discussion 

 Evolutionary Creationism - A Christadelphian Perspective 

These pages are updated regularly, and all of them welcome comments and feedback from readers. ǲ(ow much firmer grounds of the only worthwhile poise and social ease are true humility, 

intellectual honesty and sincere regard for others.ǳ445 

                                                                    
444 Ashton, ǲBook Review: The Bible Codeǳ, The Christadelphian ͳ͵Ͷ, no. ͳͷͻ͹ ȋBirmingham: Christadelphian Magazine & Publishing Association, ͳͻͻ͹Ȍ, ʹͷͺ. 
445 Tǁelǀes, ͞ ͟Deliǀeƌed Fƌoŵ This PƌeseŶt Eǀil Woƌld͟ ;ϲͿ “ŵokiŶg ,͟ The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ϴϵ, Ŷo. ϭϬϱϲ ;BiƌŵiŶghaŵ: 

ChƌistadelphiaŶ MagaziŶe & PuďlishiŶg AssoĐiatioŶ, ϭϵϭϵϱϮͿ, ϭϲϯ. 

https://www.facebook.com/biblicalhistoricalcontext
https://www.facebook.com/pages/Science-Scripture/1449424052004603
https://www.facebook.com/pages/The-Christadelphian-Magazine-reviewed/707984089236927
https://www.facebook.com/pages/The-Lampstand-reviewed/500484383419073
https://www.facebook.com/pages/The-Testimony-Magazine-reviewed/326477574188393
https://www.facebook.com/pages/The-Bible-Magazine-reviewed/1432035180419012
https://www.facebook.com/pages/Christadelphian-Origins-Discussion/332786110211527
https://www.facebook.com/pages/Evolutionary-Creationism-A-Christadelphian-Perspective/285058394842055
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Historicity and Authenticity: Definitions and Methods 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

Two issues are central to the historical study of Jesus. One is the examination of evidence for his existence; 

historicity. The other is the examination of evidence for what he said and did; authenticity. Both of these 

examinations are typically carried out by applying specific criteria to the available evidence. This article explains 

the difference between historicity and authenticity, describes the criteria and their application, and assesses 

strengths and weaknesses of each approach. 

Criteria of historicity and  authenticity (istorical examination of the life of Jesus is referred to as the ǮQuest for the (istorical Jesusǯ. The aim of the 
Quest is not to prove the historicity of Jesus; that is the work of professional historians. The aim of the Jesus 

quest is to reach a conclusion on who Jesus was, and what his aims were.  

The historicity of Jesus is not questioned by the Jesus Quest, because the historicity of Jesus has already been 

established and accepted by the scholarly consensus of professional historians, according to criteria of 

historicity applied within professional histiography. New Testament scholars are in no position to dispute 

such a scholarly consensus, and there is no reason for them to do so. New Testament scholars should accept 

the historicity of Jesus as established by professional historians, just as philosophers accept the historicity of 

Socrates and Plato as established by professional historians, and do not start their books on philosophy with 

chapter after chapter assessing the historical evidence for these men. While historians apply criteria of historicity to assess the probability of Jesusǯ existence ȋand conclude that 
he did exist), scholars of the historical Jesus apply the criteria of authenticity to determine what he said and 

did, and why. It must be understood that the aim of the criteria of authenticity is not to establish the historicity 

of Jesus; that is not what the criteria were created for. They were created to assess the authenticity of the 

Jesus tradition, namely the texts and underlying sources of the earliest Christian movement, which is why 

they are called criteria of authenticity. They were not created to assess the historicity of Jesus. 

The criteria of authenticity assess the authenticity of the Jesus tradition, consisting almost entirely of the 

gospels, Acts, and the letters and epistle. That is, they assess the probability of sayings and events recorded 

in the Jesus tradition, as authentic; what Jesus really said or did. Because they are sometimes used to assess 
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the probability of events in the life of Jesus, they are sometimes referred to (though uncommonly), as criteria 

of historicity.  

However, this usage is very rare; they are referred to overwhelmingly as criteria of authenticity. But even when the term Ǯcriteria of historicityǯ is used, the term does not mean Ǯhistoricity of Jesus'; it means the Ǯhistoricity of the eventǯ is under examination. Mythicists sometimes claim these criteria are never used in 

standard professional historiographical research. This is untrue. Here is a list of criteria of authenticity with 

counterparts in professional historiography; the criterion are enumerated differently by various scholars, but 

this list covers the eight most commonly used (in some cases more than one criterion is conflated under one 

heading). 

1. Multiple attestation. 

Multiple independent sources are typically understood as strengthening the case for authenticity and 

historicity. This criterion is absolutely fundamental to professional historiography in any field. 

2. Embarrassment. 

Efforts to mask, explain away, or otherwise mitigate damaging historical information, can identify historical 

facts. It should be noted that this criterion is never used on its own in Jesus studies, and it is used in other historical studies. See for example Baruch (alpernǯs work ǮDavidǯs Secret Demonsǯ ȋʹͲͲͳȌ, in which he 
compares how two different sources treat an event in the life of David (page 295), actually using the very word Ǯembarrassmentǯ to explain why one source attempts to disassociate David from the event altogether, 
while the other source uses it to exculpate David from involvement in a battle against his arch-enemy. Halpern 

concludes the event really happened, and that since it was damaging to Davidǯs monarchy but was too widely 
known to be denied, both sources attempted to mitigate it in their own way when writing a historical record 

validating the Davidic dynasty. 

3. Historico-contextual plausibility. 

This assesses whether or not the event fits its purported socio-historical context; a story of a man driving a 

tractor in first century Judea is clearly a fabrication, since it does not fit the socio-historical context. This is a 

standard criterion of professional historiography in any field, and is also used to detect interpolations by later 

editors of a text. Many classical texts have been examined using this criterion (including the Illiad, in attempts 

to date the text), and it has been used in particular to identify forgeries, pseudepigrapha, or interpolations. 

Reference to the consulate of Gallicanus in the Donation of Constantine (a document claiming to have been 



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ͳ͹ͷ 

written while Constantine was consul), proves this document is a forgery; it could not have been written in Constantineǯs day. 
4. Natural probability. 

That non-supernatural events in a record are more likely to be historical, and supernatural events are less 

likely. This is such a well established criterion of historiography it hardly needs mention. For example, 

Egyptologists strip the Egyptian record of the Battle of Qadesh of all its supernatural elements, and 

reconstruct the battle without them. Classical historians do the same with the records of Greek and Roman 

historians. 

5. Style and language. )n the study of the historical Jesus, this is typically separated into two criteria, ǮCriterion of Palestinian/Aramaic phenomenaǯ ȋor similarly phrasedȌ, and ǮCriterion of Styleǯ. The linguistic style fits the 
historical context of the purported events, and the language itself (Aramaic in the case of Jesus studies), 

indicates the earliest form of Christian tradition (since Jesus and the earliest disciples spoke Aramaic, and did 

not write in Greek). 

Again, this is used in standard historical critical treatments of other texts. To take the Donation of Constantine 

as an example once more, anachronistic stylistic features and language proved that the document was written 

far later than the era of Constantine; it used some post-imperial formulas, and some medieval Latinisms which 

did not exist in the time of Constantine. 

Use of historical controls Controls typically used in the study of the historical Jesus include Paulǯs letters, Jewish historical sources such 
as Philo, Josephus, and the rabbinical literature, and Roman records such as inscriptions (the Pilate 

inscription is an example), histories (primarily Tacitus), and government literature (such as legislation and 

taxation records). These sources, without providing direct controls concerning events in the life of Jesus ȋexcept for Josephus and Tacitus, who do provide direct controls for parts of Jesusǯ lifeȌ, do provide controls 
for testing the historicity, and the probability, of events recorded in the gospels.  

Standard scholarly commentaries make reference to this use of such controls, which are applied to the gospel 

accounts in both historical and literary analysis. ǮWhen the canonical Gospels are compared with the apocryphal gospels, one of the most impressive 
differences is how restrained the former are. There are historical controls at work in the canonical 
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Gospels that were not present in the composition of the apocryphal gospels, which abound in 

extravagant miracles recorded mainly for effect and to impress the readers. The controlling element 

in the canonical Gospels is found particularly in the very important continuing availability of eyewitnesses.ǯ446 Ǯ(ence, there is a real sense in which Acts and the Pauline epistles are independent sources for our 
knowledge of Paul, and consequently we have an historical control which validates the three essentials for the argument.ǯ447 ǮAn investigation into Galatians is particularly important since it is the earliest New Testament 
document dealing with the subject81 and it forms an invaluable historical control for 

distinguishing between history and authorial interpretation in Luke-Acts.ǯ448 Ǯ)n these twelve points one can use Matthew as a check or an historical control on Luke and vice 

versa, since this is an instance of multiple, independent attestation. Both Matthew and Luke have 

inherited common earlier traditions about the infancy of Jesus. Each of them has adopted such 

details, which may be regarded as the historical nucleus, and incorporated them into his own 

structured literary composition. As for the other details in the two infancy narratives, beyond these 

twelve that have been inherited in common, they may have come from the private sources that both Matthew and Luke have used, from ǲMǳ or ǲLǳ.  
But no one can be sure about the use of ǲMǳ and ǲLǳ in this part of the gospel tradition; one cannot 

exclude the likelihood that both Matthew and Luke have freely composed their narratives, while 

making use of these twelve points. If so, then one has to allow for doubts and hesitation about the 

historical character of the rest (e.g. in the Matthean narrative, about the visit of the magi, the flight to 

                                                                    
446 Donald Alfred (agner, The New Testament: A (istorical and Theological )ntroduction ȋGrand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Academic, ʹͲͳʹȌ, ͸͵. 
447 ‘iĐhaƌd PeaĐe, CoŶǀeƌsioŶ iŶ the Neǁ TestaŵeŶt: Paul aŶd the Tǁelǀe ;GƌaŶd ‘apids, MiĐh.: W.B. EeƌdŵaŶs 

Puď., ϭϵϵϵͿ, ϲϰ. 

448 Philip FƌaŶĐis Esleƌ, CoŵŵuŶitǇ aŶd Gospel iŶ Luke-AĐts : The “oĐial aŶd PolitiĐal MotiǀatioŶs of LuĐaŶ 

TheologǇ ;MoŶogƌaph seƌies ;“oĐietǇ foƌ Neǁ TestaŵeŶt “tudiesͿ ϱϳ; Caŵďƌidge [Caŵďƌidgeshiƌe]; Neǁ Yoƌk: 

Caŵďƌidge UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess, ϭϵϴϵͿ, ϴϲ-ϴϳ. 



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ͳ͹͹ 

Egypt, the massacre of the innocents, the return to Nazareth; similarly in the Lucan narrative, the 

visit of the shepherds, the presentation in the temple, the finding of the twelve year old Jesus in the 

temple). Such details have no counterpart in the other infancy narrative, and there is nothing like 

an historical control for them. Yet the historical kernel (the twelve points) prevents one from 

writing off the infancy narratives as mere fabrications out of whole cloth.ǯ449 ǮThis inquiry responds to the objection that ǲunity is in the eye of the beholderǳ by demonstrating the 
correspondence throughout this argument with contemporary Greco-Roman texts, thus providing 

an historical control for the literary analysis.ǯ450 ǮSupport for the OT story behind the text derived from step one of the methodology is much more likely to have been behind Matthewǯs OT quotations if this same story can be found in other Jewish 
and Christian works, such as Philo, Josephus, the DSS, and other portions of the NT. The inclusion of 

these extra-biblical sources in this work provides a hsistorical control for how the OT story is 

understood and where the OT story is found by establishing a first-century perspective for understanding the texts.ǯ451 

Taking the trial and sentencing of Jesus by Pilate as an example, direct sources on Pilate such as Tacitus and the Pilate inscription allow us to answer questions such as ǮDid Pilate exist?ǯ, ǮWas he a governor at the time claimed by the gospels?ǯ, ǮDid he have the authority to command executions?ǯ, ǮWas he in Judea at the time the gospels said he tried and sentenced Jesus?ǯ, and ultimately ǮDid he sentence Jesus to crucifixion?ǯ. 
Sources such as Philo and Josephus (direct sources on Pilate, and therefore indirect controls for the trial and 

sentencing of Jesus), help us answer more difficult questions about the specific details given in the gospels, such as ǮWas Pilate likely to be influenced by a Jewish crowd?ǯ, ǮIs it likely he would have wanted to release Jesus?ǯ, ǮWould he have been influenced by a bad dream his wife had?ǯ, ǮWould he have been likely to have seen Jesus as a threat?ǯ and ǮWould he have permitted Jesusǯ body to have been taken down from the cross 
                                                                    
449 Joseph A FitzŵǇeƌ, A ChƌistologiĐal CateĐhisŵ: Neǁ TestaŵeŶt AŶsǁeƌs ;Neǁ Yoƌk: Paulist Pƌess, ϭϵϵϭͿ, ϯϭ. 

450 Maƌgaƌet MaƌǇ MitĐhell, Paul aŶd the ‘hetoƌiĐ of ‘eĐoŶĐiliatioŶ: AŶ EǆegetiĐal IŶǀestigatioŶ of the LaŶguage 

aŶd CoŵpositioŶ of ϭ CoƌiŶthiaŶs ;Mohƌ “ieďeĐk, ϭϵϵϭͿ, Ϯ. 

451 Chaƌles A ‘aǇ, ͞The “toƌǇ ďehiŶd the “toƌǇ: The Use of the Old TestaŵeŶt iŶ Mattheǁ͛s Biƌth Naƌƌatiǀe,͟  

;ϮϬϬϴͿ, ϯϮ. 
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and buried by a stranger?ǯ. The answers to these questions are not decisive; they are matters of probability. 
Any indirect sources demonstrating agreement between the events in the gospels and the socio-historical 

context in which they took place, contributes to our assessment of the probability of their historicity. 

Controversy over criteria 

The criteria of authenticity have been criticized by a range of scholars; in fact every one of the criteria has 

been criticized. This criticism has been exaggerated greatly by those who do not accept that Jesus existed, or 

who believe there is insufficient evidence to warrant the conclusion that he did exist. In some cases the 

scholarly dispute over the criteria of authenticity and their application, has been represented as evidence that 

none of the criteria are valid for the investigation of the historical Jesus. 

Richard Carrier (a professional historian skeptical of the historicity of Jesus), has claimed that the wide range 

of conclusions about Jesus personal identity and mission demonstrate the failure of the criteria of 

authenticity. He has also claimed that when so many different portraits of a historical figure emerge from 

study of the evidence, it casts doubt on the methods used. On this basis, he argues that differences in 

interpretations of Jesus resulting from the use of the criteria of authenticity proves that the criteria are useless 

(claiming that if they were valid they would result in only one interpretation of Jesus), and that these 

differences also casts doubt on Jesusǯ existence. 
This is invalid for several reasons. Firstly, it confuses the criteria of authenticity with the criteria of historicity. 

Scholarly criticisms of the criteria of authenticity are not the same as scholarly criticisms of the criteria of 

historicity, and the criteria of historicity are not in dispute; all the scholars applying the criteria of historicity 

have arrived at the same conclusion, that Jesus really existed. Secondly, scholarly dispute over whether Jesus 

is best characterized as an independent rural rabbi, or an apocalyptic wonderworker, or a travelling healer, 

does not cast any doubt on his historicity. Thirdly, such disputes do not cast any doubt on the criteria of 

authenticity; they are simply disputes over the interpretation of the body of historical data about Jesusǯ life 
on which scholars have already come to an agreement. Fourthly it understates the level of agreement between scholars as to the historicity of events in Jesusǯ life as 
recorded by the available sources (such as the gospels). There is a sholarly consensus that reliable historical 

information about Jesus does exist, contained in both the New Testament and non-biblical historical sources. 

Although details of the life of Jesus are still hotly disputed, there is still a very broad agreement on the key 

events of his life. The following statements are all agreed on by the overwhelming consensus of peer reviewed 

professional scholarship on the historicity of Jesus, from those as conservative as Witherington, Blomberg 
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and Habemas, through those less conservative such as Theissen,452 and Sanders,453 to those as skeptical as 

Vermès (Jew),454 455 456 Ehrman (agnostic),457 and Lüdemann (atheist).458 459 

1. Jesus was born to a woman named Mary, during the reign of Herod the Great. 

                                                                    
452 Geƌd TheisseŶ aŶd AŶŶette Meƌz, The HistoƌiĐal Jesus: A CoŵpƌeheŶsiǀe Guide ;MiŶŶeapolis: Foƌtƌess Pƌess, 

ϭϵϵϴͿ, ϱϲϵ, ϱϳϭ-ϱϳϮ. 

453 ͚“aŶdeƌs offeƌed a ŵoƌe ĐoŶĐise sketĐh iŶ The HistoƌiĐal Figuƌe of Jesus ;ϭϵϵϯͿ. - Jesus ǁas ďoƌŶ Đ. ϰ BCE, Ŷeaƌ 

the tiŵe of the death of Heƌod the Gƌeat; - he speŶt his Đhildhood aŶd eaƌlǇ adult Ǉeaƌs iŶ Nazaƌeth, a GalileaŶ 

ǀillage; - he ǁas ďaptized ďǇ JohŶ the Baptist; - he Đalled disĐiples; - he taught iŶ the toǁŶs, ǀillages aŶd ĐouŶtƌǇside 

of Galilee ;appaƌeŶtlǇ Ŷot the ĐitiesͿ; - he pƌeaĐhed "the kiŶgdoŵ of God"; - aďout the Ǉeaƌ ϯϬ he ǁeŶt to Jeƌusaleŵ 

foƌ Passoǀeƌ; - he Đƌeated a distuƌďaŶĐe iŶ the Teŵple aƌea; - he had a fiŶal ŵeal ǁith the disĐiples; - he ǁas aƌƌested 

aŶd iŶteƌƌogated ďǇ Jeǁish authoƌities, speĐifiĐallǇ the high pƌiest; - he ǁas eǆeĐuted oŶ the oƌdeƌs of the ‘oŵaŶ 

pƌefeĐt, PoŶtius Pilate.͛ , EdǁiŶ Keith Bƌoadhead, Jeǁish WaǇs of FolloǁiŶg Jesus: ‘edƌaǁiŶg the ‘eligious Map of 

AŶtiƋuitǇ ;TüďiŶgeŶ: Mohƌ “ieďeĐk, ϮϬϭϬͿ, ϲϰ-ϲϱ. 

454 GĠza Veƌŵğs, Jesus aŶd the Woƌld of Judaisŵ ;Philadelphia: Foƌtƌess, ϭϵϴϰͿ, ϭϭ-ϭϮ. 

455 ͚WhǇ, theŶ, ǁas Jesus ĐƌuĐified? IŶ Veƌŵes's suďseƋueŶt ǀoluŵe, ͚The ‘eligioŶ of Jesus the Jeǁ ,͛ he suĐĐiŶĐtlǇ 

suŵŵaƌizes his ĐoŶĐlusioŶ: ͞The aƌƌest aŶd eǆeĐutioŶ of Jesus ǁeƌe due, Ŷot diƌeĐtlǇ to his ǁoƌds aŶd deeds, ďut 

to theiƌ possiďle iŶsuƌƌeĐtioŶaƌǇ ĐoŶseƋueŶĐes feaƌed ďǇ the Ŷeƌǀous authoƌities iŶ Đhaƌge of laǁ aŶd oƌdeƌ iŶ that 

poǁdeƌ-keg of fiƌst-ĐeŶtuƌǇ Jeƌusaleŵ... He died oŶ the Đƌoss foƌ haǀiŶg doŶe the ǁƌoŶg thiŶg ;Đaused a 

ĐoŵŵotioŶͿ iŶ the ǁƌoŶg plaĐe ;the TeŵpleͿ at the ǁƌoŶg tiŵe ;just ďefoƌe PassoǀeƌͿ͟ ;ǆͿ.͛  LeaŶdeƌ E KeĐk, Who Is 

Jesus? HistoƌǇ iŶ PeƌfeĐt TeŶse ;Coluŵďia, “.C.: UŶiǀeƌsitǇ of “outh CaƌoliŶa Pƌess, ϮϬϬϬͿ, ϰϭ. 

456 ͚͟The “ǇŶoptists aƌe uŶaŶiŵous iŶ pƌeseŶtiŶg hiŵ as aŶ eǆoƌĐist, healeƌ aŶd teaĐheƌ. TheǇ also eŵphasize that 

the deepest iŵpƌessioŶ ŵade ďǇ Jesus oŶ his ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌies ƌesulted fƌoŵ his ŵasteƌǇ oǀeƌ deǀils aŶd disease, 

aŶd the ŵagŶetiĐ poǁeƌ of his pƌeaĐhiŶg.͟ ,͛ Veƌŵğs Ƌuoted ďǇ BeƌŶaƌd BƌaŶdoŶ “Đott, ͞Neǁ OptioŶs iŶ AŶ Old 

Quest,͟  iŶ The HistoƌiĐal Jesus Thƌough CatholiĐ aŶd Jeǁish EǇes ;ed. LeoŶaƌd J GƌeeŶspooŶ, M. DeŶŶis Haŵŵ, aŶd 

BƌǇaŶ F LeBeau; Haƌƌisďuƌg, Pa.: TƌiŶitǇ Pƌess IŶteƌŶatioŶal, ϮϬϬϬͿ, ϳ-ϴ. 

457 Baƌt D EhƌŵaŶ, Jesus, ApoĐalǇptiĐ Pƌophet of the Neǁ MilleŶŶiuŵ ;Oǆfoƌd; Neǁ Yoƌk: Oǆfoƌd UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess, 

ϭϵϵϵͿ. 
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2. He had a father (biological or not), called Joseph. 

3. He was baptized in Galilee. 

4. He became an itinerant teacher. 

5. He proclaimed the kingdom of God. 

6. He conducted a healing ministry which involved certain genuine acts of healing. 

7. He taught a subversive and counter-cultural socio-religious ethic expressed in wisdom sayings and 

parables; Mark 2:19; 3:27; 4:21; 10:25; 12:17, Matthew 5:38-48; 6:9-23; 7:7-8; 11:7-8; 18:12-14; 

18:23-25; 20:1-15, Luke 6:20-21; 6:41-42; 9:58; 9:59-60; 10:30-35; 11:24-26; 12:22-31; 13:6-9; 

13:20-21; 14:16-24; 15:11-32; 16:1-8a; 17:33; 18:1-8; 20:46 are all considered authentic sayings of 

Jesus by the Jesus Seminar. 

8. He associated and identified with social outcasts. 

9. He criticized the established Jewish religious elite. 

 

10. He was arrested and crucified during the prefecture of Pontius Pilate, for being a public nuisance and 

social threat. 

11. He died at around 30 years of age. 

Conclusion 

The scholarly consensus that Jesus existed is based on the application of criteria of historicity belonging to 

standard professional historiography. There is no dispute among professional historians that Jesus existed. 

                                                                    
458 Geƌd LüdeŵaŶŶ, The Gƌeat DeĐeptioŶ: AŶd What Jesus ‘eallǇ “aid aŶd Did ;Aŵheƌst, N.Y.: Pƌoŵetheus Books, 

ϭϵϵϵͿ, ϳϳ, ϴϯ, ϵϲ-ϵϳ; Geƌd LüdeŵaŶŶ, Jesus Afteƌ Tǁo ThousaŶd Yeaƌs: What He ‘eallǇ “aid aŶd Did ;Pƌoŵetheus 

Books, Puďlisheƌs, ϮϬϬϭͿ, ϲϴϵ-ϲϵϬ. 

459 ͚LüdeŵaŶŶ eǀeŶ ĐoŶĐludes that ͚the aĐtiǀitǇ of Jesus iŶ dƌiǀiŶg out deŵoŶs is oŶe of the ŵost ĐeƌtaiŶ histoƌiĐal 

faĐts aďout his life͛ ;Jesus ϭϯͿ.͛ , Jaŵes D. G. DuŶŶ, Jesus ‘eŵeŵďeƌed ;Wŵ. B. EeƌdŵaŶs PuďlishiŶg, ϮϬϬϯͿ ϲϳϳ. 
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Additionally, the criteria of authenticity (disputed though they are), are largely borrowed from the criteria of 

professional historiography, and have not been invented by New Testament scholars to create data about 

Jesus which does not exist. Application of the criteria of authenticity (disputed as they are), to the available 

historical sources, has resulted in significant scholarly agreement on the key events in Jesusǯ life, and the 
reason for and manner of his death.  
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The Historicity of Jesus: A Guide to Proponents and Skeptics 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

Discussion of the historical existence of Jesus has become widespread on the internet, with commentators on the 

subject ranging from well-respected and highly qualified academics, to uneducated and virtually unknown 

conspiracy theorists. This article provides a definition of mythicism and a brief guide to the individuals commonly 

seen or cited online in discussion of the topic. 

The Scholarly Consensus 

Mythicism is a view encompassing the belief that Jesus did not exist as a historical person (strong mythicism), 

or that even if he did exist, reliable historical information about him exists (weak mythicism). The term Ǯmythicismǯ is most commonly seen being used to refer to the former of these positions. Both views are rejected by the overwhelming number of qualified academics. Jesusǯ existence is considered well established 
by professional historiography, and the idea that he did not exist is typically not taken seriously. ǲThe theory of Jesusǯ nonexistence is now effectively dead as a scholarly question.ǳ 460 

Why pay attention to mythicism? 

Given the fact that mythicism is a fringe view held by virtually no qualified academic and is overwhelmingly 

rejected by the professional scholarly consensus, why pay any attention to it at all? 

In truth, we do not really need to be concerned with mythicism, which historians do not take seriously and 

which is typically treated as having the same lack of credibility as alien abductions, conspiracy theories about 

Atlantis, and astrology. However, it is common to encounter non-Christians who believe mythicism is valid 

and has some evidential basis, so it is worth our time to educate ourselves about the subject in order to give 

an informed answer. 

 

                                                                    
460 ‘oďeƌt E. VaŶ Vooƌst, Jesus Outside the Neǁ TestaŵeŶt: AŶ IŶtƌoduĐtioŶ to the AŶĐieŶt EǀideŶĐe ;GƌaŶd ‘apids, 

MI; Caŵďƌidge, UK: Williaŵ B. EeƌdŵaŶs PuďlishiŶg CoŵpaŶǇ, ϮϬϬϬͿ, ϭϰ. 
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Mythicism in scholarship 

In order to speak authoritatively on the subject, a scholar should have postgraduate qualifications in a 

relevant field (history or New Testament studies), and should preferably have published academic work and 

hold or have held an academic teaching position.  

Although virtually no academically qualified professional scholars hold to either strong or weak mythicism, 

certain scholars are frequently cited in an attempt to support the case. Ironically, not all of them are convinced 

of the mythicist argument and some of them are not relevantly qualified. The following is a list of scholars 

typically cited by mythicists in support of their arguments. 

Professor Richard Carrier is a historian, though he has never held a teaching position. Carrier is qualified to 

write on the historicity of Jesus. However, he often attempts to supplement his case with arguments from 

mathematics, philosophy, early Jewish and Christian texts, despite being unqualified to do so; these efforts 

have been criticized heavily by scholars well qualified in these areas. Additionally, Carrier denies being a 

mythicist, though he argues there is good evidence for the strong mythicist case. 

Professor George Albert Wells is a professor of German, and consequently unqualified in any relevant field. 

Mythicists cite him because he has written several books questioning the historicity of Jesus,461 and originally made the case that Jesus did not exist. (owever, Wellsǯ current position is soft mythicism; that Jesus did exist, 

but that there is little or no evidence for him.462 Professor Robert Price is a professor of New Testament studies, and is well qualified to discuss Jesusǯ 
historicity from the point of view of the New Testament texts and later Christian writings. However, his 

                                                                    
461 Geoƌge Alďeƌt Wells, The Jesus of the EaƌlǇ ChƌistiaŶs: A “tudǇ iŶ ChƌistiaŶ OƌigiŶs ;LoŶdoŶ: PeŵďeƌtoŶ, ϭϵϳϭͿ; 

The HistoƌiĐal EǀideŶĐe foƌ Jesus ;Buffalo, N.Y.: Pƌoŵetheus Books, ϭϵϴϮͿ; The Jesus LegeŶd ;ChiĐago: OpeŶ Couƌt, 

ϭϵϵϲͿ; The Jesus MǇth ;ChiĐago, Ill.: OpeŶ Couƌt, ϭϵϵϵͿ; CaŶ We Tƌust the Neǁ TestaŵeŶt?: Thoughts oŶ the 

‘eliaďilitǇ of EaƌlǇ ChƌistiaŶ TestiŵoŶǇ ;ChiĐago: OpeŶ Couƌt, ϮϬϬϰͿ; CuttiŶg Jesus doǁŶ to “ize: What Higheƌ 

CƌitiĐisŵ Has AĐhieǀed aŶd Wheƌe It Leaǀes ChƌistiaŶitǇ ;ChiĐago, Ill.: OpeŶ Couƌt, ϮϬϬϵͿ. 

462 Geoƌge Alďeƌt Wells, ͞Jesus, HistoƌiĐitǇ of,͟  iŶ The Neǁ EŶĐǇĐlopedia of UŶďelief ;ed. Toŵ FlǇŶŶ; Pƌoŵetheus 

Books, ϮϬϬϳͿ. 
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writings on this subject463 have not gained scholarly support, and remain on the fringe. A contributing factor 

was the fact that he published with two non-scholarly publishing houses (Prometheus Books and American 

Atheist Press), which are dedicated to generating secular and atheist literature.  

Neither of these companies has any significant standing in academic publishing, and they typically produce 

populist works for a non-scholarly audience, which have not been reviewed and assessed by professional 

scholars before publication. Additionally, Price himself is agnostic on the subject of Jesus, and does not hold 

a mythicist view. 

Thomas Brodie is a Roman Catholic theologian and Dominican priest, well qualified to assess the New 

Testament evidence for the existence of Jesus. His strong mythicist views are set out in an academic level 

work published in 2012.464 The book has made little impact on the field, since it relies almost entirely on the 

argument that if parallels for New Testament passages describing Jesus can be found in the Old Testament, it 

is more probable that the New Testament writers simply invented Jesus by patching together numerous Old 

Testament themes, characters, and concepts from a range of different books, to create a single composite 

literary character (Jesus), who was made to look like a real person even though he never existed.  

                                                                    
463 ‘oďeƌt M PƌiĐe, DeĐoŶstƌuĐtiŶg Jesus ;Aŵheƌst, N.Y.: Pƌoŵetheus Books, ϮϬϬϬͿ; ‘oďeƌt M PƌiĐe aŶd Loǁdeƌ, The 

EŵptǇ Toŵď: Jesus ďeǇoŶd the Gƌaǀe ;Aŵheƌst, N.Y.: Pƌoŵetheus Books, ϮϬϬϱͿ; ‘oďeƌt M PƌiĐe, The ‘easoŶ-DƌiǀeŶ 

Life: What Aŵ I Heƌe oŶ Eaƌth Foƌ? ;Aŵheƌst, N.Y.: Pƌoŵetheus Books, ϮϬϬϲͿ; Jesus Is Dead ;CƌaŶfoƌd, N.J.: AŵeƌiĐaŶ 

Atheist Pƌess, ϮϬϬϳͿ; The Case agaiŶst the Case foƌ Chƌist: A Neǁ TestaŵeŶt “Đholaƌ ‘efutes Lee “tƌoďel ;CƌaŶfoƌd, 

N.J.: AŵeƌiĐaŶ Atheist Pƌess, ϮϬϭϬͿ. 

464 Thoŵas L Bƌodie, BeǇoŶd the Quest foƌ the HistoƌiĐal Jesus: Meŵoiƌ of a DisĐoǀeƌǇ ;“heffield: “heffield PhoeŶiǆ 

Pƌess, ϮϬϭϮͿ. 
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Brodieǯs method of identifying parallels has been criticized strongly even by some reviewers sympathetic to 
mythicism,465 and the lack of evidence for his argument has also been noted.466 )n addition, Brodieǯs attempt to dismiss all the historical sources for Jesus outside the New Testament, and 
his denial of any oral tradition as a historical witness to Jesus, has failed to find support within the broader scholarly community. Brodieǯs theory requires that all of the New Testament books are simply literary 
creations written to give the false appearance of a man who never lived and numerous events which never 

took place (including the entire book of Acts).  

The sheer scale of this literary fiction, the unprecedented coordination of writing required, the lack of any 

historical evidence, the failure to dislodge the scholarly consensus on the historical sources outside the New 

                                                                    
465 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ͛s ƌeǀieǁ ǁas sĐathiŶg; ͞This ďook is as the suďtitle saǇs: a ŵeŵoiƌ. It isŶ͛t ƌeallǇ a good ďook 

foƌ aƌguiŶg his Đase. IŶ faĐt, it s͛ teƌƌiďle at that. CoŶseƋueŶtlǇ, I ĐaŶŶot ƌeĐoŵŵeŶd this ďook to aŶǇoŶe ǁho 

ǁaŶts to see a good Đase foƌ Jesus Ŷot eǆistiŶg. You siŵplǇ ǁill Ŷot ďe ĐoŶǀiŶĐed ďǇ his tƌeatŵeŶt of that heƌe. 

All it does do is eǆplaiŶ, autoďiogƌaphiĐallǇ, the steps that took hiŵ to this ĐoŶĐlusioŶ, ǁith soŵe ďƌief outliŶes of 

the kiŶd of aƌguŵeŶts he Đould peƌhaps giŶ up if he ǁeƌe to do a full-foƌĐe defeŶse of the thesis. Hoǁeǀeƌ, eǀeŶ 

ǁeƌe he to ǁƌite that hǇpothetiĐal ďook, I still doŶ͛t thiŶk he͛d haǀe a Đase. Not that theƌe isŶ͛t a good Đase foƌ the 

ĐoŶĐlusioŶ ;that Jesus pƌoďaďlǇ did Ŷot ƌeallǇ eǆist histoƌiĐallǇ as the Gospels ĐlaiŵͿ. ‘atheƌ, I thiŶk Bƌodie has 

Đoŵe to that ĐoŶĐlusioŶ iŶǀalidlǇ, fƌoŵ a ƌatheƌ ǁeak seƌies of aƌguŵeŶts .͟ , ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞Bƌodie oŶ Jesus,͟  

‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, Ŷ.d., Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϴ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

466 AgaiŶ, ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ has ďeeŶ uŶƌeleŶtiŶglǇ disŵissiǀe of Bƌodie͛s effoƌts; ͞MeaŶǁhile, the false pƌeŵise has 

to do ǁith his tƌeatŵeŶt of the PauliŶe epistles. ‘eallǇ the oŶlǇ eǀideŶĐe foƌ histoƌiĐitǇ theƌe is is [siĐ] a sĐaŶt feǁ 

oďsĐuƌe passages iŶ the PauliŶe epistles ;e.g. ƌefeƌeŶĐes to ͞ďƌotheƌs of the Loƌd͟Ϳ, so theǇ aƌe ƌeallǇ the ŵost 

iŵpoƌtaŶt eǀideŶĐe to deal ǁith, aŶd he deals ǁith theŵ alŵost Ŷot at all. IŶ faĐt, his aŶsǁeƌ to theŵ is to deĐlaƌe 

theŵ all foƌgeƌies, aŶd Paul hiŵself a fiĐtioŶ. Bƌodie ŵakes Ŷo Đleaƌ Đase foƌ this ĐoŶĐlusioŶ, aŶd ǁhat aƌguŵeŶts 

he does haǀe aƌe fallaĐious ;e.g. the letteƌs haǀe ĐeƌtaiŶ featuƌes that foƌged letteƌs soŵetiŵes shaƌe–eǆĐept, so 

do autheŶtiĐ letteƌsͿ, aŶd the positioŶ as a ǁhole is too ƌadiĐal to ďe useful. Not that it hasŶ͛t had seƌious defeŶdeƌs 

ďefoƌe this. But it ĐoŶstitutes a ǁhole additioŶal fƌiŶge thesis oŶe ŵust defeŶd suĐĐessfullǇ fiƌst, ďefoƌe oŶe ĐaŶ 

use it as a pƌeŵise iŶ aŶ aƌguŵeŶt foƌ the ahistoƌiĐitǇ of Jesus. AŶd I aŵ skeptiĐal that that ĐaŶ ƌeallǇ ďe doŶe ;see 

ŵǇ ĐoŵŵeŶts heƌe aŶd heƌeͿ. CeƌtaiŶlǇ ŶoŶe of his aƌguŵeŶts iŶ BeyoŶd aƌe ĐoŶǀiŶĐiŶg oŶ this suďjeĐt.͟ , ‘iĐhaƌd 

Caƌƌieƌ, ͞Bƌodie oŶ Jesus,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, Ŷ.d., Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϴ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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Testament which contain authentic references to Jesus, itǯs lack of explanation for the available evidence, and the enormously complex nature of Brodieǯs case ȋrequiring far more evidence than he has providedȌ, has 
resulted in its rejection by the scholarly community.467  

Professor Hector Avalos is an ex-Christian atheist, and professor of religious studies. He is highly qualified in 

Biblical studies, with several relevant post-graduate degrees and a wide range of academic publications. 

However, although Avalos is strongly against religion in general and theism in particular, he is not a mythicist; 

whilst believing the case has merit, he does not commit to it. He has not published any work on the historicity 

of Jesus. 

Professor Thomas L. Thompson is a highly qualified and respected Old Testament scholar. However, he has 

been criticized strongly by other professionals for his comments on subjects outside his area of expertise, 

                                                                    
467 ͞Bƌodie͛s ƌespoŶse to Jesus͛ histoƌiĐitǇ ƌuŶs iŶto tǁo pƌoďleŵs. Fiƌst, he seeŵs to Đƌeate a  false diĐhotoŵǇ 

ďetǁeeŶ histoƌǇ aŶd liteƌatuƌe. If a Ŷaƌƌatiǀe is liteƌaƌǇ, oƌ ďoƌƌoǁs a  liteƌaƌǇ stƌategǇ fƌoŵ aŶ eaƌlieƌ souƌĐe, aŶd 

is histoƌiĐallǇ iŶaĐĐuƌate, theŶ Bƌodie  ƋuestioŶs its histoƌiĐitǇ altogetheƌ. Yet all histoƌǇ is liteƌaƌǇ. It is Ŷot 

suƌpƌisiŶg that  Jeǁish ChƌistiaŶs ƌelated theiƌ stoƌǇ ďǇ ƌeĐastiŶg ŶatioŶal stoƌies that ďƌought theŵ hope.  The 

sheeƌ ǀoluŵe of ďoth ChƌistiaŶ aŶd ŶoŶ-ChƌistiaŶ ƌefeƌeŶĐes to Jesus suggest the  opposite ĐoŶĐlusioŶ, that Jesus 

eǆisted. EǀeŶ though histoƌiaŶs laĐk details aďout Jesus͛ life, it does Ŷot ƌeƋuiƌe us to ĐoŶĐlude that Jesus ǁas a 

ǁholesale ĐƌeatioŶ.  “eĐoŶd, Bƌodie s͛ solutioŶ ĐaŶŶot adeƋuatelǇ aĐĐouŶt foƌ ChƌistiaŶ oƌigiŶs. WhǇ ǁould the 

ĐhuƌĐh Đƌeate suĐh a liteƌaƌǇ iŶǀeŶtioŶ? What ǁas the ďasis foƌ eaƌlǇ ChƌistiaŶ theologǇ? If theǇ ďased this liteƌaƌǇ 

iŶǀeŶtioŶ oŶ aŶ aĐtual peƌsoŶ, ǁould it Ŷot ďe easieƌ to ĐoŶĐlude that peƌsoŶ aĐtuallǇ ďe Jesus? Bƌodie hiŵself 

ĐoŶĐedes: ͞ChƌistiaŶitǇ eŵeƌged fƌoŵ Judaisŵ, ďut if Jesus aŶd Paul aƌe esseŶtiallǇ liteƌaƌǇ oƌ sǇŵďoliĐ ƌatheƌ thaŶ 

histoƌiĐal, it is Ŷot Đleaƌ hoǁ that eŵeƌgeŶĐe happeŶed͟ ;ϭϳϳͿ. Lateƌ he ǁƌites: ͞It is Ŷot Đleaƌ ǁhat spaƌked this 

deǀelopŵeŶt—ǁhat iŶspiƌed those at the oƌigiŶs of ChƌistiaŶitǇ͟ ;ϭϴϮͿ. The eǆisteŶĐe of Jesus pƌeseŶts the ŵost 

histoƌiĐallǇ plausiďle ĐoŶĐlusioŶ.͟ , BeŶjaŵiŶ I “iŵpsoŶ, ͞ ‘eǀieǁ: BeǇoŶd the Quest foƌ the HistoƌiĐal Jesus: Meŵoiƌ 

of a DisĐoǀeƌǇ,͟  ‘eǀieǁ of BiďliĐal Liteƌatuƌe ;JulǇ ϮϬϬϳͿ. 
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such as archaeology468 469 and New Testament studies. His comparison of king David and Jesus470 has been 

interpreted as presenting a mythical case for Jesus, but he has denied strongly that this was his intention.471 

Whilst claiming the gospels cannot be used to establish the historicity of Jesus, Thompson said he was not 

attempting to argue for mythicism;472 he has not committed to the mythicist case. 

Professor Richard Dawkins is a biologist with no formal qualifications relevant to the historicity of Jesus. 

Although aware of the mythicist case he has not committed to it, saying only that such a case is possible, and stating in his book ǮThe God Delusionǯ ȋʹͲͲ͸Ȍ, that Jesus ǲprobably existedǳ.473 

                                                                    
468 CoŵŵeŶtiŶg oŶ ThoŵpsoŶ͛s Đlaiŵs ĐoŶĐeƌŶiŶg the histoƌǇ of aŶĐieŶt Isƌael, aƌĐhaeologist KeŶŶeth KitĐheŶ saǇs 

͚As a pƌofessioŶal QƌieŶtalist of loŶg staŶdiŶg ;of EgǇptologǇ aŶd Neaƌ EasteƌŶ teǆts aŶd ĐiǀilizatioŶsͿ, I haƌdlǇ kŶoǁ 

ǁheƌe to ďegiŶ ǁith all this ƌolliĐkiŶg, sillǇ ŶoŶseŶse! ,͛ KeŶŶeth AŶdeƌsoŶ KitĐheŶ, OŶ the ‘eliaďilitǇ of the Old 

TestaŵeŶt ;Wŵ. B. EeƌdŵaŶs PuďlishiŶg, ϮϬϬϯͿ, ϰϱϲ. 

469 CoŵŵeŶtiŶg oŶ ThoŵpsoŶ͛s ďook ͚EaƌlǇ HistoƌǇ of the Isƌaelite People fƌoŵ the WƌitteŶ aŶd AƌĐhaeologiĐal 

“ouƌĐes͛ ;ϭϵϵϮͿ, aƌĐhaeologist Williaŵ Deǀeƌ said ͞UŶfoƌtuŶatelǇ, it ǁas a ĐaƌiĐatuƌe, Ŷot a histoƌǇ that aŶǇ 

aƌĐhaeologist ǁould haǀe eǀeŶ ƌeĐogŶized.͟ , Williaŵ G Deǀeƌ, Who Weƌe the EaƌlǇ Isƌaelites? AŶd Wheƌe Did TheǇ 

Coŵe Fƌoŵ? ;GƌaŶd ‘apids, MiĐh.: Williaŵ B. EeƌdŵaŶs Puď. Co., ϮϬϬϯͿ, ϭϰϭ. 

470 Thoŵas L ThoŵpsoŶ, The Messiah MǇth: The Neaƌ EasteƌŶ ‘oots of Jesus aŶd Daǀid ;Neǁ Yoƌk: BasiĐ Books, 

ϮϬϬϱͿ. 

471 ͞‘atheƌ thaŶ dealiŶg ǁith the histoƌiĐitǇ of the figuƌe of Jesus, ŵǇ ďook had aƌgued a ĐoŶsideƌaďlǇ diffeƌeŶt 

issue, ǁhiĐh, hoǁeǀeƌ, ŵight ǁell ƌaise pƌoďleŵs foƌ ŵaŶǇ AŵeƌiĐaŶ Neǁ TestaŵeŶt sĐholaƌs ǁho histoƌiĐize ǁhat 

ǁas ďetteƌ uŶdeƌstood as allegoƌiĐal. ‘atheƌ thaŶ a ďook oŶ histoƌiĐitǇ, ŵǇ The Messiah MǇth offeƌed aŶ aŶalǇsis 

of the theŵatiĐ eleŵeŶts aŶd ŵotifs of a paƌtiĐulaƌ ŵǇth, ǁhiĐh had a histoƌǇ of at least ϮϬϬϬ Ǉeaƌs.͟ , Thoŵas L 

ThoŵpsoŶ, ͞The Biďle aŶd IŶteƌpƌetatioŶ - Is This Not the CaƌpeŶteƌ͛s “oŶ? ,͟ Ŷ.d., Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϴ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

472 ͞Heƌe I aƌgue that the sǇŶoptiĐ gospels ĐaŶ haƌdlǇ ďe used to estaďlish the histoƌiĐitǇ of the figuƌe of Jesus; foƌ 

ďoth the episodes aŶd saǇiŶgs ǁith ǁhiĐh the figuƌe of Jesus is pƌeseŶted aƌe steƌeotǇpiĐal aŶd haǀe a histoƌǇ that 

ƌeaĐhes ĐeŶtuƌies eaƌlieƌ. I haǀe haƌdlǇ shoǁŶ that Jesus did Ŷot eǆist aŶd did Ŷot Đlaiŵ to.͟ , Thoŵas L ThoŵpsoŶ, 

͞The Biďle aŶd IŶteƌpƌetatioŶ - Is This Not the CaƌpeŶteƌ͛s “oŶ? ,͟ JulǇ ϮϬϭϮ., Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϴ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

473 ‘iĐhaƌd DaǁkiŶs, The God DelusioŶ ;HoughtoŶ MiffliŶ HaƌĐouƌt, ϮϬϬϲͿ, ϭϮϮ. 
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Proponents most commonly seen online 

1. Professor James F. McGrath:474 Professor in New Testament Language and Literature at Butler 

University. James is a Christian, and often discusses the subject of Jesusǯ historicity on his blog, and 
has written many critical reviews of mythicist writings, as well as engaging in online exchanges with 

mythicists. Two of his works are relevant to the historicity of Jesus.475 

 

2. Professor Larry Hurtado:476 Professor of New Testament Language, Literature and Theology at the 

University of Edinburgh, and historian of early Christianity. His work has focused on the process by 

which Jesus became known as God.477 As a Trinitarian Christian, Hurtado believes Jesus was regarded 

as a divine being by some of his followers (and some New Testament writers), at a very early date, a 

view not held by many scholars. 

3. Professor Bart D. Ehrman:478 Professor of Religious Studies at the University of North Carolina, and 

highly regarded scholar of New Testament textual criticism. Ehrman is an ex-Christian agnostic, who has written several books relevant to the subject of Jesusǯ historicity.479 

                                                                    
474 http://ǁǁǁ.patheos.Đoŵ/ďlogs/eǆploƌiŶgouƌŵatƌiǆ/aďout.  

475 Jaŵes F MĐGƌath, The Buƌial of Jesus: HistoƌǇ & Faith ;[ChaƌlestoŶ, “C]: Book“uƌge PuďlishiŶg, ϮϬϬϴͿ; Jaŵes F 

MĐGƌath, The OŶlǇ Tƌue God EaƌlǇ ChƌistiaŶ MoŶotheisŵ iŶ Its Jeǁish CoŶteǆt ;UƌďaŶa: UŶiǀeƌsitǇ of IlliŶois Pƌess, 

ϮϬϬϵͿ. 

476 http://laƌƌǇhuƌtado.ǁoƌdpƌess.Đoŵ.  

477 LaƌƌǇ W Huƌtado, OŶe God, OŶe Loƌd: EaƌlǇ ChƌistiaŶ DeǀotioŶ aŶd AŶĐieŶt Jeǁish MoŶotheisŵ ;Philadelphia: 

Foƌtƌess Pƌess, ϭϵϴϴͿ; LaƌƌǇ W Huƌtado, Hoǁ oŶ Eaƌth Did Jesus BeĐoŵe a God?: HistoƌiĐal QuestioŶs aďout Eaƌliest 

DeǀotioŶ to Jesus ;GƌaŶd ‘apids, MiĐh.: W.B. EeƌdŵaŶs Puď. Co., ϮϬϬϱͿ. 

478 http://ǁǁǁ.ďaƌtdehƌŵaŶ.Đoŵ.  

479 Baƌt D EhƌŵaŶ, Jesus, ApoĐalǇptiĐ Pƌophet of the Neǁ MilleŶŶiuŵ ;Oǆfoƌd; Neǁ Yoƌk: Oǆfoƌd UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess, 

ϭϵϵϵͿ; Baƌt D EhƌŵaŶ, Did Jesus Eǆist?: The HistoƌiĐal AƌguŵeŶt foƌ Jesus of Nazaƌeth ;HaƌpeƌColliŶs, ϮϬϭϮͿ; Baƌt D 

EhƌŵaŶ, The Lost Gospel of Judas IsĐaƌiot: A Neǁ Look at BetƌaǇeƌ aŶd BetƌaǇed ;Oǆfoƌd; Neǁ Yoƌk: Oǆfoƌd 

UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess, ϮϬϬϲͿ; Baƌt D EhƌŵaŶ, Hoǁ Jesus BeĐaŵe God: The EǆaltatioŶ of a Jeǁish PƌeaĐheƌ fƌoŵ Galilee 

;Haƌpeƌ ColliŶs, ϮϬϭϰͿ. 

http://www.patheos.com/blogs/exploringourmatrix/about
http://larryhurtado.wordpress.com/
http://www.bartdehrman.com/
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4. Professor Maurice Casey: Professor at the University of Nottingham, scholar of the New Testament 

and early Christianity. Casey was an atheist whose work focused on the significance of Aramaic to New Testament research. Two of his books addressed Jesusǯ historicity.480 481 

 

5. Doctor Raymond Joseph Hoffmann:482 Historian focusing early Christianity. Hoffman is an atheist 

who has taken an interest in the historicity of Jesus. He has affirmed the historicity of Jesus in two 

published works,483 and continues to criticize mythicism strongly online.484 

 

Skeptics most commonly seen online 

1. Doctor Richard Carrier:485 A historian qualified in ancient Greek and Roman history (though 

currently unemployed having never held an academic position), Carrier says he is not a mythicist,486 

insisting his claim is that the existence of Jesus is sufficiently improbable that his historicity cannot 

be considered certain, validating mythicism as a proposal at least.  

                                                                    
480 MauƌiĐe CaseǇ, Jesus of Nazaƌeth aŶ IŶdepeŶdeŶt HistoƌiaŶ͛s AĐĐouŶt of His Life aŶd TeaĐhiŶg ;LoŶdoŶ; Neǁ 

Yoƌk: T & T Claƌk, ϮϬϭϬͿ; MauƌiĐe CaseǇ, Jesus: EǀideŶĐe aŶd AƌguŵeŶt oƌ MǇthiĐist MǇths? ;LoŶdoŶ: BlooŵsďuƌǇ 

T & T Claƌk, ϮϬϭϰͿ. 

481 CaseǇ died iŶ ϮϬϭϰ. 

482 ϭ. ƌjosephhoffŵaŶŶ, ͞The Neǁ OǆoŶiaŶ,͟  The Neǁ OǆoŶiaŶ, Ŷ.d., Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϲ August ϮϬϭϰ]. OŶliŶe: 

http://ƌjosephhoffŵaŶŶ.ǁoƌdpƌess.Đoŵ/ϮϬϭϮ/Ϭϱ/ϮϮ/ϰϵϭϱ.   

483  ‘. Joseph HoffŵaŶŶ, Jesus Outside the Gospels ;Buffalo, N.Y.: Pƌoŵetheus Books, ϭϵϴϰͿ;  ‘. Joseph HoffŵaŶŶ, 

“ouƌĐes of the Jesus TƌaditioŶ: “epaƌatiŶg HistoƌǇ fƌoŵ MǇth ;Aŵheƌst, N.Y.: Pƌoŵetheus Books, ϮϬϭϬͿ. 

484 ƌjosephhoffŵaŶŶ, ͞MǇthiĐisŵ: AŶǇthiŶg Goes?,͟  The Neǁ OǆoŶiaŶ, Ŷ.d., Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϲ August ϮϬϭϰ]. OŶliŶe: 

http://ƌjosephhoffŵaŶŶ.ǁoƌdpƌess.Đoŵ/ϮϬϭϯ/Ϭϭ/Ϯϵ/ŵǇthiĐisŵ-aŶǇthiŶg-goes.  

485 http://ǁǁǁ.ƌiĐhaƌdĐaƌƌieƌ.iŶfo.  

486 Though he is ƌepƌeseŶted oŶliŶe ďǇ ǀaƌious souƌĐes as the ǁoƌld͛s leadiŶg pƌopoŶeŶt of ŵǇthiĐisŵ, oƌ the ǁoƌld͛s 

leadiŶg ŵǇthiĐist, Caƌƌieƌ hiŵself aǀoids ŵakiŶg the positiǀe aƌguŵeŶt that Jesus did Ŷot eǆist, siŶĐe that ǁould 

plaĐe the ďuƌdeŶ of eǀideŶĐe oŶ hiŵ, aŶd he has Ŷo suĐh eǀideŶĐe. 

http://rjosephhoffmann.wordpress.com/2012/05/22/4915
http://rjosephhoffmann.wordpress.com/2013/01/29/mythicism-anything-goes
http://www.richardcarrier.info/
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He has published two books arguing his case;487 the vast majority of his written material is online in 

the form of arguments with proponents of Jesus historicity and critiques of their publications. He has 

become estranged from populist online mythicists such as Earl Doherty,488 Dorothy Murdock, and 

Neil Godfrey,489 as a result of his scathing critiques of their work and his insistence that his is the only 

work in the field which can be trusted.490 All Carriers arguments have been contradicted by qualified 

scholars in the relevant fields, and his books have failed to shift the scholarly consensus on the 

historicity of Jesus, despite his claims that the first book (now two years old), would have a massive 

influence on Jesus studies and overturn the case for historicity. Carrier is the only online skeptic of Jesusǯ historicity worth taking seriously. 
 

2. Earl Doherty:491 An amateur commentator with a bachelor degree in ancient history and classical 

languages (Greek and Latin). Doherty is an atheist who has written three books making the mythicist 

                                                                    
487 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, PƌoǀiŶg HistoƌǇ: BaǇes͛s Theoƌeŵ aŶd the Quest foƌ the HistoƌiĐal Jesus ;Aŵheƌst, N.Y.: 

Pƌoŵetheus Books, ϮϬϭϮͿ; ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, OŶ the HistoƌiĐitǇ of Jesus: WhǇ We Might Haǀe ‘easoŶ foƌ Douďt 

;“heffield: “heffield PhoeŶiǆ Pƌess, ϮϬϭϰͿ. 

488 DoheƌtǇ has ƌeŵaƌked that Caƌƌieƌ ͞has aŶ ego the size of a ďus .͟ 

489 GodfƌeǇ has said ͞Caƌƌieƌ has Ŷot ŵade aŶǇ positiǀe ĐoŶtƌiďutioŶ toǁaƌds opeŶiŶg up a seƌious disĐussioŶ of 

ŵǇthiĐisŵ to a ǁideƌ puďliĐ .͟ 

490 ͞The fiƌst thiŶg to kŶoǁ is, foƌget aďout all the otheƌ ŵǇthiĐist theoƌies ... so, I saǇ, if Ǉou ǁaŶt a siŵple ƌule, 

ďasiĐallǇ, if Ǉou doŶ't heaƌ it fƌoŵ ŵe ďe skeptiĐal of it.͟ , Caƌƌieƌ, ͞The HistoƌiĐitǇ of Jesus ,͟ stateŵeŶt staƌtiŶg at ϯŵ 

ϭϬs of a puďliĐ addƌess oŶ Ϯ JulǇ ϮϬϭϮ. 

491 ͞HistoƌiĐal Jesus oƌ Jesus MǇth: The Jesus Puzzle ,͟ Ŷ.d., Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϲ August ϮϬϭϰ]. OŶliŶe: 

http://ǁǁǁ.jesuspuzzle.huŵaŶists.Ŷet/hoŵe.htŵ.  

http://www.jesuspuzzle.humanists.net/home.htm
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case.492 Despite some favourable comments by two mythicsts with academic qualifications,493 none of Dohertyǯs books have been taken seriously by the broader scholarly community, and Dohertyǯs 
own mythicist views occupy the fringe of the mythicist community, which frustrates him. 

 

3. Neil Godfrey:494 A librarian with postgraduate qualifications in education and information science, 

Godfrey is an ex-fundamentalist Christian turned atheist. Despite describing himself as agnostic to the historicity of Jesus, Godfrey only ever presents arguments against Jesusǯ existence.  
 

Godfrey is mentioned here only because he has been involved in online correspondence with 

scholarly proponents of historicity such as James McGrath,495 Larry Hurtado,496 Maurice Casey,497 

and R. Joseph Hoffmann.498 Godfrey has been criticized strongly by Doherty and Carrier, who have 

objected to his comments on their arguments, and has also been criticized repeatedly on his own blog 

by other mythicists noting weaknesses, inconsistencies, and double standards in his arguments. 

                                                                    
492 Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, The Jesus Puzzle: Did ChƌistiaŶitǇ BegiŶ ǁith a MǇthiĐal Chƌist? ;Ottaǁa: CaŶadiaŶ HuŵaŶist 

PuďliĐatioŶs, ϭϵϵϵͿ; Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, ChalleŶgiŶg the VeƌdiĐt: A Cƌoss-EǆaŵiŶatioŶ of Lee “tƌoďel͛s ͞ The Case foƌ Chƌist͟ 

;Ottaǁa, CaŶada: Age of ‘easoŶ PuďliĐatioŶs, ϮϬϬϭͿ; Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, Jesus: Neitheƌ God Ŷoƌ MaŶ : The Case foƌ a 

MǇthiĐal Jesus ;Ottaǁa: Age of ‘easoŶ PuďliĐatioŶs, ϮϬϬϵͿ. 

493 ‘oďeƌt PƌiĐe aŶd ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ. 

494 ͞Vƌidaƌ,͟  Vƌidaƌ, Ŷ.d., Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϲ August ϮϬϭϰ]. OŶliŶe: http://ǀƌidaƌ.oƌg.  

495 Jaŵes F. MĐGƌath, ͞FuŶŶǇ MǇthiĐist Quote of the DaǇ ;Neil GodfƌeǇͿ,͟  EǆploƌiŶg Ouƌ Matƌiǆ, Ŷ.d., Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϲ 

August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

496 ͞OŶ DatiŶg NT MaŶusĐƌipts aŶd the Codeǆ,͟  LaƌƌǇ Huƌtado͛s Blog, Ŷ.d., Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϲ August ϮϬϭϰ]. OŶliŶe: 

http://laƌƌǇhuƌtado.ǁoƌdpƌess.Đoŵ/ϮϬϭϯ/Ϭϯ/ϭϯ/oŶ-datiŶg-Ŷt-ŵaŶusĐƌipts-aŶd-the-Đodeǆ.   

497 ƌjosephhoffŵaŶŶ, ͞The Jesus PƌoĐess: MauƌiĐe CaseǇ,͟  The Neǁ OǆoŶiaŶ, Ŷ.d., Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϲ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

OŶliŶe: http://ƌjosephhoffŵaŶŶ.ǁoƌdpƌess.Đoŵ/ϮϬϭϮ/Ϭϱ/ϮϮ/the-jesus-pƌoĐess-ŵauƌiĐe-ĐaseǇ/.   

498 ƌjosephhoffŵaŶŶ, ͞The PassioŶ of the Chƌist-DeŶieƌs,͟  The Neǁ OǆoŶiaŶ, Ŷ.d., Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϲ August ϮϬϭϰ]; ďe 

adǀised that HoffŵaŶŶ͛s laŶguage is geŶeƌallǇ iŶteŵpeƌate aŶd soŵetiŵes Đoaƌse, ĐoŶtaiŶiŶg oĐĐasioŶal 

oďsĐeŶities. 

http://larryhurtado.wordpress.com/2013/03/13/on-dating-nt-manuscripts-and-the-codex
http://rjosephhoffmann.wordpress.com/2012/05/22/the-jesus-process-maurice-casey/
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Several critiques of Godfreyǯs articles are provided later in this edition of Defence & Confirmation, as 
examples of his method of argument. 

 

4. Dorothy Murdock:499 An atheist conspiracy theorist with mystical beliefs (using the pseudonym ǮAcharya Sǯ for spurious reasons500), and a bachelor degree in classics. Combining pseudo-history 

about Atlantis and aliens501 with ignorance about the Bible, her claims are so dislocated from reality 

that most prominent mythicists disown her.502 Rejected by mainstream scholars,503 504 ridiculed by 

other mythicists and their sympathizers,505 Murdock prints her own books and posts on her own 

                                                                    
499 ͞Tƌuth Be KŶoǁŶ | AĐhaƌǇa “ | D.M. MuƌdoĐk ,͟ Ŷ.d., Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϲ August ϮϬϭϰ]. OŶliŶe: 

http://ǁǁǁ.tƌuthďekŶoǁŶ.Đoŵ.  

500 ͞D. M. MuƌdoĐk aŶd ͚DoƌothǇ,͛ ͟ Laďaƌuŵ, Ϯϰ FeďƌuaƌǇ, ϮϬϭϰ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϲ August ϮϬϭϰ]. OŶliŶe: 

http://laďaƌuŵ.Ŷet/d-ŵ-ŵuƌdoĐk-aŶd-doƌothǇ.   

501 AĐhaƌǇa “, The Chƌist CoŶspiƌaĐǇ: The Gƌeatest “toƌǇ Eǀeƌ “old ;KeŵptoŶ, Ill.: AdǀeŶtuƌes UŶliŵited, ϭϵϵϵͿ; 

Chƌist iŶ EgǇpt: The Hoƌus-Jesus CoŶŶeĐtioŶ ;[“eattle, WA]: “tellaƌ House Puď., ϮϬϬϵͿ. 

502 IŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ, ďoth ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ aŶd Neil GodfƌeǇ haǀe distaŶĐed theŵselǀes fƌoŵ heƌ afteƌ ǁƌitiŶg eǆtƌeŵelǇ 

stƌoŶglǇ ǁoƌded ƌejeĐtioŶs of heƌ Đlaiŵs. 

503 ͞MǇthiĐists of this ilk should Ŷot ďe suƌpƌised that theiƌ ǀieǁs aƌe Ŷot takeŶ seƌiouslǇ ďǇ ƌeal sĐholaƌs, that theiƌ 

ďooks aƌe Ŷot ƌeǀieǁed iŶ sĐholaƌlǇ jouƌŶals, ŵeŶtioŶed ďǇ eǆpeƌts iŶ the field, oƌ eǀeŶ ƌead ďǇ theŵ. The ďook is 

filled ǁith so ŵaŶǇ faĐtual eƌƌoƌs aŶd outlaŶdish asseƌtioŶs that it is haƌd to ďelieǀe that the authoƌ is seƌious. If 

she is seƌious, it is haƌd to ďelieǀe that she has eǀeƌ eŶĐouŶteƌed aŶǇthiŶg ƌeseŵďliŶg histoƌiĐal sĐholaƌship. Heƌ 

͞ƌeseaƌĐh͟ appeaƌs to haǀe iŶǀolǀed ƌeadiŶg a Ŷuŵďeƌ of ŶoŶsĐholaƌlǇ ďooks that saǇ the saŵe thiŶg she is aďout 

to saǇ aŶd theŶ ƋuotiŶg theŵ. OŶe looks iŶ ǀaiŶ foƌ the ĐitatioŶ of a pƌiŵaƌǇ aŶĐieŶt souƌĐe, aŶd ƋuotatioŶs fƌoŵ 

ƌeal eǆpeƌts ;ElaiŶe Pagels, ĐhieflǇͿ aƌe ƌipped fƌoŵ theiƌ ĐoŶteǆt aŶd ŵisĐoŶstƌued.͟ , Baƌt D EhƌŵaŶ, Did Jesus 

Eǆist?: The HistoƌiĐal AƌguŵeŶt foƌ Jesus of Nazaƌeth ;Neǁ Yoƌk: HaƌpeƌOŶe, ϮϬϭϮͿ. 

504 http://ǁǁǁ.ƌiseŶjesus.Đoŵ/a-ƌefutatioŶ-of-aĐhaƌǇa-ss-ďook-the-Đhƌist-ĐoŶspiƌaĐǇ.  

505 ͞The ŵoƌe I haǀe ƌead of the ǁoƌks of AĐhaƌǇa “ ;aka D.M. MuƌdoĐkͿ aŶd the ŵoƌe eŶgageŵeŶt I haǀe had ǁith 

those ǁho feƌǀeŶtlǇ adǀoĐate heƌ ǀieǁs the ŵoƌe I haǀe suspeĐted that soŵe foƌŵ of Đult-like ďelief sǇsteŵ lies 

ďeŶeath theiƌ suƌfaĐe appeaƌaŶĐes. Paƌt of the ƌeasoŶ foƌ ŵǇ suspiĐioŶs has ďeeŶ the ǀitƌioliĐ ƌeaĐtioŶs oŶ theiƌ 

paƌt agaiŶst aŶǇ atteŵpt to hoŶestlǇ ĐƌitiƋue theiƌ ǀieǁs aŶd eŶgage theŵ iŶ aƌguŵeŶt that ĐoŶsisteŶtlǇ folloǁs 

http://www.truthbeknown.com/
http://labarum.net/d-m-murdock-and-dorothy
http://www.risenjesus.com/a-refutation-of-acharya-ss-book-the-christ-conspiracy


DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ͳͻ͵ 

website and forums, from which she excludes her critics whilst commenting on them unfavourably. 

A critique of an article by Murdock is provided later in this edition of Defence & Confirmation, as an example Murdockǯs method of argument. 
 

Conclusion 

Proponents of mythicism commonly encountered online typically lack any relevant scholarly qualifications, 

and have no academic standing whatsoever. Despite the efforts of its proponents, mythicism remains a fringe 

view held by virtually no qualified academic, due to weaknesses in the case. 

                                                                    
the Ŷoƌŵs of sĐholaƌlǇ oƌ ͞sĐieŶtifiĐ͟ ƌeasoŶiŶg.͟ , Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞AstƌotheologǇ, A ‘eligious Belief “Ǉsteŵ ;as peƌ 

D.M. MuƌdoĐk/AĐhaƌǇa “Ϳ,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϴ MaƌĐh, ϮϬϭϰ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϲ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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The Historical Jesus: Recommended Reading 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

With the rise of interest in studies of the historical Jesus and the increasing presence of mythicism on the internet, 

Bible believers are advised to be well informed on the subject of Jesus historicity. This article provides a balanced 

reading list of resources presenting the evidence for Jesusǯ historicity and the authenticity of the Jesus tradition, 

and addressing mythicist claims. 

Works by Christians 

This is a select list of recommended works on the historical Jesus by Christian scholars. There are too many 

to describe in detail, but it is worth noting the authors who are considered most useful and authoritative in 

the field; Craig Blomberg, William Lane Craig, James Dunn, Craig Evans, Gary Habermas, Craig Keener, John 

Meier, Stanley Porter, and Robert Van Voorst. 

1. Craig L. Blomberg, Jesus and the Gospels: An Introduction and Survey (Nashville, TN: Broadman & 

Holman Publishers, 1997). 

2. Darrell L Bock, Studying the Historical Jesus: A Guide to Sources and Methods (Grand Rapids, Mich.; Leicester, England: Baker Academic ; Apollos, ʹͲͲʹȌ. 
3. Darrell L. Bock, Jesus according to Scripture: Restoring the Portrait from the Gospels (Grand Rapids, 

MI: Baker Academic, 2002). 

4. Ronald K. Craig, William Lane; Lu demann, Gerd; Copan, Paul; Tacelli, Jesusǯ Resurrection: Fact or 

Figment?: A Debate between William Lane Craig & Gerd L“demann (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity 

Press, 2000). 

5. Tom Evans, Craig A. Wright, Jesus, the Final Days (ed. Troy A. Miller; London: Society for Promoting 

Christian Knowledge, 2008). 

6. Bruce David Chilton and Craig A. Evans, Authenticating the Words of Jesus (Brill, 1999). 

7. Michael R. Cosby, Portraits of Jesus: An Inductive Approach to the Gospels (Westminster John Knox 

Press, 1999). 

8. Pieter F. Craffert, The Life of a Galilean Shaman: Jesus of Nazareth in Anthropological-Historical 

Perspective (vol. 3; Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2008). 

9. Markus Cromhout, Jesus and Identity: Reconstructing Judean Ethnicity in Q (vol. 2; Eugene, OR: 

Cascade Books, 2007). 
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10. Donald L. Denton, Historiography and Hermeneutics in Jesus Studies: An Examination of the Work of 

John Dominic Crossan and Ben F. Meyer (vol. 262; London; New York: T&T Clark International, 2004). 

11. John P. Dickson, The Christ Files: How Historians Know What They Know about Jesus (Grand Rapids, 

MI: Zondervan, 2010). 

12. James D. G Dunn, Jesus Remembered (Grand Rapids, Mich.: W.B. Eerdmans Pub., 2003). 

13. James D. G. Dunn and Scot McKnight, The Historical Jesus in Recent Research (Eisenbrauns, 2005). 

14. James D. G. Dunn, A New Perspective on Jesus: What the Quest for the Historical Jesus Missed (Grand 

Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2005). 

15. Craig A Evans, ǲJesus in Non-Christian Sources,ǳ in Studying the (istorical Jesus: Evaluations of the State 

of Current Research (ed. Bruce David Chilton and Craig Alan Evans; Brill, 1998), 443–78. 

16. David Flusser and R. Steven Notley, Jesus (The Hebrew University Magnes Press, 2001). 

17. Joel B. Green and Max Turner, Jesus of Nazareth Lord and Christ: Essays on the Historical Jesus And 

New Testament Christology (Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing, 1994). 

18. I. Howard Green, Joel B.; McKnight, Scot; Marshall, ed., Dictionary of Jesus and the Gospels (Downers 

Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1992). 

19. Leonard J Greenspoon, M. Dennis Hamm, and Bryan F LeBeau, The Historical Jesus Through Catholic 

and Jewish Eyes (Harrisburg, Pa.: Trinity Press International, 2000). 

20. Brian Han Gregg, The Historical Jesus and the Final Judgment Sayings in Q (Mohr Siebeck, 2006). 

21. Gary R. Habermas, The Historical Jesus: Ancient Evidence for the Life of Christ (Joplin, MO: College 

Press Publishing Company, 1996). 

22. Tom (olmén and Stanley E Porter, Handbook for the Study of the Historical Jesus (Leiden; Boston: 

Brill, 2011). 

23. Leander E Keck, Who Is Jesus? History in Perfect Tense (Columbia, S.C.: University of South Carolina 

Press, 2000). 

24. Craig S Keener, The Historical Jesus of the Gospels (Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerdmans Pub. Co., 

2009). 

25. John S. Kloppenborg and John W. Marshall, Apocalypticism, Anti-Semitism and the Historical Jesus: 

Subtexts in Criticism (vol. 275; Journal for the Study of the New Testament Supplement Series; T&T 

Clark International, 2005). 

26. Leif E. Kloppenborg, John S.;Vaage, ed., Early Christianity, Q and Jesus (vol. 55; Atlanta, GA: Society of 

Biblical Literature, 1992). 
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27. J. Ed Komoszewski, M. James Sawyer, and Daniel B Wallace, Reinventing Jesus: How Contemporary 

Skeptics Miss the Real Jesus and Mislead Popular Culture (Grand Rapids, MI: Kregel Publications, 

2006). 

28. Clive Marsh and Steve Moyise, Jesus and the Gospels: 2nd Edition (Continuum, 2006). Criteria of 

authenticity. 

29. John P. Meier, A Marginal Jew, Rethinking the Historical Jesus (New Haven; London: Yale University 

Press, 1991-2009). Published in four volumes, criteria of historicity and authenticity. 

30. Stanley E. Porter, Criteria for Authenticity in Historical-Jesus Research (Continuum International 

Publishing Group, 2004). 

31. Mark Allan Powell, Jesus as a Figure in History: How Modern Historians View the Man from Galilee 

(Westminster John Knox Press, 1998). 

32. Albert Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus: A Critical Study of Its Progress from Reimarus to 

Wrede (trans. W. Montgomery; 2d ed.; London: Adam and Charles Black, 1911). 

33. Gerd Theissen and Annette Merz, Historical Jesus: A Comprehensive Guide (Minneapolis: Fortress 

Press, 1998). 

34. Robert E Van Voorst, Jesus Outside the New Testament: An Introduction to the Ancient Evidence (Grand 

Rapids, Mich.: W.B. Eerdmans Pub., 2000). 

35. Ben Witherington III, The Jesus Quest: The Third Search for the Jew of Nazareth (2nd ed.; Downers 

Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1997). 

36. Ben Witherington III, What Have They Done with Jesus?: Beyond Strange Theories and Bad History—

Why We Can Trust the Bible (New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 2006). 

37. Thomas R Yoder Neufeld, Recovering Jesus: The Witness of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, Mich.: 

Brazos Press, 2007). 

 

Works by non-Christians 

These works are useful because they provide non-Christian scholarly perspectives of the historical Jesus, and 

cannot be dismissed by non-Christians as biased in favour of Christian beliefs. Naturally these works give no credence to the gospelsǯ accounts of supernatural events such as Jesusǯ miracles and his resurrection, and 
their assessments of how Jesus was viewed by his disciples does not always agree with our own. Nevertheless, they are important witnesses to the extent to which Jesusǯ historicity is well established within mainstream 
secular scholarship, proving it is not merely a fringe view confined to Christians. 
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1. Bart D Ehrman, Jesus, Apocalyptic Prophet of the New Millennium (Oxford; New York: Oxford 

University Press, 1999). Assesses the New Testament evidence for the life and work of Jesus, 

applying criteria of authenticity. This book is useful for learning how the criteria of authenticity are 

applied, and for understanding the historical evidence for the existence of Jesus.  

 

2. Bart D. Ehrman, Did Jesus Exist?: The Historical Argument for Jesus of Nazareth (HarperCollins, 

2012). Describes the historical evidence confirming the existence of Jesus, and addresses a range of 

mythicist arguments and books, from the scholarly to the populist. This book is useful for learning 

how the criteria of historicity are applied, understanding the historical evidence for the existence of 

Jesus, and understanding and answering standard mythicist arguments. 

 

3. Bart D. Ehrman, How Jesus Became God: The Exaltation of a Jewish Preacher from Galilee 

(Harper Collins, 2014). Explains the process by which Jesus became known as God. Whilst agreeing 

with the scholarly consensus that Jesus did not consider himself divine or teach his followers that he 

was divine, Ehrman believes that at least some of the early first century Christians (including those 

who contributed to the New Testament), were already starting to see Jesus as a divine being in some 

way. This book is useful for learning how later Christians developed the doctrine of the Trinity, and 

provides excellent evidence that neither Jesus nor his disciples considered him to be divine.  

 

4. Michael Grant, Jesus. (New York NY: Charles Scribnerǯs Sons, ͳͻ͹͹Ȍ. Very useful as an account of 

Jesus by a secular professional historian, and still considered a standard work in the field. 

 

5. Maurice Casey, Jesus of Nazareth an Independent Historian’s Account of His Life and Teaching  

(London; New York: T & T Clark, 2010). Focuses on the language of the gospels to reconstruct the 

historical Jesus in the context of 1st century Judaism, with a particular emphasis on identifying 

authentic Aramaic sayings of Jesus behind the Greek text of the gospels. On the basis of this approach, Casey dates Markǯs gospel extremely early ȋc. ͶͲ CEȌ, earlier than the earliest of Paulǯs letters ȋͳ Thessalonians, c. ͷͳ CEȌ. Caseyǯs Aramaic reconstructions have been recognized as shedding 
important light on the historical Jesus, even though they have not all been accepted. His very early 

date for Mark has not been widely accepted, but is considered possible by mainstream scholarship. 

 

6. Maurice Casey, Jesus: Evidence and Argument or Mythicist Myths? (London: Bloomsbury T & T 

Clark, 2014). Caseyǯs last work on the historical Jesus ȋCasey died in May ʹͲͳͶȌ, addressing 
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specifically the typical mythicist arguments. A strongly worded book, Casey identifies numerous 

weaknesses in the mythicst case, which he characterizes as a fringe view held almost exclusively by 

non-scholars, or by a very small number of scholars without directly relevant professional 

qualifications. This work is useful as a resource for a scholarly consideration of recent mythicist 

arguments typically found online rather than in print publications. 

 

7. James G. Crossley, Reading the New Testament: Contemporary Approaches (Routledge, 2010). 

A valuable work explaining how standard professional historical methodology is applied to New 

Testament research and the subject of the historical Jesus. Crossley describes the various forms of 

historical analysis applied to the gospels, and explains in detail the criteria of authenticity used in the Quest for the (istorical Jesus. Crossley dates Markǯs gospel to around ͵ͷ CE, even earlier than the 

date proposed by Casey, but although his case for this date has not been accepted, it is still taken 

seriously by mainstream scholarship and is considered within the bounds of possibility. 

 

8. R. Joseph Hoffmann, Jesus Outside the Gospels (Buffalo, N.Y.: Prometheus Books, 1984). (offmanǯs early work on the historical Jesus concluded that very little could be verified about his life, 
and cast doubt on the authenticity and accuracy of the gospel records. Nevertheless, he concluded in 

favour of the historicity of Jesus. This book is mainly useful as a contrast to his late work, 

demonstrating how his views shifted over time. 

 

9. R. Joseph Hoffmann, Sources of the Jesus Tradition: Separating History from Myth (Amherst, 

N.Y.: Prometheus Books, 2010). Edited by Hoffman (who wrote most of the chapters), this book 

contains essays from atheist members of The Jesus Project, a secular investigation of the historical 

Jesus which started in 2008 and was terminated in 2009 (despite having been planned to run for five 

years). The book received mixed reviews from atheists, and even from members of The Jesus Project 

itself. It is useful as an introduction to typical arguments made against the historicity of Jesus by 

writers such as Robert Price, Richard Carrier, Frank Zindler, and Robert Eisenman. 
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Unreliable Sources: An Early Warning System 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

Encountering a massive range of online sources discussing the historicity of Jesus, with a wide variety of claims 

and assertions being made, the average reader may feel overwhelmed at the numerous conflicting arguments, 

and wish to know how they can differentiate reliably between fact and fiction. This article provides an Ǯearly 

warning systemǯ by identifying features typical of unreliable sources. The article also provides examples of these 

features in mythicist writings. 

Detecting unreliable sources 

Differentiating between reliable and unreliable sources often requires specific knowledge of the subject area 

under discussion. For example, if we want to know about the life of Julius Caesar, we will typically look for scholarly historical books to guide us. When weǯre reading books, itǯs usually relatively easy to tell if weǯre 
reading a reliable source. We can usually tell from the publisher, or from the location in which we find the 

book; a book found in a library or the non-fiction section of a book shop has usually passed some kind of 

reliability check by an informed professional.  

However, online sources of information are often much more difficult to evaluate. If we find two online 

sources with incompatible information on the life of Caesar, which should we trust? Checking them against 

books or other online sources we know to be reliable, may not always be practical. The author or the website 

on which we find the source may provide some useful information, but may not always be useful or accurate. 

Typical features of an unreliable source 

What we can to do to evaluate a source, is examine how its case is presented. Unreliable sources typically 

contain features indicating the author is misrepresenting the facts. 

1. Avoiding scholarly consensus 

Failing to seek out (or avoiding), the established scholarly consensus on an issue, or concealing this 

information from readers, or arguing that scholarly consensus is meaningless. 
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2. Artificial levels of credulity 

Accepting sympathetic sources506 uncritically despite their lack of scholarly standing, whilst rejecting more 

scholarly and authoritative sources which are antagonistic,507 claiming they are insufficiently convincing. 

3. Confirmation bias 

Overwhelmingly selecting sources sympathetic to the view already held, whilst ignoring or dismissing 

antagonistic sources. 

4. Factual errors 

Making factually inaccurate statements. 

5. False neutrality 

Observing correctly that a particular argument is inconclusive due to inadequate or ambiguous evidence, and 

then appealing to it later as if it had been decisively proven. 

6. Inflating authority 

Exaggerating the value or authority of a particular source. 

7. Deflating authority 

Arguing that scholarly sources which disagree with the argument being made, have little or no authority. 

8. Inflating evidence 

Exaggerating the amount or quality of evidence for a given argument. 

9. Manufacturing controversy 

                                                                    
506 A sympathetic source is a source which supports or acknowledges evidence for the case being made. 

507 An antagonistic source is a source which rejects or denies evidence for the case being made. 
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Presenting the appearance of scholarly controversy despite scholarly consensus. 

10. Selective tolerance 

Tolerating a perceived fault in a sympathetic source, but claiming the same fault is a critical flaw in an 

antagonistic source. 

A baloney detection kit 

In the Scientific American (November and December 2001), science historian Michael Shermer (founder of 

the Skeptics Society and well known atheist), published a list of ten questions to ask when testing claims.508 

1. How reliable is the source of the claim? 

2. Does this source often make similar claims? 

3. Have the claims been verified by another source? 

4. How does the claim fit with what we know about how the world works? 

5. Has anyone gone out of the way to disprove the claim, or has only supportive evidence been 

sought? 

6. Does the preponderance of evidence point to the claimant's conclusion or to a different one? 

7. Is the claimant employing the accepted rules of reason and tools of research, or have these been 

abandoned in favor of others that lead to the desired conclusion? 

8. Is the claimant providing an explanation for the observed phenomena or merely denying the 

existing explanation? 

9. If the claimant proffers a new explanation, does it account for as many phenomena as the old 

explanation did? 

10. Do the claimant's personal beliefs and biases drive the conclusions, or vice versa? 

                                                                    
508 Michael Shermer, ǲBaloney Detection Kitǳ, n.d., n.p. [cited 20 August 2014]. Online: 

http://homepages.wmich.edu/~korista/baloney.html. 
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This is a valuable list of questions to ask when attempting to assess the accuracy of any truth claims. Shermer refers to his list as a ǮBaloney Detection Kitǯ, out of respect for astronomer and skeptic Carl Sagan ȋan agnosticȌ, who coined the term in his book ǮThe Demon-(aunted World: Science as a Candle in the Darkǯ 
(1996).509 Letǯs apply the baloney detection kit to the work of mythicist Earl Doherty. 

1. How reliable is the source of the claim? Not very reliable; Doherty has no relevant formal 

qualifications. 

2. Does this source often make similar claims? Yes, Doherty is known for making wild 

unsubstantiated claims which are contradicted by the majority of trained professionals. 

3. Have the claims been verified by another source? No, Dohertyǯs claims are comprehensively 
rejected by the overwhelming scholarly consensus of qualified academics. 

4. How does the claim fit with what we know about how the world works? It does not fit what 

we know about history according to professional historiography. 

5. Has anyone gone out of the way to disprove the claim, or has only supportive evidence 

been sought? Yes, Dohertyǯs claims have been disproved by many scholars; Doherty himself 
does not attempt to test his claims against standard scholarly metrics. 

6. Does the preponderance of evidence point to the claimant's conclusion or to a different 

one? The preponderance of evidence does not point to Dohertyǯs conclusion; it points in the 
opposite direction. 

                                                                    
509 Ironically the work of atheist Shermer and agnostic Sagan shares an intellectual heritage with Christian skepticism, and even the title of Saganǯs book borrowed from a work by Christian physician Thomas Ady, ǮA Candle in the Dark: or, A Treatise Concerning the Nature of Witches and Witchcraftǯ ȋͳ͸ͷ͸Ȍ, which dismissed 
popular beliefs in witches and witchcraft as unbiblical fiction which had no supporting evidence.; Ǯ(is Candle 
in the Dark was a well-constructed and fluent book, showing an unrelentingly skeptical line against 

witchcraft.ǯ, Richard M. Golden, Encyclopedia of Witchcraft: The Western Tradition, volume 1 (ABC-CLIO, 

2006), 10. 
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7. Is the claimant employing the accepted rules of reason and tools of research, or have these 

been abandoned in favor of others that lead to the desired conclusion? Doherty abandons 

standard historiographical methodology, and fails to apply standard principles of lexicography 

and textual criticism. He misapplies, or fails to use, standard tools of research. 

8. Is the claimant providing an explanation for the observed phenomena or merely denying 

the existing explanation? Doherty has provided an explanation, but it fails. 

9. If the claimant proffers a new explanation, does it account for as many phenomena as the 

old explanation did? No, Dohertyǯs explanation fails to account for all the evidence, and is a far 
more complex explanation. 

10. Do the claimant's personal beliefs and biases drive the conclusions, or vice versa?  Dohertyǯs claims are transparently driven by his personal beliefs and biases. 

Conclusion 

Mythicist arguments typically rely on flawed arguments and misrepresentation of sources. Their weaknesses 

are exposed when standard tests for logical coherence and critical thinking are applied. It is useful to 

demonstrate that the mythicist case fails to meet secular criteria for credibility. 
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The Dunning-Kruger Effect: A Common Feature of Mythicism 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

Online discussion of the historical Jesus, and the topic of mythicism, is dominated by amateur commentators, 

many with a hyper-inflated assessment of their own knowledge intelligence, and understanding of the topic. A 

common feature of mythicist writings in particular, is disdain for well educated and professionally qualified 

scholars and a preference for works by people with no relevant academic training at all. This article explains 

why such an attitude is symptomatic of incompetence, and identifies sources which should not be trusted. 

The Dunning-Kruger effect 

In 1999, David Dunning and Justin Kruger published a journal article entitled ǮUnskilled and Unaware of )t: 
How Difficulties in Recognizing One's Own Incompetence Lead to Inflated Self-Assessmentsǯ.510 Their 

research indicated that people who are unskilled, or lacking academic or professional qualifications in a 

particular field, have a tendency to estimate their knowledge and skills in that field unrealistically highly. Citing the observation of Charles Darwin that Ǯignorance more frequently begets confidence than does knowledgeǯ,511 Dunning and Kruger explained the cognitive process by which people over-estimate their 

competence in fields concerning which they are unskilled or uninformed. In agreement with the popular saying Ǯa little learning is a dangerous thingǯ,512 Dunning and Kruger noted Ǯin order for the incompetent to 

overestimate themselves, they must satisfy a minimal threshold of knowledge, theory, or experience that suggests to themselves that they can generate correct answersǯ.513 

                                                                    
510 Kruger & Dunning, ǮUnskilled and Unaware of It: How Difficulties in Recognizing One's Own Incompetence 

Lead to Inflated Self-Assessmentsǯ, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology ȋ͹͹.͸.ͳͳʹͳ-1134), 1999. 

511 Darwin, ǮThe Descent of Man, and Selection in Relation to Sexǯ volume ͳ, p. 4 (1871). 

512 Commonly misquoted as ǮA little knowledge is a dangerous thingǯ, this phrase is a line from English poet Alexander Popeǯs poem ǮAn Essay on Criticismǯ ȋͳ͹ͲͻȌ. 
513 Kruger & Dunning, ǮUnskilled and Unaware of )t: (ow Difficulties in Recognizing One's Own Incompetence 

Lead to Inflated Self-Assessmentsǯ, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology ȋ͹͹.͸.ͳͳʹͳ-1132), 1999. 



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ʹͲͷ 

Accordingly, we ought to refrain from commenting authoritatively on subjects concerning which we are not 

academically informed or professionally qualified, and should instead seek to understand the subject from 

the relevant professional literature, instead of from non-professionals and those who are insufficiently 

qualified.   

Additionally, we should be prepared to accept that our non-professional personal views (and the views of 

others who are similarly unqualified in the field), are of considerably less value than the existing scholarly 

literature and consensus, and we should be prepared to accept that the consensus is most likely to be correct, 

even if it contradicts views or sources which we would prefer to believe are more accurate.  

Here is a list of indicators of the Dunning-Kruger effect, based on the reasons given by Dunning and Kruger 

as to why individuals succumb to the effect, and why they Ǯfail, through life experience, to learn that they are unskilledǯ.514 The more indicators are present in a specific case, the more likely it is that the individual in 

question is experiencing the effect. 

1. Skill-boundary transgression 

The individual is seeking to operate as an authority or qualified individual, in a field beyond their personal 

level of academic and professional qualification.515 

2. Self-identified authority 

The individual makes a personal claim (unsubstantiated by facts), that they are sufficiently competent to 

comment authoritatively on the subject.516 

                                                                    
514 Kruger & Dunning, ǮUnskilled and Unaware of )t: (ow Difficulties in Recognizing One's Own )ncompetence 
Lead to Inflated Self-Assessmentsǯ, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology ȋ͹͹.͸.ͳͳʹͳ-1131), 1999. 

515 Ǯ)ncompetent individuals, compared with their more competent peers, will dramatically overestimate 

their ability and performance relative to objective criteria.ǯ, ibid., p. 1122; the importance of formal 

academic and professional qualifications is that they constitute objective criteria by which competency can 

be assessed, so we should place less trust in those lacking such qualifications. 

516 ǮThese findings suggest that unaccomplished individuals do not possess the degree of metacognitive 

skills necessary for accurate self-assessment that their more accomplished counterparts possess.ǯ, ibid., 
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3. Unrecognized competence  The individualǯs self-assessed competence is not recognized by those who are academically and professional 

competent; no one who is properly qualified, actually thinks this person is sufficiently competent.517 

4. False peers 

The individual believes that the favourable commentary of other unskilled and non-professional individuals, 

indicates they themselves are sufficiently qualified.518 

5. Scrutiny avoidance 

The individual fails to submit their work for professional scrutiny (such as in the relevant scholarly 

literature), for review by those genuinely qualified.519 

                                                                    
p. 1122; we cannot rely on those who are not academically and professionally qualified in a particular field, 

to assess accurately their own authority and competence in that field. 

517 ǮWe propose that those with limited knowledge in a domain suffer a dual burden: Not only do they 

reach mistaken conclusions and make regrettable errors, but their incompetence robs them of the ability 

to recognize it.ǯ, p. ͳͳ͵ʹ;. it is far more likely that an unqualified non-professional will be wrong in a given 

field of specialization, than a qualified professional whose competency has been recognized formally by their 

equally qualified peers. 

518 ǮSecond, the bungled robbery attempt of McArthur Wheeler not withstanding, some tasks and settings 
preclude people from receiving self-correcting information that would reveal the suboptimal nature 

of their decisions ȋEinhorn, ͳͻͺʹȌ.ǯ, ibid., p. ͳͳ͵ͳ; by keeping themselves predominantly in the intellectual 
company of those who agree with them, individuals experiencing the Dunning-Kruger effect place themselves 

in a setting which typically prevents their errors being exposed, instead keeping them in a kind of intellectual 

echo chamber in which their views are reinforced by being repeated back to them with approval by those 

unqualified to assess them competently.  

519 ǮOne reason is that people seldom receive negative feedback about their skills and abilities from 

others in everyday life (Blumberg, 1972; Darley & Fazio, 1980; Goffman, 1955; Matlin & Stang, 1978; Tesser & Rosen, ͳͻ͹ͷȌǯ, ibid., p. ͳͳ͵ͳ; avoidance of scrutiny by professionals enhances this effect, keeping the 
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6. Pioneer complex 

The individual self-identifies as a pioneer uncovering truth; a Copernicus or Galileo.520 

7. Conspiracy claims 

The individual explains opposition by qualified professionals, as suppression of truth in order to defend the 

existing scholarly consensus.521 

                                                                    
unqualified away from those who are best able to expose their errors, and preserving their self-delusion that 

they are correct. 

520 This is a self-delusional identification since neither Copernicus nor Galileo were Ǯgifted amateursǯ opposing 
a body of professionals (both men were professionals, holding formal teaching positions), and Galileo in 

particular knew that the subject should be decided by professional astronomers, placing no value whatsoever 

on the opinions of the unqualified; writing against the papal edict silencing publications on heliocentrism in the preface of his ǮDialogueǯ ȋͳ͸͵ʹȌ, Galileo scorned the unqualified amateur: ǮComplaints were to be heard 
that advisors who were totally unskilled in astronomical observations ought not to clip the wings of 

reflective intellects by means of rash prohibitions.ǯ,  Galileo, quoted in Næss, ǮGalileo Galilei: When the Earth Stood Stillǯ, p. ͳ͵ͳ ȋʹͲͲͷȌ. 
521 ǮThird, even if people receive negative feedback, they still must come to an accurate understanding of why 

that failure has occurred. The problem with failure is that it is subject to more attritional ambiguity to success. 

For success to occur, many things must go right: The person must be skilled, apply effort, and perhaps be a 

bit lucky. For failure to occur, the lack of any one of these components is sufficient. Because of this, even if 

people receive feedback that points to a lack of skill, they may attribute it to some other factor (Snyder, (iggins, & Stucky, ͳͻͺ͵; Snyder, Shenkel, & Lowry, ͳͻ͹͹Ȍ.ǯ, ibid., p. 1131; when an unqualified non-

professional attributes opposition to or dismissal of their theories by qualified professionals as a conspiracy 

to maintain the intellectual status quo, the Dunning-Kruger effect is very likely responsible: an example is the 

Science and Public Policy Institute (a non-profit group in the US which opposes the scientific consensus on global warmingȌ, ǮPeople who are not scientists, or even experts on the subjects they write about often 

write the SPPI reports, and many convey conspiratorial themes. For example, an SPPI publication by Joanne 



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ʹͲͺ 

                                                                    Nova, who describes herself as a ǲfreelance science presenter, writer, & former TV hostǳ, exemplifies not 

only the ǮDunning-Krugerǯ effect (Dunning et.al. 2003), but also the inactivist movementǯs frustration with 
mainstream climate science and its inflated sense of victimhood.ǯ, Elshof, ǮCan Education Overcome Climate Change )nactivism?ǯ, Journal for Activism in Science and Technology Education ȋ͵.ͳ.ʹͷȌ, ʹͲͳͳ. 
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Strong Mythicism: Strategies of Denial 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

In order to make a credible case, mythicists must address in some way the historical evidence for the existence 

of Jesus. This article explains the strategies typically used by mythicists to respond to that evidence, and 

demonstrates why these strategies are flawed. 

Strategies of strong mythicism 

Proponents of strong mythicism use a variety of approaches to address the biblical and historical evidence 

for the existence of Jesus. 

1. Claim: the earliest New Testament writings describe Jesus as a non-human being who 

never walked the earth Paulǯs letters are the earliest New Testament writings, so they offer the earliest Christian witness to Jesus and 
his life. It is claimed Paul never spoke of a Jesus who was actually human, lived on the earth, and experienced 

the events described in the gospels. Rather, it is claimed, Paul spoke of Jesus as a non-human spirit being who took on a spirit body ȋor a body of fleshȌ, in the unseen spirit realm below the moon ȋthe Ǯsub-lunar realmǯȌ, 
and was crucified by demons. It is further claimed that any reference to Paul or anyone else seeing or speaking 

with Jesus, is a reference to a vision or spiritual experience rather than a meeting with Jesus on earth as a real human being. Passages clearly indicating Jesusǯ life was on earth, are typically construed as saying something 

different, or dismissed as later forgeries. 

Response 

The major weakness in this argument is the sheer number of passages which must be interpreted as saying 

something they clearly do not say. Paulǯs writings about Jesus, like those of the gospels, read naturally as 
referring to events on earth involving a human being who was a literal historical figure, had a physical body 

of flesh and blood, and was seen physically by many people, with whom he interacted personally. There is nothing in the text which suggests, or even requires, all Paulǯs references to be interpreted as referring to a 
supernatural being who never set foot on earth. The following are several key passage in Paulǯs writings, with edits to show how they must be read in order 

to agree with the mythicist case. 

Romans 1: 
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2 This gospel he promised beforehand through his prophets in the holy scriptures, 3 concerning his 

Son who was a descendant of David with reference to the flesh, [in the lower celestial realm] 

4 who was appointed the Son-of-God-in-power according to the Holy Spirit by the resurrection from 

the dead, [by being given a new spirit body in the sub-lunar realm] Jesus Christ our Lord.  

 

1 Corinthians 1: 

23 but we preach about a crucified Christ, [a Christ whose body was crucified by demons in the 

sub-lunar realm] a stumbling block to Jews and foolishness to Gentiles. 

 

1 Corinthians 2: 

8 None of the rulers of this age [demons in the sub-lunar realm] understood it. If they had known 

it, they would not have crucified the Lord of glory [in the sub-lunar realm]. 

 

1 Corinthians 11: 

23 For I received from the Lord what I also passed on to you, that the Lord Jesus on the night in which 

he was betrayed [to demons] took bread, [in the sub-lunar realm] 

 

1 Corinthians 15: 

3 For I passed on to you as of first importance what I also received—that Christ died [at the hands 

of demons in the sub-lunar realm] for our sins according to the scriptures,  

4 and that he was buried [in the firmament of the sub-lunar realm], and that he was raised [given 

a new spirit body within the sub-lunar realm] on the third day according to the scriptures,  

5 and that he appeared [not physically, but in a vision] to Cephas, then to the twelve. 

6 Then he appeared [not physically, but in a vision] to more than five hundred of the brothers and 

sisters at one time, most of whom are still alive, though some have fallen asleep 

7 Then he appeared [not physically, but in a vision] to James, then to all the apostles.  

8 Last of all, as though to one born at the wrong time, he appeared [not physically, but in a vision] 

to me also. 

 

Galatians 1: 

19 But I saw none of the other apostles except James the Lordǯs brother. [a brother in Christ] 

Galatians 3: 
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13 Christ paid the price to free us from the curse that Godǯs laws bring by becoming cursed instead of us. Scripture says, ǲEveryone who is hung on a tree [in the spiritual realm] is cursed.ǳ  
 

Galatians 4: 

4 But when the appropriate time had come, God sent out his Son, born of a woman, [in a spirit body 

in the sub-lunar realm] born under the law 

 

In every case it is clear that the mythicist reading is completely unnatural. There is nothing in the text to 

indicate we should be reading it in this way, nor does reading them at face value create any problems, nor can 

mythicists cite any evidence that the early Christians read the texts this way. The only reason to read these 

passages in such a way is to support the mythicist claim; this is clearly a motivated reading rather than a 

natural reading. 

 Claim: key New Testament texts have been interpolated 

Another mythicist response to the New Testament texts demonstrating that the earliest Christians believed 

Jesus was a human being who lived on the earth, is to suggest these texts have been interpolated, that later 

Christian scribes changed the texts to refer to a historical Jesus. This has the appearance of an argument of 

convenience, and the more frequently it is appealed to, the greater that appearance becomes. 

However, in defence of mythcist use of the interpolation argument, Neil Godfrey has claimed mythicists only 

assert the interpolation of texts which have already come under suspicion by mainstream scholarship for 

other reasons. ǲThe only interpolations singled out in Paulǯs letters by anyone who advances a mythical Jesus 

(at least from my readings) are those that are strongly argued to be interpolations by scholars 

who have expressed no interest in mythicism, and who almost certainly would accept a ǲhistorical Jesusǳ.ǳ522 

Note in particular the statements I have placed in bold. 

 

                                                                    
522 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞Do MǇthiĐists ‘ead Paul͛s ‘efeƌeŶĐes to Jesus͛ HuŵaŶitǇ as IŶteƌpolatioŶs oƌ Metaphoƌs?,͟  Teǆt, 

Vƌidaƌ, ϭϯ August, ϮϬϭϬ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϮϮ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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Response To test the accuracy of Godfreyǯs claim that the only interpolations in Paulǯs letters which mythicists argue for, are ǲstrongly argued to be interpolations by scholars who have expressed no interest in mythicismǳ, letǯs 
see how many times prominent mythicist Earl Doherty introduces the interpolation argument with reference 

to passages describing Jesus as a human being on earth.523 

1. Galatians 1:19; reference to James, the brother of Jesus.524 

2. Galatians 4:4; description of Jesus as ǲborn of a womanǳ.525 

3. 1 Thessalonians 2:15-ͳ͸; Jewish involvement in Jesusǯ death.526 

4. ͳ Timothy ͸:͵; reference to the Ǯteachings of Jesus Christǯ.527 

5. 1 Timothy 6:13; a reference to Pilate. 528 

                                                                    
523 This list ǁas adapted fƌoŵ the aƌtiĐle ďǇ LaǇŵaŶ, ͞CAD‘E CoŵŵeŶts: Does NeilgodfƌeǇ UŶdeƌstate MǇthiĐist 

‘eliaŶĐe oŶ IŶteƌpolatioŶs? ,͟ Ϯϳ “epteŵďeƌ, ϮϬϭϬ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϮϮ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

524 ͚All of this haǀiŶg ďeeŶ said, ǁe ĐaŶŶot ƌule out aŶ eǀeŶ siŵpleƌ eǆplaŶatioŶ, despite the laĐk of ŵaŶusĐƌipt 

eǀideŶĐe to suppoƌt it. The phƌase ŵaǇ haǀe ďeguŶ as aŶ iŶteƌpolatioŶ oƌ ŵaƌgiŶal gloss.͛ , Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, Jesus: 

Neitheƌ God Ŷoƌ MaŶ : The Case foƌ a MǇthiĐal Jesus ;Ottaǁa: Age of ‘easoŶ PuďliĐatioŶs, ϮϬϬϵͿ, ϲϮ. 

525 ͚ TakeŶ togetheƌ ǁith the alteƌŶatiǀe possiďilitǇ that these phƌases, if ďǇ Paul, ƌefleĐt a ŵetaphǇsiĐal ǀieǁ of Jesus 

deteƌŵiŶed ďǇ sĐƌiptuƌe ;although I Ŷoǁ leaŶ ŵoƌe toǁaƌd the iŶteƌpolatioŶ optioŶͿ, I ƌegaƌd this as aŶ effeĐtiǀe 

ŶeuteƌiŶg of peƌhaps the ŵost sigŶifiĐaŶt aƌguŵeŶt oŶ the histoƌiĐist side that the epistles staŶd iŶ the tƌaditioŶ of 

aŶ histoƌiĐal Jesus.͛ , Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, Jesus: Neitheƌ God Ŷoƌ MaŶ : The Case foƌ a MǇthiĐal Jesus ;Ottaǁa: Age of ‘easoŶ 

PuďliĐatioŶs, ϮϬϬϵͿ, ϮϭϮ. 

526 ͚Foƌ these ƌeasoŶs, ŵaŶǇ sĐholaƌs haǀe judged those ǀeƌses to ďe aŶ iŶteƌpolatioŶ, soŵethiŶg iŶseƌted iŶto the 

teǆt at a lateƌ date.͛ , Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, Jesus: Neitheƌ God Ŷoƌ MaŶ : The Case foƌ a MǇthiĐal Jesus ;Ottaǁa: Age of 

‘easoŶ PuďliĐatioŶs, ϮϬϬϵͿ, ϭϴ. 

527 ͚Thus ǁe haǀe heƌe a ǀeƌǇ likelǇ iŶteƌpolatioŶ ŵade soŵe tiŵe afteƌ the letteƌ ǁas ǁƌitteŶ, aŶd it oĐĐuƌs just a 

feǁ ǀeƌses ďefoƌe aŶotheƌ phƌase, the oŶe aďout Pilate, ǁhiĐh seeŵs siŵilaƌlǇ out of plaĐe.͛ , Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, Jesus: 

Neitheƌ God Ŷoƌ MaŶ : The Case foƌ a MǇthiĐal Jesus ;Ottaǁa: Age of ‘easoŶ PuďliĐatioŶs, ϮϬϬϵͿ, ϲϲϮ. 

528 ͚It is adŵittedlǇ iŶ ŵǇ oǁŶ iŶteƌest to ƌegaƌd the ƌefeƌeŶĐe to PoŶtius Pilate iŶ ϭ TiŵothǇ ϲ:ϭϯ as aŶ 

iŶteƌpolatioŶ, ďut theƌe aƌe ĐleaƌlǇ good ƌeasoŶs foƌ doiŶg so.͛ , Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, Jesus: Neitheƌ God Ŷoƌ MaŶ : The Case 
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6. Hebrews 13:20; reference to Jesus' resurrection.529 

These six passages describe Jesus as born of a woman, who had biological brothers, taught people, was tried 

by Pilate, put to death with the involvement of the Jews, and was physically raised from the dead. This 

collection of statements about Jesus agrees with the gospel accounts, disproving the mythicist claim that the 

Christian writers of these earliest texts believed Jesus was a supernatural being who never came to earth, and who was instead put to death by demons in a Ǯsub-lunar realmǯ.  
It is clearly not coincidence that in each case Doherty at least makes the suggestion that each passage has 

been interpolated. He does not always appeal simply to interpolation; sometimes he makes other arguments 

against a passage as well. But the more arguments he makes, the more apparent it is that the elimination of 

these passages is highly convenient for his argument, and that he arguing against them as evidence for the 

historicity of Jesus. The motivation for his arguments is transparent. 

At least three of these references do not fit Godfreyǯs description as passages in Paulǯs letters, at least from his and Dohertyǯs point of view ȋͳ Timothy ͸:͵, ͳ͵, (ebrews ͳ͵:ʹͲȌ. Neither Godfrey nor Doherty believe ͳ 
Timothy was written by Paul (his authorship of this letter is doubted by many scholars today), and the book of (ebrews makes no claim to be one of Paulǯs letters in any case. Nevertheless, in each case Doherty appeals 
to interpolation to remove them from consideration as evidence for the historical Jesus, showing how 

frequently he uses this tactic. 

                                                                    
foƌ a MǇthiĐal Jesus ;Ottaǁa: Age of ‘easoŶ PuďliĐatioŶs, ϮϬϬϵͿ, ϲϲϮ; Ŷote DoheƌtǇ aĐkŶoǁledges the Đlaiŵ of aŶ 

iŶteƌpolatioŶ is iŶ his oǁŶ iŶteƌest, aŶd does Ŷot Đite aŶǇ sĐholaƌs ǁho ĐoŶsideƌ this ǀeƌse aŶ iŶteƌpolatioŶ. 

529 ͚Veƌses ϮϬ-Ϯϭ ĐoŶstitute a ďeŶediĐtioŶ ĐoŶĐluded ďǇ a doǆologǇ. AutheŶtiĐitǇ foƌ these ǀeƌses has ďeeŶ 

ƋuestioŶed, iŶĐludiŶg iŶ assoĐiatioŶ ǁith ǀaƌious aŵouŶts of the pƌeĐediŶg teǆt, soŵetiŵes eŶĐoŵpassiŶg the 

ǁhole of Đhapteƌ ϭϯ. It is uŶĐeƌtaiŶ that ǁe Ŷeed to go that faƌ ďaĐk, aŶd feǁ sĐholaƌs do. But ǁhile ǀeƌses ϭϳ-ϭϵ 

ŵaǇ seeŵ a little out of ĐhaƌaĐteƌ ǁith the ďodǇ of the ǁoƌk, that issue is Ŷot iŵpoƌtaŶt heƌe. The ƋuestioŶ of 

autheŶtiĐitǇ iŶ the otheƌ diƌeĐtioŶ, hoǁeǀeƌ, is defiŶitelǇ so.͛ , Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, Jesus: Neitheƌ God Ŷoƌ MaŶ : The Case 

foƌ a MǇthiĐal Jesus ;Ottaǁa: Age of ‘easoŶ PuďliĐatioŶs, ϮϬϬϵͿ, ϲϳϬ; Ŷote DoheƌtǇ does Ŷot Đite aŶǇ sĐholaƌs ǁho 

ĐoŶsideƌ this ǀeƌse aŶ iŶteƌpolatioŶ. 
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(owever, even after removing these passages we are still left with three passages in Paulǯs letters which Doherty suggests have been interpolated. )s it true ȋas Godfrey claimsȌ, that each of these verses are ǲstrongly 
argued to be interpolations by scholars who have expressed no interest in mythicismǳ? 

1. Galatians 1:19: Doherty introduces the interpolation argument, without citing any scholars at all, and 

whilst acknowledging there is no manuscript evidence to support the case. 530 His acknowledgement 

of the lack of manuscript evidence to support this proposal demonstrates his conclusion is not based 

on scholarly principles of textual criticism. 

 

2. Galatians 4:4: Doherty does not cite any scholars who regard this passage or the relevant phrase in 

it, as an interpolation.531 

 

3. 1 Thessalonians 2:15-16: Doherty lists just seven scholars who regard the passage as an 

interpolation, 532 but does not tell readers that the standard professional critical text of the New 

Testament, The Nestle-Aland Greek New Testament (27th ed. 1993), regards both versus as authentic. 

                                                                    
530 ͚All of this haǀiŶg ďeeŶ said, ǁe ĐaŶŶot ƌule out aŶ eǀeŶ siŵpleƌ eǆplaŶatioŶ, despite the laĐk of ŵaŶusĐƌipt 

eǀideŶĐe to suppoƌt it. The phƌase ŵaǇ haǀe ďeguŶ as aŶ iŶteƌpolatioŶ oƌ ŵaƌgiŶal gloss., Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, Jesus: 

Neitheƌ God Ŷoƌ MaŶ : The Case foƌ a MǇthiĐal Jesus ;Ottaǁa: Age of ‘easoŶ PuďliĐatioŶs, ϮϬϬϵͿ, ϲϮ; DoheƌtǇ͛s 

aĐkŶoǁledgeŵeŶt of the laĐk of ŵaŶusĐƌipt eǀideŶĐe to suppoƌt this pƌoposal deŵoŶstƌates his ĐoŶĐlusioŶ is Ŷot 

ďased oŶ sĐholaƌlǇ pƌiŶĐiples of teǆtual ĐƌitiĐisŵ. 

531 ͚ TakeŶ togetheƌ ǁith the alteƌŶatiǀe possiďilitǇ that these phƌases, if ďǇ Paul, ƌefleĐt a ŵetaphǇsiĐal ǀieǁ of Jesus 

deteƌŵiŶed ďǇ sĐƌiptuƌe ;although I Ŷoǁ leaŶ ŵoƌe toǁaƌd the iŶteƌpolatioŶ optioŶͿ, I ƌegaƌd this as aŶ effeĐtiǀe 

ŶeuteƌiŶg of peƌhaps the ŵost sigŶifiĐaŶt aƌguŵeŶt oŶ the histoƌiĐist side that the epistles staŶd iŶ the tƌaditioŶ of 

aŶ histoƌiĐal Jesus.͛ , Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, Jesus: Neitheƌ God Ŷoƌ MaŶ : The Case foƌ a MǇthiĐal Jesus ;Ottaǁa: Age of ‘easoŶ 

PuďliĐatioŶs, ϮϬϬϵͿ, ϮϭϮ. 

532 ͚These aƌe soŵe of the sĐholaƌs ǁho ƌegaƌd the passage as aŶ iŶteƌpolatioŶ: • Biƌgeƌ A. PeaƌsoŶ: "ϭ 

ThessaloŶiaŶs Ϯ:ϭϯ-ϭϲ: A Deuteƌo-PauliŶe IŶteƌpolatioŶ," Haƌǀaƌd TheologiĐal ‘eǀieǁ ϲϰ ;ϭϵϳϭͿ p.ϳϵ-ϵϰ. • BuƌtoŶ 

MaĐk: Who Wƌote the Neǁ TestaŵeŶt? p. ϭϭϯ • WaǇŶe Meeks: The Fiƌst UƌďaŶ ChƌistiaŶs, p.ϵ, Ŷ.l ϭϳ • Helŵut 

Koesteƌ: IŶtƌoduĐtioŶ to the Neǁ TestaŵeŶt, ǀol.ϭϭ, p. ϭϭϯ • Pheŵe PeƌkiŶs: Haƌpeƌ's Biďle CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ, p. ϭϮϯϬ, 

ϭϮϯϭ -Ϯ • “. G. F. BƌaŶdoŶ: The Fall of Jeƌusaleŵ aŶd the ChƌistiaŶ ChuƌĐh, p.ϵϮ-ϵϯ • Paula FƌedƌiĐkseŶ: Fƌoŵ Jesus 
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This examination demonstrates that Godfreyǯs claim that the only interpolations in Paulǯs letters which mythicists argue for, are ǲstrongly argued to be interpolations by scholars who have expressed no interest in mythicismǳ, suffers from a lack of evidence. At least in mythicist Earl Dohertyǯs writings, the evidence contradicts Godfreyǯs claim; out of the three passages for Doherty introduces the argument for interpolation, 
he cites scholarship only once, and even then there is no strong argument for interpolation. 

3. Claim: the gospel accounts were written after Christians changed their views 

Since it is undeniable that the gospels speaks of a historical Jesus who lived on the earth, it is argued that 

these writings were written after some Christians had invented a new idea, that Jesus was a genuine historical 

figure who did live on the earth. 

Response 

This claim fails since there is no evidence for such a change. As has been demonstrated, Paulǯs own letters 
(the earliest Christian writings), describe a Jesus who was a literal human being who walked the earth, was 

seen by many, interacted with other people, was put to death by crucifixion, and was raised from the dead. 

The gospels and acts provide the same information about Jesus as Paul does. Additionally, there are no texts between the dating of Paulǯs writings and the dating of the gospels, which 
show any sign of a change of view, or a controversy over whether or not Jesus was literally on the earth. The 

evidence simply does not exist. 

4. Claim: none of the non-biblical historical sources are reliable 

It is argued that there are no non-biblical historical sources providing an independent witness to 

Jesus as a historical figure. It is claimed the references to Jesus by the Jewish historian Josephus (c. 90 CE), 

the Roman historian Tacitus (c. 116 CE), and the Syrian writer Mara Bar Serapion (c. 73-150 CE),533 are all 

forgeries by later Christian scribes, or refer to an individual who was not the Jesus of the New Testament. 

 

 

                                                                    
to Chƌist, p. ϭϮϮ ,͛ Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, Jesus: Neitheƌ God Ŷoƌ MaŶ : The Case foƌ a MǇthiĐal Jesus ;Ottaǁa: Age of ‘easoŶ 

PuďliĐatioŶs, ϮϬϬϵͿ, ϲϱϵ. 

533 Not to ďe ĐoŶfused ǁith the ChƌistiaŶ ďishop “eƌapioŶ of AŶtioĐh. 
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Response  

These historical sources are acknowledged by the overwhelming majority of professional historians as 

providing evidence sufficient to establish the existence of Jesus as a historical figure. Josephus refers to Jesus 

twice, and although one of those references is recognized as having been added to by later Christian scribes, 
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the scholarly consensus agrees both references contain historical references to Jesus.534 535 536 537 538 539 

Likewise, scholars are in almost universal agreement that a genuine historical witness to Jesus is contained 

in Tacitus,540 and Serapionǯs witness is typically considered valid also.541 542  

                                                                    
534 ͚That, iŶdeed, Josephus did saǇ soŵethiŶg aďout Jesus is iŶdiĐated, aďoǀe all, ďǇ the passage — the 

autheŶtiĐitǇ of ǁhiĐh has ďeeŶ alŵost uŶiǀeƌsallǇ aĐkŶoǁledged — aďout Jaŵes, ǁho is teƌŵed ;A XX, ϮϬϬͿ the 

ďƌotheƌ of ͞the afoƌeŵeŶtioŶed Chƌist.͟ ,͛ Louis H FeldŵaŶ aŶd Ḡhei Hata, Josephus, Judaisŵ, aŶd ChƌistiaŶitǇ 

;Detƌoit: WaǇŶe “tate UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess, ϭϵϴϳͿ, ϱϲ. 

535 ͚HeŶĐe the ŵost that ĐaŶ ďe Đlaiŵed is that Josephus heƌe ŵade soŵe ƌefeƌeŶĐe to Jesus, ǁhiĐh has ďeeŶ 

ƌetouĐhed ďǇ a ChƌistiaŶ haŶd. This is the ǀieǁ aƌgued ďǇ Meieƌ as ďǇ ŵost sĐholaƌs todaǇ, paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ siŶĐe “. 

PiŶes dƌeǁ atteŶtioŶ to a less oďǀiouslǇ ChƌistiaŶ ǀeƌsioŶ of the ͚TestiŵoŶiuŵ͛ ǁhiĐh is Ƌuoted iŶ AƌaďiĐ tƌaŶslatioŶ 

iŶ a teŶth-ĐeŶtuƌǇ ChƌistiaŶ ǁoƌk.͛ , Geoƌge Alďeƌt Wells, The Jesus LegeŶd ;ChiĐago: OpeŶ Couƌt, ϭϵϵϲͿ, Ϯϴ. 

536 ͚The oǀeƌǁhelŵiŶg ŵajoƌitǇ of sĐholaƌs holds that the ǁoƌds ͞the ďƌotheƌ of Jesus Đalled Chƌist͟ aƌe 

autheŶtiĐ, as is the eŶtiƌe passage iŶ ǁhiĐh it is fouŶd.Ϯϱ The passage fits its ĐoŶteǆt ǁell. As foƌ its ĐoŶteŶt, a 

ChƌistiaŶ iŶteƌpolatoƌ ǁould haǀe used laudatoƌǇ laŶguage to desĐƌiďe Jaŵes aŶd espeĐiallǇ Jesus, ĐalliŶg hiŵ ͞the 

Loƌd͟ oƌ soŵethiŶg siŵilaƌ. At least, as iŶ the passage to ďe ĐoŶsideƌed Ŷeǆt, he ǁould haǀe used the teƌŵ ͞Chƌist͟ 

iŶ aŶ aďsolute ǁaǇ. Josephus͛s ǁoƌds ͞Đalled Chƌist͟ aƌe Ŷeutƌal aŶd desĐƌiptiǀe, iŶteŶded Ŷeitheƌ to ĐoŶfess Ŷoƌ 

deŶǇ Jesus as the ͞Chƌist.͟  Thus Josephus distiŶguishes this Jesus fƌoŵ the ŵaŶǇ otheƌs he ŵeŶtioŶs ǁho had this 

ĐoŵŵoŶ Ŷaŵe.͛, ‘oďeƌt E VaŶ Vooƌst, Jesus Outside the Neǁ TestaŵeŶt: AŶ IŶtƌoduĐtioŶ to the AŶĐieŶt EǀideŶĐe 

;GƌaŶd ‘apids, MiĐh.: W.B. EeƌdŵaŶs Puď., ϮϬϬϬͿ, ϴϯ-ϴϰ. 

537 ͚Most sĐholaƌs aƌe ĐoŶfideŶt that Josephus ǁƌote soŵethiŶg like this ďeĐause the lateƌ ŵeŶtioŶ of the Chƌist 

iŶ the Jaŵes ĐitatioŶ fƌoŵ AŶtiƋuities ϮϬ.ϮϬϬ assuŵes a pƌeǀious ŵeŶtioŶ of this figuƌe.͛ , Daƌƌell L BoĐk, “tudǇiŶg 

the HistoƌiĐal Jesus: A Guide to “ouƌĐes aŶd Methods ;GƌaŶd ‘apids, MiĐh.; LeiĐesteƌ, EŶglaŶd: Bakeƌ AĐadeŵiĐ ; 

Apollos, ϮϬϬϮͿ, ϱϱ. 

538 ͚Most sĐholaƌs todaǇ ĐoŶsideƌ the passage autheŶtiĐ, ďut thiŶk it has ďeeŶ eǆteŶsiǀelǇ alteƌed to ƌefleĐt Đoƌe 

ChƌistiaŶ ďeliefs ;italiĐ tǇpe iŶ the ƋuotatioŶ aďoǀe iŶdiĐates those paƌts of the TestiŵoŶiuŵ that aƌe usuallǇ 

ĐoŶsideƌed oďǀious additioŶs ďǇ a ChƌistiaŶ haŶdͿ.͛ , Thoŵas ‘ Yodeƌ Neufeld, ‘eĐoǀeƌiŶg Jesus: The WitŶess of the 

Neǁ TestaŵeŶt ;GƌaŶd ‘apids, MiĐh.: Bƌazos Pƌess, ϮϬϬϳͿ. 
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The main weakness of the claim that these sources are all Christian forgeries or interpolations, is the fact that 

there is no evidence for this. A forgery claim must be based on evidence; firstly a problem must be identified 

in the text which provides sufficient grounds to suspect forgery, and secondly it must be demonstrated that 

forgery is the best explanation for the problem in the text.  The greater the claim of forgery, the larger the 

body of evidence is required to support it. 

In the case of one of the references in Josephus, there is good reason to suspect Christians have added to the 

text: the paragraph contains reference to Jesus as the messiah, but we know Josephus did not believe Jesus 

was the messiah; the paragraph presents Josephus wondering if Jesus was even a man, but we know Josephus 

refers elsewhere to Jesus as just a man; the paragraph contains words and phrases which are very different to Josephusǯ personal style. These are all good reasons to suspect the passage has been edited by later 
                                                                    
539 ͚Yet theƌe is, PƌiĐe saǇs, a ͞uŶaŶiŵous sĐholaƌlǇ ĐoŶseŶsus͟ foƌ the autheŶtiĐitǇ of the Book ϮϬ ƌefeƌeŶĐe.͛ , H. 

WaǇŶe House, The Jesus Who Neǀeƌ Liǀed ;EugeŶe, Oƌ.: Haƌǀest House Puďlisheƌs, ϮϬϬϴͿ. 

540 ͚The teǆtual iŶtegƌitǇ of this seĐtioŶ has oŶ oĐĐasioŶ ďeeŶ douďted. The teǆt has soŵe sigŶifiĐaŶt pƌoďleŵs, as 

attested ďǇ the staŶdaƌd ĐƌitiĐal editioŶs.ϱϵ These aŶd otheƌ diffiĐulties iŶ iŶteƌpƌetiŶg the teǆt haǀe also led to a 

feǁ Đlaiŵs that all of it, oƌ keǇ poƌtioŶs of it, has ďeeŶ iŶteƌpolated ďǇ lateƌ haŶds.ϲϬ But theƌe aƌe good ƌeasoŶs 

foƌ ĐoŶĐludiŶg ǁith the ǀast ŵajoƌitǇ of sĐholaƌs that this passage is fuŶdaŵeŶtallǇ souŶd, despite diffiĐulties 

ǁhiĐh ƌesult iŶ Ŷo sŵall ŵeasuƌe fƌoŵ TaĐitus͛s oǁŶ Đoŵpƌessed stǇle. The oǀeƌall stǇle aŶd ĐoŶteŶt of this Đhapteƌ 

aƌe tǇpiĐallǇ TaĐiteaŶ. The passage fits ǁell iŶ its ĐoŶteǆt aŶd is the ŶeĐessaƌǇ ĐoŶĐlusioŶ to the eŶtiƌe disĐussioŶ of 

the ďuƌŶiŶg of ‘oŵe. “ulpiĐius “eǀeƌus͛s ChƌoŶiĐle Ϯ.Ϯϵ attests to ŵuĐh of it iŶ the eaƌlǇ fifth ĐeŶtuƌǇ, so ŵost 

suggested iŶteƌpolatioŶs ǁould haǀe to haǀe Đoŵe iŶ the seĐoŶd thƌough fouƌth ĐeŶtuƌies. ,͛ ‘oďeƌt E VaŶ Vooƌst, 

Jesus Outside the Neǁ TestaŵeŶt: AŶ IŶtƌoduĐtioŶ to the AŶĐieŶt EǀideŶĐe ;GƌaŶd ‘apids, MiĐh.: W.B. EeƌdŵaŶs 

Puď., ϮϬϬϬͿ, ϰϮ-ϰϯ. 

541 ͚The teǆt ĐoŶtaiŶs Ŷo speĐifiĐ ChƌistiaŶ ideas — eǆĐept foƌ the eǆpƌessioŶ "the ǁise kiŶg of the Jeǁs," ǁhiĐh 

ŵaǇ ƌefeƌ to JesusϭϮϳ — aŶd theƌefoƌe is pƌesuŵaďlǇ of pagaŶ authoƌship.͛ ,  Ute Possekel, EǀideŶĐe of Gƌeek 

PhilosophiĐal CoŶĐepts iŶ the WƌitiŶgs of Ephƌeŵ the “ǇƌiaŶ ;ǀol. ϱϴϬ; Coƌpus sĐƌiptoƌuŵ ChƌistiaŶoƌuŵ OƌieŶtaliuŵ 

“uďsidia ϭϬϮ; LoǀaŶii: IŶ Aediďus Peeteƌs, ϭϵϵϵͿ, Ϯϵ 

542 ͚The ǀalue of this Đuƌious ĐoŵŵeŶt lies iŶ the appaƌeŶt faĐt that ďǇ the eŶd of the fiƌst ĐeŶtuƌǇ Jesus ǁas 

ƌegaƌded iŶ at least soŵe ŶoŶ-ChƌistiaŶ ĐiƌĐles as the Jeǁs͛ ͞ǁise kiŶg.͟ ,͛ Cƌaig A. EǀaŶs, ͞Jesus iŶ NoŶ-ChƌistiaŶ 

“ouƌĐes,͟  iŶ AutheŶtiĐatiŶg the Woƌds of Jesus ;ed. BƌuĐe Daǀid ChiltoŶ aŶd Cƌaig A. EǀaŶs; Bƌill, ϭϵϵϵͿ, ϰϱϲ. 
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Christian scribes, and the fact that other copies of this passage of Josephus have been found which do not 

contain these words, gives rational grounds to believe they were forged. 

However, there is no such evidence in the rest of the passage by Josephus, nor in the other passage in which 

he refers to Jesus. Likewise, there are no stylistic or textual indications that the references in Tacitus and 

Serapion have been forged or interpolated by Christian scribes.  

So the forgery theory claims that the references to Jesus in these three historical sources are all forgeries, 

despite the fact that they are in three independent witnesses, there is no Ǯproblemǯ in the texts which suggests 
a forgery, and the fact that no manuscripts or fragments of these texts has ever been found which omits these 

references.  

Conclusion 

Proponents of strong mythicism rely largely on an argument from silence, pointing to early Jewish, Greek, and Roman sources which do not refer to Jesus, or to the fact that Paulǯs writings say very little about Jesusǯ early 
life and ministry. Their readings of New Testament passages are motivated only by their preconception, and 

are completely unnatural. Their treatment of historical sources with claims of widespread forgery is an 

argument without evidence, contradicted by the overwhelming majority of scholars. 
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The Myth of a Borrowed Jesus: Pagan Parallelomania 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

It is sometimes claimed that the New Testament writers, instead of writing from first hand experience and 

historical sources, created stories of Jesus by borrowing from earlier pagan writings, especially those referring 

to gods and demigods. However, this claim that the New Testament Jesus is a composite of figures in earlier 

pagan stories, is based on faulty premises and has been rejected comprehensively by mainstream scholarship. 

The error of parallelomania Ǯ)t is easy to fall into traps of parallelomania and equivocation as one expects analyses of form and vocabulary to yield highly specific determination of content.ǯ543 

Apparently first coined in 1961,544 the term parallelomania refers to a particular error in assembling 

background sources for a particular text, whereby the interpreter reads Ǯparallelsǯ into the text from historical 
sources, simply on the basis of isolated similarities of words, phrases, or concepts.545 

The error is typically committed when a word found in a Biblical book is interpreted as having the same 

meaning in its context as the same word found in an extra-Biblical source in a different context. A well known 

                                                                    
543 Cheung, review of ǮFood Offered to Idols in Roman Corinth:  A Social-Rhetorical Reconsideration of 1 

Corinthians 8:1–ͳͳ:ͳ.ǯ, Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society, ȋͶ͹.͵.ͷͶͲȌ, ʹͲͲͶ 

544 ǮNearly forty years ago, Samuel Sandmel published his SBL presidential address for ͳͻ͸ͳ under the title 

"Parallelomania," which he defined as "that extravagance among scholars which first overdoes the supposed 

similarity in passages and then proceeds to describe source and derivation as if implying literary connection 

flowing in an inevitable or predetermined direction" (p. 1). His article remains very useful but I think the discussion can be carried further today.ǯ, Davila, ǮThe Perils of Parallelsǯ, lecture at the University of St 
Andrews (April 2001) 

545 This does not mean that all parallels are necessarily invalid; Ǯ) am not denying that literary parallels and literary influence, in the form of source and derivation, exist.ǯ, Sandmel, ǮParallelomaniaǯ, Journal of Biblical 
Literature (81.1), 1962 
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error is the interpretation of the Greek word gnōsis in 1 Timothy 6:20546 as a reference to Gnostic teaching. 

Having decided that the word here was a reference to gnōsis as used by the Gnostics, expositors then went 

back through the rest of the letter and attempted to find evidence that the Gnostics were the specific false 

teachers against which Paul was warning Timothy. Efforts were made to find additional parallels between 

the heresies described by Paul, and Gnostic teaching.  

The conclusion that Paul was warning against Gnostics was then transferred wrongly to Paulǯs other letters. 
547 The result was a false interpretation which took no notice whatever of the actual historical evidence that 

Gnosticism did not exist in the 1st century, and was certainly never a challenge to Paul. 

New findings typically provoke new errors in this area. Both the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls in Qumran 

and the Nag Hammadi library in Egypt, inspired Bible commentators to rummage hastily through the New 

Testament looking for similar words to those used in these texts, assuming identical thoughts, concepts, and 

backgrounds on the basis of mere similarity of vocabulary. Though corrected repeatedly in the relevant 

scholarly literature, this error continues in populist, and even academic works. 548 

A typical fallacy accompanying this error is the selective fallacy whereby Ǯparallelsǯ are drawn only from those 
sources which the interpreter has previously determined are relevant. This is the opposite of what should 

take place. When searching for true parallels, all possible sources should be evaluated, and criteria 

established for assessing which of the sources contains genuine parallels to the text under study. Instead, 

                                                                    
546 ͳ Timothy ͸:ʹͲ, ǮO Timothy, protect what has been entrusted to you. Avoid the profane chatter and 

absurdities of so-called ǲknowledge.ǳǯ 
547 ǮWe must beware of imposing an outside situation upon the letters. For instance, in previous 

generations some scholars read Gnosticism from the second and third centuries A.D. into the New Testament 

letters, so that the opponents in almost every Pauline letter were identified as Gnostics. Virtually no one 

advocates the Gnostic hypothesis today, for it is illegitimate to read later church history into first century 

documents. The Gnostic detour could have been avoided if scholars had read the Pauline letters 

themselves more carefully, for evidence for full-fledged Gnosticism cannot be read out of his letters.ǯ, Thomas R. Steiner, ǲ)nterpreting the Pauline Epistles.ǳ Southern Baptist Journal of Theology 3, no. 3 (1999): 9. 

548 ǮScholars are prone to engage in ǲparallelomaniaǳ where information from the Dead Sea Scrolls or Nag (ammadi or the Church Fathers is imposed upon the New Testament documents.ǯ, ibid., p. ͻ 



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ʹʹʹ 

interpreters falling into this fallacy choose their source on the basis that they already believe it is the source 

of the parallels they expect to find.549 

 

 

                                                                    
549 ǮAn excellent article by Robert Kysar (1970:250–55) shows that Rudolf Bultmann and C. H. Dodd in their commentaries on John ȋspecifically the prologueȌ used entirely different sources of evidence to ǲproveǳ their 
respective theories. Rarely did either consider the parallels adduced by the other. In other words, they 

chose only those parallels that would support their preconceived notions. This happens all too often in 

scholarly circles. Instead of a comprehensive study of all possible parallels in order to discover which best fits 

the context, scholars will select only those most favorable to the thesis and ignore the others. Further, they 

will often accumulate numerous examples in order to overwhelm the reader with volume. Carson calls this ǲverbal parallelomania, … the listing of verbal parallels in some body of literature as if those bare phenomena demonstrate conceptual links or even dependencyǳ ȋͳͻͺͶc:Ͷ͵–ͶͶȌ.ǯ, Grant R. Osborne, The Hermeneutical 

Spiral : A Comprehensive )ntroduction to Biblical )nterpretation (Rev. and expanded, 2nd ed.; Downers Grove, 

Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 2006), 91. 



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ʹʹ͵ 

False pagan parallels for Jesus This is precisely the error which results in the claim that Jesus was just a copy of various earlier Ǯpagan savioursǯ or gods. Various attempts have been made to make this case, all of them failing on the basis of lack of genuine historical evidence.  The entire thesis emerged from the now long outdated Ǯhistory of religionsǯ 
approach.550 Mainstream scholarship typically dismisses claims that the new Testament text and its gospel 

narratives derive from pagan sources, noting Ǯmost of the parallels are tenuousǯ,551 Ǯthe parallels cited are vastly different in contentǯ,552 Ǯthe differences between the pagan and Christian forms are too greatǯ,  553 and 

                                                                    
550 ǮThe history of religions school was extremely popular in academic circles for several decades, but owing 

to trenchant critiques by such scholars as Samuel Cheetham, H.A.A. Kennedy, J. Gresham Machen, A.D. Nock, 

Bruce Metzger, and Gunter Wagner, it eventually fell out of fashion.ǯ, ͳ. Paul Rhodes Eddy and Gregory A. 
Boyd, The Jesus Legend: A Case for the Historical Reliability of the Synoptic Jesus Tradition (Baker Books, 2007), 

136. 

551 ǮAcceptance of the view that mystery religions and Gnostic myths were a molding factor in early Christian 
doctrine disposes the exegete to search for pagan parallels to account for the form, if not the content, of 

some of the gospel materials. Careful examination, however, shows that most of the parallels are tenuous. 

Can it be accepted as a legitimate method of exegesis to attribute anything remotely resembling a pagan parallel to such a source? Reitzensteinǯs evidence is drawn from a much later period, which makes it difficult to place any reliance upon it.ǯ, Donald Guthrie, ǲJesus,ǳ in The Zondervan Encyclopedia of the Bible (ed. Merrill 

C Tenney and Moisés Silva; vol. 3, 5 vols.; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 2009), 582-583. 

552  ǮBultmann cites many supposed parallels from pagan sources which relate wonder stories 2 and supposes 

that these justify his conclusion that many of the miracle stories in the gospels are of the same type and must 

therefore be regarded as legendary. Yet the parallels cited are vastly different in content.ǯ, Donald Guthrie, 
New Testament Introduction (4th rev. ed.; Downers Grove, IL: Inter-Varsity Press, 1996), 217-218. 

553 ǮThose who follow this theory argue that the early church first propounded the belief that Jesus was the 
Son of God and then proved it by using Hellenistic parallels. In Greek mythology Zeus as well as the other gods 

bore many children by human mothers, including Perseus and Hercules. These offspring were also men of 

heroic proportion. In addition, there were tales of the miraculous births of great historical figures, such as 

Plato (whose father was Apollo) or Alexander the Great (whose father, Philip of Macedon, was kept from 

consummating his marriage until the child, conceived of Zeus, was born). Interestingly, the church fathers 

often used these stories in their polemic against their Greek opponents to show that the idea of the virgin 
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ǮThe pagan parallels claimed by earlier scholarship fail by date and by dissimilarity of language and conceptǯ. 
554 ǮEven though specialists in biblical and classical studies know how weak the old case for Christian 

dependence was, these old arguments continue to circulate in the publications of scholars in such other fields as history and philosophy.ǯ555 

Biblical scholar John Meier identifies several weaknesses of this approach. Firstly the materials appealed to as Ǯpagan parallelsǯ typically date to after the New Testament documents were written, not before. 556 Secondly, the alleged parallels typically fail to be precise; on examination they arenǯt genuine parallels at 

                                                                    
birth was not really so incredible to the Greek mind. However, the differences between the pagan and 

Christian forms are too great. For one thing, the lustful promiscuity of the gods starkly contrasts with the spiritual simplicity of the NT. Also, the concept of ǲvirginǳ hardly has any stress. In all cases, it is a physical 

union between god and human versus the spiritual conception of Jesus.ǯ, Grant Osborne, ǲVirgin Birth of Jesus,ǳ in Baker Encyclopedia of the Bible (ed. Barry J. Elwell, Walter A.; Beitzel; vol. 2; Grand Rapids, MI: Baker 

Book House, 1988), 2124. 

554 ǮAs often noted, the background of the image of birth from above is notoriously elusive. The pagan 

parallels claimed by earlier scholarship fail by date and by dissimilarity of language and concept. It might be better, therefore, to start not from the composite ǲbirth from aboveǳ but from ǲbirthǳ ȋcf. ͳ:ͳ͵Ȍ, and 
not from the pagan world but from the (ebrew scriptures, which inform so much of Johnǯs thought.ǯ, ͳ. Judith M. Lieu, ǲThe Mother of the Son in the Fourth Gospel,ǳ Journal of Biblical Literature 117, no. 1 (1998): 76. 

555 Ronald H. Nash, The Gospel and the Greeks: Did the New Testament Borrow from Pagan Thought? 

(Presbyterian & Reformed Publishing Company, 1984), 10. 

556 ǮWith respect to the dating of the documents containing miracle stories, many of the pagan and Jewish 

parallels ȋe.g., Philostratusǯ Life of Apollonius of Tyana or the rabbinic material) come from centuries after 

the Four Gospels.ǯ, John P. Meier, A Marginal Jew, Rethinking the Historical Jesus: Volume Two, Mentor, 

Message, and Miracles (New Haven; London: Yale University Press, 1994), 536. 
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all.557 Thirdly, the mere presence of similarities and parallels does not demonstrate copying.558 There is no 

evidence that the early Christians in Palestine ever came into contact with the pagan Ǯmystery religionsǯ.559 

Those claiming parallels typically read later pagan texts and sources, and uncritically assume they are an 

accurate representation of earlier times, 560 when the evidence points in the other direction; the mystery 

                                                                    
557 ǮSometimes the ǲparallelǳ material fails to parallel the Gospels at a key point: namely, Jesus in the Gospels 
is presented as a miracle-worker, performing miracles by his own power. Both Josephus and the rabbinic 

material will at times present pious figures whose prayers for special favors (rain, healing) are answered in 

speedy, spectacular, or superhuman ways, or who receive miraculous protection from God, or who promise 

miracles at a future date. Stories of this type cannot in the strict sense be called the stories of miracle-

workers.ǯ, ibid., p. ͷ͵͸. 
558 ǮThat is to say, from the mere fact of form-critical parallels one cannot immediately conclude that most or all of the traditions about Jesusǯ miracles do not go back to the historical Jesus, but were inserted instead 

into the Jesus tradition by the early church because it was competing with other religious traditions that 

extolled miracle-workers.ǯ, ibid., p. ͷ͵͸. 
559 ǮFirst, there is so far no archaeological evidence today of mystery religions in Palestine in the early part of the first century.ǯ, ͳ. J. Ed Komoszewski, M. James Sawyer, and Daniel B Wallace, Reinventing Jesus: How 

Contemporary Skeptics Miss the Real Jesus and Mislead Popular Culture (Grand Rapids, MI: Kregel Publications, 

2006), 231. 

560 ǮFar too many writers on this subject use the available sources to form the plausible reconstructions of the 

third-century mystery experience and then uncritically reason back to what they think must have been 

the earlier nature of the cults.ǯ, Ronald (. Nash, The Gospel and the Greeks: Did the New Testament Borrow 

from Pagan Thought? (Presbyterian & Reformed Publishing Company, 1984), 38. 
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religions evolved and changed rapidly over time, most significantly in response to Christianity.561 There are no Ǯdying and rising godsǯ from which Jesusǯ life, death, and resurrection were borrowed.562 563 564 

                                                                    
561 ǮIn competing with Christianity, which promised eternal life to its adherents, the cult of Cybele officially 

or unofficially raised the efficacy of the blood bath from twenty years to eternity.ǯ, ͳ. Bruce Manning Metzger, 
Historical and Literary Studies: Pagan, Jewish, and Christian (Brill, 1969), 11. 

562 ǮThe category of dying and rising gods, once a major topic of scholarly investigation, must now be 

understood to have been largely a misnomer based on imaginative reconstructions and exceedingly late 

or highly ambiguous texts.ǯ, Jonathan Smith, ǲDying and Rising Godsǳ, in Lindsay Jones, Mircea Eliade, and 
Charles J Adams, Encyclopedia of Religion (Detroit: Macmillan Reference USA, 2005), 2535. 

563 ǮAnyone who thinks that Jesus was modeled on such deities needs to cite some evidence—any evidence at 

all—that Jews in Palestine at the alleged time of JesusǮs life were influenced by anyone who held such views. 

One reason that scholars do not think that Jesus was invented as one of these deities is precisely that we have 

no evidence that any of his followers knew of such deities in the time and place where Jesus was allegedly invented.ǯ, Bart D Ehrman, Did Jesus Exist?: The Historical Argument for Jesus of Nazareth (HarperCollins, 

2012), 230. 

564 ǮThere is now what amounts to a scholarly consensus against the appropriateness of the concept. 

Those who still think differently are looked upon as residual members of an almost extinct species.ǯ, Mettinger, ǮThe Riddle of Resurrection: Dying and Rising Gods in the Ancient Near Eastǯ, p. ͹ ȋʹͲͲͳȌ; Mettinger 
attempts to defend parts of the original thesis, but recognizes the overall case is weak and does not claim Jesus was based on such gods, ǮMoreover, as Mettinger himself acknowledges, the differences between the 
dying and rising gods (which he has reconstructed on slim evidence) and Jesus show that Jesus was not 

modeled on them, even if such gods were talked about during Jesusǯs time.ǯ, Bart D Ehrman, Did Jesus 

Exist?: The Historical Argument for Jesus of Nazareth (HarperCollins, 2012), 230. 
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Ehrman Vs Carrier: Records in First Century Roman Palestine 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

In 2012 there was a confrontation between New Testament scholar Professor Bart Ehrman, and historian Dr 

Richard Carrier (currently without an academic post), concerning the evidence for the historical existence of 

Jesus. An article in the Huffington Post by Ehrman ȋpreceding the publication of his book ǮDid Jesus Exist?ǮȌ, was 

criticized heavily by Carrier. After the book was published, Carrier subjected it to a critical review. This article 

examines Carrierǯs claims and finds them insubstantial. 

Records in First Century Roman Palestine Carrier objects that Ehrman was wrong to say ǮWe simply donǯt have birth notices, trial records, death 

certificates—or other standard kinds of records that one has todayǯ for people living in the first century. ǲEhrman declares ȋagain with that same suicidally hyperbolic certitudeȌ that ǲwe simply donǯt have 
birth notices, trial records, death certificates—or other kinds of records that one has todayǳ ȋp. ʹͻȌ. 
Although his conclusion is correct (we should not expect to have any such records for Jesus or early 

Christianity), his premise is false. In fact, I cannot believe he said this. How can he not know that we 

have thousands of these kinds of records? Yes, predominantly from the sands of Egypt, but even in some cases beyond.ǳ565 The first point to note is that Carrier acknowledges that Ehrmanǯs conclusion is completely unaffected by this issue, and agrees with Ehrman that Ǯwe should not expect to have any such records for Jesus or early Christianityǯ. Ehrmanǯs responded by saying Carrier had taken his words out of context. ǲWhen ) denied that we had Roman records of much of anything, or any indication that there ever 

were Roman records of anything, I was thinking of Palestine.   That becomes clear in my other later 

reference to the matter where I explain in detail what I was thinking, and that Carrier, 

understandably, chose not to quote in full:  ǲ) should reiterate that it is a complete ǲmythǳ ȋin the 
mythicist sense) that Romans kept detailed records of everything and that as a result we are 

                                                                    
565 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞EhƌŵaŶ oŶ Jesus: A Failuƌe of FaĐts aŶd LogiĐ,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, ϭϵ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited 

ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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inordinately well informed about the world of Roman Palestine [Note: )ǯm talking about Palestine] 

and should expect then to hear about Jesus if he really lived.   )f Romans kept such records, where are they?  We certainly donǯt have any.  Think of everything we do not know about the reign of Pontius Pilate as governor of Judea…ǳ ȋp. ͶͶȌǳ566 

Carrier also noted that such records as are available are Ǯpredominantly from the sands of Egypt, but even in some cases beyondǯ. Ehrman himself made the same point, saying ǮWhat Carrier is referring to is principally the documentary papyri discovered in Egyptǯ, and ǮWe do indeed have many thousands of such documents – 

wills, land deeds, birth records, divorce certificates, and on and on — from Egyptǯ. 
Carrier then responded by criticizing Ehrman, despite the fact that Ehrman had just made exactly the same 

point as Carrier himself. ǲEhrman now says that ȋat least in EgyptȌ such records existed and were kept ȋsomething he definitely does not tell his readers in his bookȌ, but ǲmost of these are not in fact records of Roman 
officials, but made by indigenous Egyptian writers / scribes.ǳ This is twice fallacious ȋeven setting aside his strange assumption that ǲindigenous Egyptiansǳ could not be Roman officials or in their employȌ: first, ǲmostǳ is not ǲallǳ ȋso his point is moot…formally, we call this a non sequiturȌ; second, what he doesnǯt tell you is that even the private records are frequently the personal copies of government records ȋe.g. the tax receipts ) once translated would be a private citizenǯs copy of the 
very same receipt that would enter the government archivesȌ.ǳ567 

Carrier errs here. Ehrman did not say that indigenous Egyptians could not be Roman officials, he was simply differentiating between private and official records. Carrierǯs reference to the fact that such private records were Ǯfrequently the personal copies of government recordsǯ is irrelevant to the point Ehrman is making, that 
regardless of the fact that private records often copies of official records, the majority of the records found 

are the private copies, not the official records. 

                                                                    
566 Baƌt D EƌhŵaŶ, ͞Fulleƌ ‘eplǇ to ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ « ChƌistiaŶitǇ iŶ AŶtiƋuitǇ ;CIAͿ: The Baƌt EhƌŵaŶ Blog ,͟ Ϯϱ Apƌil, 

ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

567 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞EhƌŵaŶ oŶ Jesus: A Failuƌe of FaĐts aŶd LogiĐ,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, ϭϵ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited 

ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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Carrier then made another mistake, attributing to Ehrman a statement he had never made. ǲEhrman then says he only meant that Romans kept no such records in Palestine.ǳ568 

Ehrman did not say that he only meant the Romans kept no such records in Palestine.  

 

Here are his words. ǲWhen ) denied that we had Roman records of much of anything, or any indication that there ever 
were Roman records of anything, I was thinking of Palestine. 569 Ehrman is speaking explicitly of the Roman records which are currently extant, Ǯ) denied that we had Roman records of much of anythingǯ ȋemphasis mineȌ.  

A final misrepresentation of Ehrman by Carrier is this. ǲDid Ehrman Tell Everyone the Romans Kept No Records That Would (ave Been Relevant to Studying Jesus? Yes.ǳ570 

In fact Ehrman did not say that the Romans kept no records that would have been relevant to studying Jesus, and this was not even the original issue on which Carrier faulted Ehrman. (ere is Carrierǯs original objection. ǲEhrman declares ȋagain with that same suicidally hyperbolic certitudeȌ that ǲwe simply donǯt have 
birth notices, trial records, death certificates—or other kinds of records that one has todayǳ ȋp. ʹͻȌ. 
Although his conclusion is correct (we should not expect to have any such records for Jesus or early 

Christianity), his premise is false. In fact, I cannot believe he said this. How can he not know that we 

                                                                    
568 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞EhƌŵaŶ oŶ Jesus: A Failuƌe of FaĐts aŶd LogiĐ,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, ϭϵ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited 

ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

569 Baƌt D EƌhŵaŶ, ͞Fulleƌ ‘eplǇ to ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ « ChƌistiaŶitǇ iŶ AŶtiƋuitǇ ;CIAͿ: The Baƌt EhƌŵaŶ Blog ,͟ Ϯϱ Apƌil, 

ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

570 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞EhƌŵaŶ s Duďious ‘eplies ;‘ouŶd TǁoͿ,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, Ϯϵ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ 

August ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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have thousands of these kinds of records? Yes, predominantly from the sands of Egypt, but even in some cases beyond.ǳ571 

Note that the original objection looks nothing like the new claim, that Ehrman said the Romans kept no 

records that would have been relevant to studying Jesus. Carrier is not only over-stating his case, he is 

introducing a new objection and claiming it was his original objection. 

Conclusion 

Carrier failed to substantiate his accusation that Ehrman misrepresented the availability of relevant Roman 

historical records for Jesus. Given the other historical sources in which Jesus is recorded, this argument was 

a waste of time in any case. 

                                                                    
571 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞EhƌŵaŶ oŶ Jesus: A Failuƌe of FaĐts aŶd LogiĐ,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, ϭϵ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited 

ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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Ehrman Vs Carrier: Forgery in Tacitus 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

In 2012 there was a confrontation between New Testament scholar Professor Bart Ehrman, and historian Dr 

Richard Carrier (currently without an academic post), concerning the evidence for the historical existence of 

Jesus. An article in the Huffington Post by Ehrman ȋpreceding the publication of his book ǮDid Jesus Exist?ǮȌ, was 

criticized heavily by Carrier. After the book was published, Carrier subjected it to a critical review. This article 

examines Carrierǯs claims and finds them insubstantial. 

Forgery in Tacitus 

This issue concerns the authenticity of a comment by the Roman historian Tacitus, about Christians. In his 

response to Ehrmanǯs book, Carrier wrote the following. ǲEhrman says ǲ) donǯt know of any trained classicists or scholars of ancient Rome who thinkǳ the passage about Christians in Tacitus is a forgery ȋp. ͷͷȌ.ǳ572 Carrier truncates Ehrmanǯs sentence, so we should check to see what Ehrman actually said in his book 

(emphasis mine). ǲSome mythicists argue that this reference in Tacitus was not actually written by him—they claim 

the same thing for Pliny and Suetonius, where the references are less important—but were inserted 

into his writings (interpolated) by Christians who copied them, producing the manuscripts of Tacitus we have today. ȋWe have no originals, only later copies.Ȍ ) donǯt know of any trained 
classicists or scholars of ancient Rome who think this, and it seems highly unlikely. The mythicists 

certainly have a reason for arguing this: they do not want to think there are any references to 

Jesus in our early sources outside the New Testament, and so when they find any such reference, they 

claim the reference was not original but was inserted by Christians.ǳ573 

                                                                    
572 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞EhƌŵaŶ oŶ Jesus: A Failuƌe of FaĐts aŶd LogiĐ,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, ϭϵ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited 
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Carrier omitted a key word at the end of Ehrmanǯs sentence, Ǯthisǯ. The word Ǯthisǯ in that sentence referred specifically to the claim that Ǯthis reference in Tacitus was not actually written by himǮ, and that instead it was Ǯinserted into his writings ȋinterpolatedȌ by ChristiansǮ. 
This is very different to what Carrier claims Erhman said. Ehrman was not saying he did not know of any trained Classicists or scholars of ancient Rome who think that Ǯthe passage about Christians in Tacitus is a forgeryǯ ȋCarrierǯs representation of Ehrmanǯs wordsȌ. 
Carrier then went on to address this misrepresentation of what Erhman had said, rather than what Erhman 

had actually written. ǲNow, ) agree with Ehrman that itǯs ǲhighly unlikelyǳ this passage wasnǯt what Tacitus wrote; but the fact that he doesnǯt know of the many classical scholars who have questioned it suggests he didnǯt check. See (erbert W. Benario, ǲRecent Work on Tacitus ȋͳͻ͸Ͷ–͸ͺȌ,ǳ The Classical World ͸͵.ͺ ȋApril 
1970), pp. 253-66 [and in 80.2 (Nov.–Dec. 1986)], who identifies no less than six classical scholars who have questioned its authenticity, three arguing itǯs an outright interpolation and three arguing 
it has been altered or tampered with [correction: he names five scholars, one of them arguing in part 

for both--ed.]. This is important, because part of Ehrmanǯs argument is that mythicists are defying all 
established scholarship in suggesting this is an interpolation, so the fact that there is a lot of 

established scholarship supporting them undermines Ehrmanǯs argument and makes him look irresponsible.ǳ574 Note here that Carrier is addressing the idea that Ehrman Ǯdoesnǯt know of the many classical scholars who have questionedǯ the passage, just as he had claimed previously Ehrman said he didnǯt know any classicists or scholars of ancient Rome who think Ǯthe passage about Christians in Tacitus is a forgeryǯ. Ehrman did not make either of those statements, yet Carrierǯs response is written as if he had; Carrier is objecting to an 

imaginary statement. Furthermore, Carrierǯs own response shows evidence of weakness when scrutinized. Carrier makes three key claims here: that there are Ǯmany classical scholars who have questioned itǯ, that (erbert Benario identifies  Ǯno less than six classical scholars who have questioned its authenticity, three arguing itǯs an outright 
                                                                    
574 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞EhƌŵaŶ oŶ Jesus: A Failuƌe of FaĐts aŶd LogiĐ,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, ϭϵ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited 
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interpolation and three arguing it has been altered or tampered withǯ ȋhe later edited his post to say Ǯcorrection: he names five scholars, one of them arguing in part for both–ed.ǯȌ, and that Mythicists have Ǯa lot of established scholarship supporting themǯ in Ǯsuggesting this is an interpolationǯ. (owever, the evidence cited by Carrier does not substantiate his claims. )nstead of Ǯmany classical scholarsǯ and Ǯa lot of established scholarshipǯ, Carrier cites a scholar writing ͶͲ years ago, who lists only five classical 
scholars who have questioned the authenticity of this passage. 

 Ehrmanǯs reply to Carrier on this point provided information which Carrier had not supplied. According to 

James Rives (whom Ehrman consulted), one of the scholars Carrier cited (Saumagne), believed the reference 

to Christians was not a forgery by a third party interpolater; rather, he believed Tacitus had written the 

reference in another part of his works, and that the text had been transposed to its current position. Rives also says that another scholar cited by Carrier ȋKoestermannȌ, Ǯdoesnǯt say anything about the reference to 
Christ not having been written by Tacitus himselfǯ. 
Out of the original list of six scholars to whom Carrier made reference, if Rives is correct we are left with four 

scholars suggesting the passage is an interpolation, and two scholars misrepresented by Carrier. At best we are left with three Ǯarguing itǯs an outright interpolationǯ, one arguing it has been Ǯaltered or tampered withǯ, and one Ǯarguing in part for bothǯ, even if we are to accept Carrierǯs assessment uncritically. 
Readers may consider for themselves whether four or five scholars cited in an article written 40 years ago is evidence that there are Ǯmany classical scholars who have questioned itǯ, and that Mythicists have Ǯa lot of established scholarship supporting themǯ in Ǯsuggesting this is an interpolationǯ. 
Conclusion 

Carrier failed to substantiate his accusation that Tacitusǯ writings do not contain a genuine reference to Jesus 
as a historical figure. Additionally, his claim that many classical scholars have questioned the passage in 

Tacitus was found to be false. The overwhelming majority of scholars accept the reference in Tacitus as 

evidence for the historicity of Jesus. 
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Ehrman Vs Carrier: Sources for the Life of Jesus 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

In 2012 there was a confrontation between New Testament scholar Professor Bart Ehrman, and historian Dr 

Richard Carrier (currently without an academic post), concerning the evidence for the historical existence of 

Jesus. An article in the Huffington Post by Ehrman ȋpreceding the publication of his book ǮDid Jesus Exist?ǮȌ, was 

criticized heavily by Carrier. After the book was published, Carrier subjected it to a critical review. This article 

examines Carrierǯs claims and finds them insubstantial. 

Sources for the Life of Jesus Carrier objects to Ehrmanǯs claim that Ǯthe life, death, and resurrection of Jesus were recent eventsǯ is Ǯthe view of all of our sources that deal with the matter at allǯ ȋp. ʹͷͳȌ. ǲThis is false. And itǯs astonishing that he would not know this, since several other scholars have 

discussed the sources that place Jesus in the reign of Jannaeus in the 70s B.C. Ehrman seems to think 

(and represents to his readers) that G.A. Wells just made this up (pp. 247-51). In fact, Wells is 

discussing a theory defended by others, and based in actual sources: Epiphanius, in Panarion 29, says 

there was a sect of still-Torah-observant Christians who taught that Jesus lived and died in the time 

of Jannaeus, and all the Jewish sources on Christianity that we have (from the Talmud to the Toledot 

Yeshu) report no other view than that Jesus lived during the time of Jannaeus. Though these are all 

early medieval sources, it nevertheless means there were actual Christians teaching this and that the 

Jews who composed the Babylonian Talmud knew of no other version of Christianity.ǳ575 Letǯs refer to what Erhman actually wrote in his book ȋemphasis mineȌ. ǲAnd so both the literary character of ͳ Corinthians ͳͷ:͵–ͷ and the logic of Paulǯs understanding of 
the resurrection show that he thought that the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus were recent 

events. I should stress that this is the view of all of our sources that deal with the matter at all. It 

is hard to believe that Paul would have such a radically different view from every other Christian of 

his day, as Wells suggests. That Jesus lived recently is affirmed not only in all four of our canonical 
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Gospels (where, for example, he is associated with John the Baptist and is said to have been born 

during the reign of the Roman emperor Augustus, under the rulership of the Jewish king Herod, and 

so on); it is also the view of all of the Gospel sources—Q (which associates Jesus with John the 

Baptist), M, L—and of the non-Christian sources such as Josephus and Tacitus (who both 

mention Pilate).  

These sources, I should stress, are all independent of one another; some of them go back to 

Palestinian traditions that can readily be dated to 31 or 32 CE, just a year or so after the traditional date of Jesusǯs death.ǳ 576 

We see here that Ehrman was referring to the idea that Ǯthe life, death, and resurrection of Jesus were recent eventsǯ, a view he says Ǯis the view of all of our sources that deal with the matter at allǯ. (e then goes on to list 
exactly which sources he is referring to; the four canonical gospels, the gospel sources, and the non-Christian 

sources such as Josephus and Tacitus. Ehrman was referring to the sources he was about to enumerate in the 

same paragraph as this sentence. 

But why does Ehrman confine himself to these sources? Why does he not refer to Epiphanius and the Jewish 

sources to which Carrier refers? The simple reason for this is that these are not typically considered genuine 

and reliable sources for the historicity of Jesus. Epiphanius was writing over three hundred years after the 

time of Jesus, and the Jewish sources referred to by Carrier are even later. Carrier treats these sources uncritically, drawing the conclusion that Ǯthere were actual Christians teaching thisǯ, but standard scholarship 
is dismissive of Epiphaniusǯ claims. ǲNevertheless, there is no lack of modern attempts to uncover an ancient core in that report that identifies Jesus of Nazareth with Joshua b. Perahiaǯs pupil, relying on the support of Epiphanius, who 

sets the birth of Jesus in the reign of Alexander (Jannaeus), and Alexandra, that is, in the time of Ben Perahia or Ben Tabai. All these attempts, however, are based on pure delusion.ǳ577 Efron continues, explaining that ȋcontrary to Carrierǯs claimȌ, there is no trace of any genuine tradition in 

Epiphanius. 
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ǲ(is entire exegesis contains no trace of a tradition, Jewish or Christian, regarding an unknown Jesus at the time of Joshua b. Perahia.ǳ578 

The early medieval Jewish sources are equally problematic. Firstly there is the difficulty of identifying which 

passages actually refer to Jesus at all. ǲBut scholars ȋChristian as well as JewishȌ, cannot agree on the degree to which the rabbis even cared to allude to Jesus, let alone on which passages were framed with him in mind.ǳ579 

Secondly, there is the fact that as with Epiphanius, these Jewish sources are considered useless for any 

genuine historical information about the life of Jesus. ǲ)n any event, rabbinic texts that do refer to Jesus ȋhowever many or fewȌ, convey nothing credible 
about him but do convey a flavor of how Jews in this third period viewed him.ǳ 580 To refer to these as sources for the historical Jesus would be highly misleading; they arenǯt. The only scholars 

Carrier cites who treat these sources as valid sources for the historicity and history of Jesus, are those Carrier acknowledges himself are Ǯfringeǯ. )t is hardly surprising therefore that Ehrman ȋwho is anything but a fringe 
scholar), likewise omits them in his treatment of the commonly recognized sources for the historical Jesus. Carrierǯs claim that Ǯall the Jewish sources on Christianity that we have ȋfrom the Talmud to the Toledot YeshuȌ report no other view than that Jesus lived during the time of Jannaeusǯ is simply wrong. The Jewish 
sources identify Jesus with several different individuals, living at different times. 

                                                                    
578 Joshua EfƌoŶ, “tudies oŶ the HasŵoŶeaŶ peƌiod ;LeideŶ; Neǁ Yoƌk: E.J. Bƌill, ϭϵϴϳͿ, ϭϱϵ. 

579 MiĐhael Cook J, ͞Jeǁish PeƌspeĐtiǀes OŶ Jesus,͟  iŶ The BlaĐkǁell CoŵpaŶioŶ to Jesus ;ed. Delďeƌt ‘oǇĐe Buƌkett; 

MaldeŶ, Mass.: WileǇ-BlaĐkǁell, ϮϬϭϭͿ, ϮϮϬ. 

580 MiĐhael Cook J, ͞Jeǁish PeƌspeĐtiǀes OŶ Jesus,͟  iŶ The BlaĐkǁell CoŵpaŶioŶ to Jesus ;ed. Delďeƌt ‘oǇĐe Buƌkett; 

MaldeŶ, Mass.: WileǇ-BlaĐkǁell, ϮϬϭϭͿ, ϮϮϬ. 
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ǲThe rabbis mentioned Jesus in connection with various figures whose time frames, when combined, spanned at least two centuries.ǳ581 Where is the evidence that Ǯthere were actual Christians teachingǯ that Jesus lived during the reign of Jannaeus, and that Ǯthe Jews who composed the Babylonian Talmud knew of no other version of Christianityǯ? 
Carrier does not provide any. Where are the reputable, non-fringe scholars who believe Ǯthere were actual 
Christians teaching this and that the Jews who composed the Babylonian Talmud knew of no other version of Christianityǯ? Carrier does not cite any. 
Conclusion 

Carrier failed to substantiate his accusation that Erhman had misrepresented early sources for the historicity 

of Jesus. Ironically, Carrier also cited several sources as records of Jesus, which mainstream scholarship 

argues are not genuine sources for Jesus at all.  

                                                                    
581 MiĐhael Cook J, ͞Jeǁish PeƌspeĐtiǀes OŶ Jesus,͟  iŶ The BlaĐkǁell CoŵpaŶioŶ to Jesus ;ed. Delďeƌt ‘oǇĐe Buƌkett; 

MaldeŶ, Mass.: WileǇ-BlaĐkǁell, ϮϬϭϭͿ, Ϯϭϵ. 
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Ehrman Vs Carrier: Pilateǯs Office 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

In 2012 there was a confrontation between New Testament scholar Professor Bart Ehrman, and historian Dr 

Richard Carrier (currently without an academic post), concerning the evidence for the historical existence of 

Jesus. An article in the Huffington Post by Ehrman ȋpreceding the publication of his book ǮDid Jesus Exist?ǮȌ, was 

criticized heavily by Carrier. After the book was published, Carrier subjected it to a critical review. This article 

examines Carrierǯs claims and finds them insubstantial. 

Pilateǯs Office 

Carrier claims Ehrman was wrong to say Roman historian Tacitus committed an error by referring to Pontius 

Pilate as a procurator, instead of a prefect. ǲThis betrays ignorance of the fact that provincial prefects were often also imperial procurators, and 

from his treatment of the scandal of this fact throughout the Annals Tacitus has a particular motive to emphasize that fact here ȋsee my discussion in (erod the Procurator, particularly the section ǲSo 
Was Pontius Pilate a Prefect or a Procurator?ǳȌ. )n other words, Pontius Pilate was both a procurator 
and a prefect. And the recent literature on the subject confirms this, as would any consultation with an expert in Tacitus or Roman imperial administration.ǳ582 )n Carrierǯs paper ȋto which he linkedȌ, there is a single brief section covering a few pages ȋpages ͵͵-36), in 

which he discusses whether procurators could be appointed prefects simultaneously. This does not address 

directly the question of whether or not Pilate was a prefect who was also appointed procurator. Responding to Ehrman, Carrier claimed ǮThe view that Claudius changed the title of Judaean governors from prefect to 
procurator has long since been refuted (most conclusively by the work of Fergus Millarǯ. 583  

                                                                    
582 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞EhƌŵaŶ oŶ Jesus: A Failuƌe of FaĐts aŶd LogiĐ,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, ϭϵ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited 

ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

583 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞EhƌŵaŶ s Duďious ‘eplies ;‘ouŶd TǁoͿ,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, Ϯϵ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ 

August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/bart-d-ehrman/did-jesus-exist_b_1349544.html
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Reading Carrierǯs paper, we find reference to two papers by Millar, one published in ͳͻ͸Ͷ, the other published 
in 1965. Did Millar indeed refuted conclusively the view that Claudius changed the title of Judaean governors from Ǯprefectǯ to Ǯprocuratorǯ, as Carrier claims? 

One commentator has examined Carrierǯs claim by reading Millarǯs work. (e concludes that Carrier has 
misread Millar. ǲ)n Millar ͳͻ͸Ͷ, he says plainly on p. ͳͺͳ: ǲ)t is clear that such procurators [sc. governing small 

provinces], originally called praefecti, exercised a criminal and civil jurisdiction in their areas, which 

was equivalent to that of senatorial governors, except in that it was only in special cases that they possessed the ius gladii.ǳ ȋMillar ͳͻ͸Ͷ: ͳͺͳȌ. 
He is clear that procurators who were governors of minor provinces were originally called prefects 

(praefecti in Latin), and Millar (1964: 181, n. 9) cites A. (. M. Jonesǯs Studies in Roman Government 
and Law (Oxford, 1960), and does not engage in any refutation of this idea. The rest of the article is an interpretation of Tacitus, Annales ͳʹ.͸Ͳ, and Millar argues that it refers to Claudiusǯs granting of 
increased jurisdictional power to those procurators who managed imperial properties, a different 

type of procurator from the type who governed small provinces. 

In addition, Millar (1965) simply adds more evidence to the case that Tacitus, Annales 12.60 refers 

to the authority of procurators of imperial properties: there is no refutation of the view that Claudius 

changed the official titles of the minor equestrian or freedmen provincial governors from prefect to procurator.ǳ584 

Not only does Carrier fail to demonstrate that Millar refuted conclusively the view that Claudius changed the title of Judaean governors from Ǯprefectǯ to Ǯprocuratorǯ, he has failed to realise that Millar never says anything 
against the view. On the contrary, Millar states specifically that the procurators to which he refers were Ǯoriginally called praefectiǮ, and attributes the change of authority to Claudius, the very opposite of what 
Carrier says. 

                                                                    
584 LK, ͞To Liǀe Is to ThiŶk: Thoughts oŶ PhilosophǇ, Cultuƌe aŶd PolitiĐs: Caƌƌieƌ ǀeƌsus EhƌŵaŶ oŶ PƌoĐuƌatoƌs aŶd 

PƌefeĐts ,͟ ϭ MaǇ, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

http://thoughtsphilosophyculture.blogspot.com/2012/05/carrier-versus-ehrman-on-procurators.html
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Carrierǯs statement that Ǯview that Claudius changed the title of Judaean governors from prefect to procurator has long since been refutedǯ rests on his citation of a single author writing over ͷͲ years ago ȋMillarȌ, who did 
not say what Carrier claims; in fact Millar said the opposite. When this evidence from Millarǯs own work was presented to Carrier on his blog, he gave the following 

enigmatic reply. ǲMillar ͳͻ͸ͷ, pp. ͵͸Ͷ-͸ͷ: ǲThe legal evidence shows clearly that procurators never had a recognised right to exercise criminal jurisdiction.ǳ  See also P. A. Brunt, ǲProcuratorial Jurisdiction,ǳ Latomus 25.3 (July-September 1966): 461-89, with 

my analysis in Herod, pp. 34-35 (and in context, pp. 29-͵͸.ǳ 585 

This fails completely to address any of the points raised; it certainly presents no evidence that Millar conclusively refuted the Ǯview that Claudius changed the title of Judaean governors from prefect to procuratorǯ. 
In response to Carrier, Ehrman commented that he had subsequently consulted a scholar of Roman history who indicated that Carrier was wrong, quoting ǮProsopography of the Roman EmpireǮ as evidence ȋǮPPǯ in the following quotation refers to ǮPontius PilateǯȌ. ǲPP could just as well have had the title procurator, but evidently he didnǯt … P)R ȋed. ʹ, ͳͻͻͺȌ P ͺͳͷ sums it up neatly: ǲpraeses )udaeae ordinis equestris usque ad Claudii tempora non procurator, sed praefectus fuit….ǳ [This comes from the Prosopographia )mperii Romani ȋi.e., The Prosopography of the Roman EmpireȌ; ) translate the Latin as follows: ǲUp until the time of Claudius [i.e., Ͷͳ-54 CE], the 

provincial governor of Judea, a man of the equestrian order, was not a procurator but a prefect.ǳ586 

Carrier replied with the assertion that this source was outdated. 

                                                                    
585 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞EhƌŵaŶ͛s Duďious ‘eplies ;‘ouŶd TǁoͿ,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, Ϯϵ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ 

August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

586 Baƌt EhƌŵaŶ, Baƌt D EƌhŵaŶ, ͞Fulleƌ ‘eplǇ to ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ « ChƌistiaŶitǇ iŶ AŶtiƋuitǇ ;CIAͿ: The Baƌt EhƌŵaŶ 

Blog ,͟ Ϯϱ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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ǲThe view that Claudius changed the title of Judaean governors from prefect to procurator has long 
since been refuted (most conclusively by the work of Fergus Millar; contrary to what Ehrmanǯs 
quotation might seem to suggest, the PIR his colleague translates the Latin of on this point is a 

modern source, not an ancient one, and thus represents an outdated scholarly assumption and not what anyone in antiquity actually saidȌ.ǳ587 

The commentator I quoted previously corrects Carrier on this point. ǲThe most recent edition of Prosopographia )mperii Romani saec. ). )). ))). ȋʹnd edn. part ͸; eds. Leiva 
Petersen and Klaus Wachtel; De Gruyter, Berlin, 1998), revised in the 1990s, is quite clear that Pilate 

carried the title praefectus (PIR [2nd ed.] part. 6, no. 815, p. 348), on the basis of the Pilate inscription ȋsee Année Epigraphique ͳͻ͸͵ no. ͳͲͶȌ.ǳ 588 This source is not ǲoutdated,ǳ but represents the opinion of scholars from the 1990s, who had updated an 

earlier edition of the work. 

                                                                    
587 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞EhƌŵaŶ͛s Duďious ‘eplies ;‘ouŶd TǁoͿ,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, Ϯϵ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ 

August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

588 LK, ͞To Liǀe Is to ThiŶk: Thoughts oŶ PhilosophǇ, Cultuƌe aŶd PolitiĐs: Caƌƌieƌ ǀeƌsus EhƌŵaŶ oŶ PƌoĐuƌatoƌs aŶd 

PƌefeĐts ,͟ ϭ MaǇ, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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Indeed, scholarly works written as recently as 2008 say either Tacitus made a mistake, or he was speaking 

proleptically.589 590 591 592 As the commentator quoted previously notes, this does not appear to be an outdated view Ǯlong since refutedǯ as Carrier claimed. ǲ)n short, ) see no evidence at all that the ǲview that Claudius changed the title of Judaean governors 
from prefect to procurator has long since been refuted.ǳǳ593 

Rather, the view that, from the reign of Claudius, the equestrian governors who were called prefects (or 

praefecti in Latin) were now called procurators appears to be the common opinion: it is held by Syme (1962: 

92), Jones (1960: 124), Weaver (1972: 267-268), Garnsey and Saller (1987: 23), B. Levick (Levick 2001: 48) 

in her biography of the emperor Claudius, and Schäfer (2003: 105). 

                                                                    
589 ͚CeƌtaiŶ ŵiŶoƌ iŵpeƌial pƌoǀiŶĐes had eƋuestƌiaŶ goǀeƌŶoƌs, ǁho ǁeƌe kŶoǁŶ fiƌst as pƌefeĐts ďut fƌoŵ the tiŵe 

of Claudius as pƌoĐuƌatoƌs ;e.g., PoŶtius Pilate iŶ Judaea; ϭϱ.ϰϰ.ϯͿ. Claudius eǀideŶtlǇ assigŶed ĐeƌtaiŶ judiĐial 

fuŶĐtioŶs too to pƌoĐuƌatoƌs, ďut T.͛ s ƌepoƌt is uŶĐleaƌ ;ϭϮ.ϲϬͿ.͛ , CoƌŶelius TaĐitus aŶd A. J WoodŵaŶ, The AŶŶals 

;IŶdiaŶapolis: HaĐkett Puď., ϮϬϬϰͿ, ϯϱϵ-ϯϲϬ. 

590 ͚Pilate ǁas appoiŶted uŶdeƌ Tiďeƌius, aŶd aŶ iŶsĐƌiptioŶ fƌoŵ Caesaƌea ŵeŶtioŶs his aĐtiǀities iŶ ƌegaƌd to a 

TiďeƌieioŶ ;oƌ iŵpeƌial Đult saŶĐtuaƌǇ to TiďeƌiusͿ. The teǆt also giǀes his ĐoƌƌeĐt title as pƌaefeĐtus ƌatheƌ thaŶ 

pƌoĐuƌatoƌ.͛ , Kaƌl GaliŶskǇ, The Caŵďƌidge CoŵpaŶioŶ to the Age of Augustus ;Caŵďƌidge, U.K.; Neǁ Yoƌk: 

Caŵďƌidge UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess, ϮϬϬϱͿ, ϯϳϴ. 

591 ͚“iŶĐe CopoŶius ǁas appaƌeŶtlǇ dispatĐhed as a pƌefeĐt ;pƌaefeĐtus, epaƌǆosͿ, Josephus͛ ŶoŵeŶĐlatuƌe heƌe 

seeŵs iŶĐoƌƌeĐt, though the saŵe pƌoďleŵ is fouŶd iŶ TaĐitus ;e.g. AŶŶ. ϭϱ.ϰϰ oŶ PilateͿ.͛ , Flaǀius Josephus et al., 

Flaǀius Josephus TƌaŶslatioŶ aŶd CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ. Vol. ϭď, Vol. ϭď, ;LeideŶ; BostoŶ: Bƌill, ϮϬϬϴͿ, ϴϬ. 

592 ͚Pilate aĐtuallǇ held the lesseƌ ƌaŶk of pƌefeĐt iŶ Judea, soŵethiŶg that TaĐitus, ǁho had aĐĐess to the offiĐial 

ƌeĐoƌds at ‘oŵe͛s Taďulaƌiuŵ aŶd fƌeƋueŶtlǇ Ƌuoted fƌoŵ theŵ iŶ his AŶŶals, should haǀe kŶoǁŶ.͛, “tepheŶ DaŶdo-

ColliŶs, The Gƌeat Fiƌe of ‘oŵe: The Fall of the Eŵpeƌoƌ Neƌo aŶd His CitǇ ;Caŵďƌidge, MA: Da Capo Pƌess, ϮϬϭϬͿ, 

ϴ. 

593 LK, ͞To Liǀe Is to ThiŶk: Thoughts oŶ PhilosophǇ, Cultuƌe aŶd PolitiĐs: Caƌƌieƌ ǀeƌsus EhƌŵaŶ oŶ PƌoĐuƌatoƌs aŶd 

PƌefeĐts ,͟ ϭ MaǇ, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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)n his paper, Carrier makes the argument that Tacitus didnǯt make a mistake, but that Pilate was a procurator 
as well as a prefect. In support, Carrier cites Philo and Josephus referring to Pilate as a procurator (neither of 

them refer to him as a prefect). 

However, standard scholarship on the subject understands Philo, Josephus, and Tacitus as adopting the new 

terminology established during the reign of Claudius after 41 CE, since all of them were writing after this date 

and since the only epigraphical evidence for Pilate (dated no later than 36 CE, before Claudius), identifies him 

as a prefect, but not as a procurator.594 595 Carrier does not mention any of this scholarship. Nor does he cite any scholars saying that Tacitus didnǯt make a mistake and wasnǯt writing proleptically, except for himself. 
Conclusion 

Carrier failed to substantiate his accusation that Erhman wrong to say Roman historian Tacitus committed 

an error by referring to Pontius Pilate as a procurator, instead of a prefect. Additionally, Carrier failed to 

substantiate his claim that this view is outdated and has been rejected by mainstream scholarship. On the 

contrary, it is still the majority view of mainstream scholarship. 

 

                                                                    
594 ͚Hoǁeǀeƌ, a fƌagŵeŶt of a LatiŶ iŶsĐƌiptioŶ fouŶd iŶ Caesaƌea giǀes Pilate the title ͞pƌefeĐt .͟ This suppoƌts the 

deduĐtioŶ ŵade fƌoŵ otheƌ eǀideŶĐe, ŵost of it epigƌaphiĐ, that up to the ƌeigŶ of Claudius, though the 

teƌŵiŶologǇ ǁas still fluid, the Ŷoƌŵal title foƌ aŶ eƋuestƌiaŶ pƌoǀiŶĐial goǀeƌŶoƌ ǁas ͞pƌefeĐt ,͟ aŶd ͞pƌoĐuƌatoƌ͟ 

ŵust Ŷoǁ ďe ƌeseƌǀed foƌ the goǀeƌŶoƌs of Judaea afteƌ ϰϰ.͛ , E. MaƌǇ “ŵallǁood, The Jeǁs uŶdeƌ ‘oŵaŶ ‘ule: Fƌoŵ 

PoŵpeǇ to DioĐletiaŶ : A “tudǇ iŶ PolitiĐal ‘elatioŶs ;LeideŶ: Bƌill, ϭϵϴϭͿ, ϭϰϱ. 

595 ͚This ĐhaŶge iŶ title uŶdeƌ Claudius goes a loŶg ǁaǇ iŶ eǆplaiŶiŶg the ĐoŶfusioŶ of the pƌiŶĐipal liteƌaƌǇ teǆts 

heƌe. Philo, Josephus, the NT aŶd TaĐitus ƌefeƌ to ǀaƌious goǀeƌŶoƌs as ;pƌaefeĐtusͿ, 

;pƌoĐuƌatoƌͿ, aŶd ;goǀeƌŶoƌͿ, appaƌeŶtlǇ iŶdisĐƌiŵiŶatelǇ.͛ , ϭ. HeleŶ K BoŶd, PoŶtius Pilate iŶ 

HistoƌǇ aŶd IŶteƌpƌetatioŶ ;Caŵďƌidge; Neǁ Yoƌk: Caŵďƌidge UŶiǀeƌsitǇ Pƌess, ϮϬϬϰͿ, ϭϮ. 
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Ehrman Vs Carrier: Dying and Rising Gods 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

In 2012 there was a confrontation between New Testament scholar Professor Bart Ehrman, and historian Dr 

Richard Carrier (currently without an academic post), concerning the evidence for the historical existence of 

Jesus. An article in the Huffington Post by Ehrman (preceding the publication of his book ǮDid Jesus Exist?ǮȌ, was 

criticized heavily by Carrier. After the book was published, Carrier subjected it to a critical review. This article 

examines Carrierǯs claims and finds them insubstantial. 

Dying and Rising Gods 

Carrier objected to Ehrman saying that the Egyptian god Osiris died and was raised from the dead, an issue related to Ehrmanǯs dismissal of claims that the gospel records of Jesusǯ resurrection were literary creations 
based on previous myths of dying and rising pagan gods. ǲRegarding the claim that Osiris ǲreturned to life on earth by being raised from the dead,ǳ Ehrman insists that in fact ǲno ancient source says any such thing about Osiris ȋor about the other godsȌǳ ȋp. 

26). He relies solely on Jonathan Z. Smith, and fails to check whether anything Smith says is even 

correct. If Ehrman had acted like a real scholar and actually gone to the sources, and read more widely 

in the scholarship (instead of incompetently reading just one author–the kind of hack mistake we 

would expect from an incompetent myther), he would have discovered that almost everything Smith 

claims about this is false. In fact, Plutarch attests that Osiris was believed to have died and been 

returned to life (literally: he uses the words anabiôsis and paliggenesis, which are very specific on 

this point, see my discussion in The Empty Tomb, pp. 154-55), and that in the public myths he did indeed return to earth in his resurrected body ȋPlutarch, On )sis and Osiris ͳͻ.͵ͷͺbȌ.ǳ596 

Note the following claims made by Carrier. 

1. ǲ(e relies solely on Jonathan Z. Smithǳ: in fact Ehrman cites Jonathan Smith and Mark Smith ȋperhaps 
Carrier failed to differentiate between the two because they have the same surname), and in his reply 

to Carrier he demonstrates use of the relevant primary sources. 

                                                                    
596 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞EhƌŵaŶ oŶ Jesus: A Failuƌe of FaĐts aŶd LogiĐ,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, ϭϵ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited 

ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/bart-d-ehrman/did-jesus-exist_b_1349544.html
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2. ǲalmost everything Smith claims about this is falseǳ: Carrier provides no evidence for this claim. 
 

3. ǲin the public myths he [Plutarch] did indeed return to earth in his resurrected bodyǳ: as we shall 
see, Carrier later completely abandons this claim once Ehrman challenges it. 

Ehrman responded by proving Carrier wrong; Osiris did not return to earth in his resurrected body. ǲLiterally, he [Osiris] came ǲfrom (ades.ǳ But this is not a resurrection of his body. (is body is still 
dead. He himself is down in Hades, and can come back up to make an appearance on earth on 

occasion. This is not like Jesus coming back from the dead, in his body; it is like Samuel in the story 

of the Witch of Endor, where King Saul brings his shade back to the world of the living temporarily ȋͳ Samuel ʹ ͺȌ. (ow do we know Osiris is not raised physically? (is body is still a corpse, in a tomb.ǳ597 Carrierǯs original claim was made with regard to the gospel accounts of Jesusǯ resurrection, claiming that the 
Osiris myth was a counterpart of the gospel resurrection accounts, which describe Jesus as rising with the same body which was crucified. Carrierǯs claim was that likewise, ǮPlutarch attests that Osiris was believed to have died and had been returned to earthǮ, specifically Ǯhe did indeed return to earth in his resurrected bodyǮ. Ehrman disproved this; Osiris did not return to earth Ǯin his resurrected bodyǯ. Osirisǯ body was dismembered 
and remained in pieces, while his disembodied soul sometimes came to earth. Carrierǯs response was to change his argument; abandoning the clam that Osiris Ǯdid indeed return to earth in his resurrected bodyǮ, he accepted that Osiris had not returned to earth in his resurrected body, and started 
to argue that Jesus had not done so either. In order to continue to appeal to Osiris as a parallel, Carrier changed 

what he had previously said about Jesus and Osiris, and started to argue that neither had returned to earth in 

their resurrected body, so the comparison was still valid. ǲOf course the same is most likely true of Jesus (as I and several scholars have argued: see my Empty 

Tomb FAQ; even conservative scholar N.T. Wright has suggested the possibility), and obviously this 
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is in fact how Jesus was originally believed to have appeared (in visions, not a walking reanimated corpseȌ, so there is no clear difference from the Osiris case even as Ehrman describes it.ǳ598 

Note the complete change of argument. First Carrier claimed Osiris is a legitimate parallel to Jesus because 

they both returned to earth in their resurrected body (emphasis mine). 

 ǲhe [Osiris] did indeed return to earth in his resurrected bodyǲ 
Having been proved wrong on the claim that Osiris returned to earth in his resurrected body, Carrier then 

claimed Osiris is a legitimate parallel to Jesus because neither of them returned to earth in their resurrected 

body (emphasis mine). 

 ǲJesus was originally believed to have appeared ȋin visions, not a walking reanimated corpse), so there 

is no clear difference from the Osiris case even as Ehrman describes itǲ 
In all this, Carrier never acknowledged he was wrong in the first place; he simply abandoned his original 

argument, makes a new argument, and claims he is still correct. Carrier then went on to claim that the 

difference between these two forms of returning to life wasnǯt relevant anyway, despite the fact that he had 
originally based his entire argument on the difference between them. ǲBut even granting the difference, this is precisely the kind of distinction that isnǯt relevant to the 

point: Osiris is a dead god who still ǲlives againǳ and visits and converses with the living.ǳ599 Once Ehrman proved him wrong, Carrier retreated to more vague language, saying ǮOsiris is a dead god who still ǲlives againǳ and visits and converses with the livingǯ. But he abandoned his original claim, no longer defending the statement that ǮOsiris was believed to have died and had been returned to earthǮ, or that Ǯhe did indeed return to earth in his resurrected bodyǮ. )n fact he started explicitly contradicting his original claim, 

saying that neither Jesus nor Osiris returned to life in a resurrected body. 

Carrier also claimed to have greater scholarly support for his position than Ehrman. 
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ǲOn all of this take note: Ehrman says his views are the standard in the field, but in defense of the 

claim he still only names one advocate (Smith). In the link above, in support of my view, I name eight. 

And in my chapter on resurrection bodies in The Empty Tomb I cite more, including abundant 

primary evidence. So you decide who to follow on this point.ǳ600 

The link Carrier cited is this section of an FAQ he wrote. It does not actually address what Ehrman says about 

Osiris (emphasis mine): ǲQ: )s it true that many other scholars agree with you that the earliest Christians believed Jesus rose 

from the dead by switching to a new body and leaving the old one behind? A: Yes. These include: James Tabor, ǲLeaving the Bones Behind: A Resurrected Jesus Tradition with an )ntact Tombǳ in Sources of the Jesus Tradition: An )nquiry ȋforthcoming); Bruce Chilton, Rabbi 

Paul: An Intellectual Biography (2005), pp. 57-ͷͺ; Peter Lampe, ǲPaulǯs Concept of a Spiritual Bodyǳ 
in Resurrection: Theological and Scientific Assessments (2002), edited by Ted Peters et al.: pp. 103-

14; Gregory Riley, Resurrection Reconsidered: Thomas and John in Controversy (1995); Dale Martin, The Corinthian Body ȋͳͻͻͷȌ; Adela Collins, ǲThe Empty Tomb in the Gospel According to Markǳ in 
Hermes and Athena: Biblical Exegesis and Philosophical Theology (1993), edited by Eleonore Stump 

& Thomas Flint: pp. 107-ͶͲ; and C.F. Moule, ǲSt. Paul and Dualism: The Pauline Conception of the Resurrection,ǳ New Testament Studies ͳʹ ȋͳͻ͸͸Ȍ: ͳͲ͸-ʹ͵. Many others think itǯs likely or at least possible ȋe.g. see answer to previous questionȌ.ǳ601 

This is talking about the view that Ǯthe earliest Christians believed Jesus rose from the dead by switching to a new body and leaving the old one behindǯ. Ehrman was talking about a completely different subject ȋemphasis 
mine). ǲCarrier and ) could no doubt argue day and night about how to interpret Plutarch. But my views do 

not rest on having read a single article by Jonathan Z. Smith and a refusal to read the primary sources. 
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As I read them, there is no resurrection of the body of Osiris. And that is the standard view among experts in the field.ǳ602 The Ǯstandard viewǯ to which Ehrman referred is that there is Ǯno resurrection of Osirisǯ. Carrier responded saying ǮEhrman says his views are the standard in the field, but in defense of the claim he still only names one advocate ȋSmithȌ. )n the link above, in support of my view, ) name eightǯ, and linked to a list of scholars addressing the resurrection of Jesus, not the resurrection of Osiris. Carrierǯs response was irrelevant to what 
Ehrman wrote. 

Conclusion 

Carrier failed to substantiate his accusation that Erhman wrong to say Osiris did not return to life on earth by 

being raised from the dead. Additionally, Carrier changed his own argument completely when Ehrman proved 

him wrong. Finally, Carrier cited as evidence for his argument, a document on a completely different subject, 

containing no support for his case. 
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Ehrman Vs Carrier: The New Testament Canon 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

In 2012 there was a confrontation between New Testament scholar Professor Bart Ehrman, and historian Dr 

Richard Carrier (currently without an academic post), concerning the evidence for the historical existence of 

Jesus. An article in the Huffington Post by Ehrman ȋpreceding the publication of his book ǮDid Jesus Exist?ǮȌ, was 

criticized heavily by Carrier. After the book was published, Carrier subjected it to a critical review. This article 

examines Carrierǯs claims and finds them insubstantial. 

The New Testament Canon 

On page 24 of his book, Ehrman made the following response to a claim by DM Murdock (writing under the pseudonym ǮArcharya SǯȌ, concerning the canon of the New Testament ȋMurdockǯs claim is in quotation marks, ǲǳ and Ehrmanǯs comments follow in square brackets, []). ǲǳ)t took well over a thousand years to canonize the New Testament,ǳ and ―ǳmany councilsǳ were 
needed to differentiate the inspired from the spurious books (31). [Actually, the first author to list 

our canon of the New Testament was the church father Athanasius in the year 367; the comment about ―many councils‖ is simply made up.]ǳ 603 Carrier objected to Ehrmanǯs statement, charging him with error. ǲȋͳȌ Ehrmanǯs statement that there werenǯt ǲmany councilsǳ to decide the NT canon is, read literally, 
false. There were in fact several councils ruling on the canon, and indeed the canon was never truly 

settled until the 16th century. Someone who tutored under Metzger, who extensively documented 

these facts, should know that. I can only assume he meant to say that the canon proposed by 

Athanasius in 367 (in a letter, not a council ruling) was repeatedly affirmed by every subsequent 

council convened to decide on the canon (although the fact that they had to keep meeting to do that 

means there were repeated attempts to change itȌ. Acharyaǯs own characterization of the matter might also be accused of being misleading. But Ehrmanǯs wording is going to seriously mislead and 
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misinform the public even more, not only as to the actual history of the canon, but also as to Acharyaǯs knowledge of the facts.ǳ604 Carrierǯs claim that Ǯthe fact that they had to keep meeting to do that means there were repeated attempts to change itǯ is a non sequitur; the conclusion does not follow logically from the premise.  (e failed to take into 
account the fact that church councils often re-affirmed the decisions of previous councils regardless of 

whether the points affirmed were under challenge. He provided no evidence for his claim, and the facts are 

to the contrary. When challenged on this point by a respondent on his blog, Carrier gave a response including 

the following claim. ǲYour facts also donǯt quite agree with what is stated in Metzgerǯs Formation of the New Testament Canon. You might want to do more homework on this.ǳ605 

This response appears authoritative on the surface, but on closer inspection it is a bluff. Carrier made a vague 

reference to Metzger (a recognized scholar on the history of the New Testament text), but failed to actually 

address any of the points raised by the respondent, and does not cite or quote any specific statements by 

Metzger relevant to the point under discussion. The reality is that Carrier had no answer to the challenge 

raised by his respondent, and was hoping that a casual reference to Metzger would convince them that they 

are wrong. This attempt at evasion is not the response of someone with a facts a knowledge of the facts. Additionally, Carrierǯs reference to the work ǮFormation of the New Testament Canonǯ is problematic, since 
he attributes this work to Metzger. There is a book entitled ǮThe Formation of the New Testament Canon: an ecumenical approachǯ ȋͳͻͺ͵Ȍ, by Farmer and Farkasfalvy, and another book by entitled ǮFormation of the New Testament Canonǯ ȋͳͻ͸ͷȌ, by Robert Grant, but Metzger did not make any contributions to either book. 

Carrier did not provide any details which would help identify specifically the work to which he was referring. Metzgerǯs own work on the formation of the New Testament canon is entitled ǮThe Canon of the New 
Testament: Its Origin, Development, and Significanceǯ ȋͳͻͻ͹Ȍ. )t contains nothing supportive of Carrierǯs 
claims. Metzger does not say that numerous councils were held to decide on the canon. On the contrary, he 
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notes that the canon suggested by Athanasius was promoted by Augustine in three provincial synods, all of 

which re-affirmed the canon of Athanasius. ǲ)t was Augustine who, in three provincial synods, cast his weight for the twenty-seven books which 

we know as the Christian Scriptures. These synods were held, one of them in Hippo in A.D. 393, one 

in Carthage in 397, and the last of them again in Carthage in 419. The opening words of the statute on the canon are straightforward and forthright: ǮBesides the canonical Scriptures, nothing shall be 
read in church under the name of the divine Scriptures.ǯ Then there follows an enumeration of the 
canonical Scriptures.  

The order of the New Testament books is Gospels, Acts, Pauline Epistles, 1 and 2 Peter, 1, 2, and 3 

John, James, Jude, the Revelation of John. The only difference to be noted in the reiteration of the statute is that, in the synods of ͵ͻ͵ and ͵ͻ͹, the phrase runs, ǮThirteen Epistles of Paul, and the Epistle to the (ebrews, by the sameǯ, whereas the statute of Ͷͳͻ reads, ǮFourteen Epistles of Paulǯ. 
(See Appendix IV. 12 below.). Twenty-seven books, no more, and no less, is henceforth the watchword throughout the Latin Church.ǳ606 

None of the councils cited here by Metzger were held to determine the canon, they simply re-affirmed the 

canon as they addressed other issues. The 393 CE synod of Hippo was a general annual synod, the 397 CE 

synod of Carthage was a general synod addressing issues from the transfer of clerics between churches to the 

reconciliation of repentant actors (it states explicitly that it is simply confirming the canon already received), 

and the 419 CE synod of Carthage was held specifically to address appeals to Rome. Metztger does note that 

this did not settle the issue of the canon once and for all in every Christian community, and does note that 

differences over the canon continued to be raised occasionally. ǲYet it would be a mistake to represent the question of the canon as finally settled in all Christian communities by the beginning of the fifth century.ǳ607 
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ǲThus, despite the influence of Jerome and Augustine and the pronouncements of three provincial 

synods, more than once in the following centuries we come upon evidence of divergences in the canon, either by way of addition or subtraction.ǳ608 Nevertheless, Metzger provides no support for Carrierǯs defense of Murdockǯs claim that there were Ǯmany councilsǯ held to decide the New Testament canon. 
Conclusion Carrier failed to substantiate his accusation that Erhman was wrong to say Murdockǯs claim concerning the 
canon was simply made up. Additionally, the one scholarly source he cited actually contradicted him. 
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Godfrey On Nazareth: Defending Salim Against The Archaeologists 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

Skeptical blogger Tim OǯNeill criticized claims by piano teacher Rene Salm that the town of Nazareth did not 

exist at the time when Jesus is typically understood to have lived. )n turn, Neil Godfrey, described OǯNeillǯs 

criticism as Ǯignorant anti-rationalist nonsenseǮ, and written a response to OǯNeill. This article examines 

Godfreyǯs response to OǯNeill. 

Godfrey On Nazareth: Defending Salim Against The Archaeologists )n ʹͲͲ͹ the article ǮSurveys and Excavations at the Nazareth Village Farm (1997–2002): Final ReportǮ609 was 

published in the Bulletin of the Anglo-Israel Archaeological Society by Stephen Pfann, Ross Voss, and Yehudah Rapuano. This article is also known as the ǮNazarath Village Farm Reportǯ. )n ʹ ͲͲͺ the Bulletin published Rene Salmǯs ǮA Response to ǮSurveys and Excavations at the Nazareth Village Farm (1997–ʹͲͲʹȌ: Final Reportǯ, 
which criticized the report of Pfann, Voss, and Rapuano. Salmǯs article was accompanied by the article ǮNazareth Village Farm: A Reply to Salmǯ by Ken Dark, ǮOn the 
Nazareth Village Farm Report: A Reply to Salmǯ by Pfann and Rapuano, and a review by Ken Dark of Salmǯs book ǮThe Myth of Nazareth. The )nvented Town of Jesus. Scholarǯs Editionǯ ȋʹͲͲͺȌ. Also published in the same edition of the Bulletin was ǮThe Nazareth Village Farm Project Pottery ȋ1997–ʹͲͲʹȌ: Amendmentǯ, by 
Rapuano, in which he re-presented the diagrams in the original article, correcting three cases in which 

diagrams had been misnumbered in the original article. However, Rapuano did not withdraw or alter any of 

the conclusions he had made in the original report. 

Godfreyǯs claims: ǲthe very worst practices found among the most culpable of researchersǳ Godfreyǯs response to OǯNeill opens with this claim. 
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ǲWhat Tim OǯNeill has done in his attacks on René Salm earlier this year over his claims that there 

was no village of Nazareth at the time of Jesus is defend the very worst practices found among the most culpable of researchers.ǳ610 On what basis does Godfrey make this claim? )n his criticism of Salm, OǯNeill makes the following statement. ǲOkay, then letǯs actually look at the evidence of archaeologists, then consider the armchair 
objections of the piano teacher from Oregon named Rene Salm and let objective sceptics decide who is more likely to be correct.ǳ 611 )t is OǯNeillǯs view that professional archaeologists are more likely to be correct in their assessment of archaeological evidence, than a piano teacher. )n his criticism of OǯNeill, Godfrey mischaracterizes this as ǲdefending the right of academics to make pronouncements of breakthroughs and new discoveries and then say, ǲNope, you canǯt examine all the details of the data for yourself. )ǯm a professional! (ow dare you question my judgements!ǳǳ. )n fact OǯNeill never says anything like this. 

Godfreyǯs claims: ǲOnly one of them, Rapuano, is a trained archaeologistǳ Godfrey claims that only one of the authors of the Nazareth Village Farm report ǲis a trained archaeologistǳ. ǲThe Nazareth Village Farm report was the work of three persons. Only one of them, Rapuano, is a 
trained archaeologist who, however, customarily works in Judea far to the south.ǳ612 
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There is only one archaeologist ȋRapuanoȌ whose evidence Salm questions. Later OǯNeill will refer to all three authors of the report as ǲthree qualified archaeologistsǳ — unaware, it seems, that only one of the authors has qualifications in archaeology!ǳ613 One of the authors, Ross Voss, is an archaeologist with ǲThirty eight years of archaeological excavation 

experienceǲ. The other author is Stephen Pfann, whose academic title is ǲResearcher/Archaeologist 

University of the Holy Landǲ. When presented with these facts, Godfrey explained what he had meant. ǲ) made it very clear that there are three archaeologists who wrote the report but that only one of 

these has formal qualifications in archaeology. The other two are not qualified. They have experience, yes, but not qualifications.ǳ614 

This is not what Godfrey said originally. His original claim was that the article was authored by ǲthree personsǳ, not ǲthree archaeologistsǳ, and he originally said ǲOnly one of them, Rapuano, is a trained archaeologistǳ, not ǲonly one of these has formal qualifications in archaeologyǳ. 
Godfrey further claimed that the experience of the other two authors did not qualify them as archaeologists, and described them as ǲReligious nutters without qualifications going out there to find proof the Bible is trueǲ. ǲThat is exactly the point being addressed by Salm in his SBL paper, isnǯt it. Religious nutters without 

qualifications going out there to find proof the Bible is true and calling themselves archaeologists 

because they do it all the time — ǲfield experienceǳ. Thatǯs yours and OǯNeillǯs definition of ǲqualified archaeologistsǳ???? You are a bunch of clowns!ǳ 615 

Godfrey was asked the following questions. 
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1. Could I be clear however on the fact that you are now saying you believe all three authors are 

archaeologists? 

 

2. On what basis did you make your claim that they are not qualified simply because they Ǯhave experience, yes, but not qualificationsǯ? 

 

3. Can you provide any evidence that the scholarly community considers either Pfann or Voss to be Ǯunqualifiedǯ? Do you consider them insufficiently qualified to comment and publish on the subject? 

If so, please provide your evidence. 

Godfrey did not answer. He was also asked these questions. 

1. Does the scholarly community only accept as qualified, those with formal qualifications in 

archaeology?  

 

2. Does the scholarly community not accept as qualified, those with no formal qualifications in 

archaeology but decades of field experience, and/or formal teaching positions in the field? 

Again Godfrey did not answer, nor did he provide any evidence for his claim that Pfann and Ross are ǲReligious nutters without qualifications going out there to find proof the Bible is trueǳ. 
 

Godfreyǯs claims: ǲhe only vaguely recalls what Salm himself wroteǳ Godfrey wrote the following ȋOǯNeillǯs quoted words in italicsȌ. ǲOǯNeill then demonstrates that, though he only vaguely recalls what Salm himself wrote, he does not 

know the basic facts at the heart of the debates. 

I recalled that [Salm] had actually accepted the dating of some of the agricultural terraces at Nazareth 

and of the recently excavated house there. I was wrong – Salm is much more intransigent than that.ǳ616 
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)n this quotation from OǯNeill, he does not say or demonstrate that he ǲonly vaguely recalls what Salm himself wroteǳ; he corrects a previous recollection he had. Nor does this statement demonstrate that OǯNeill ǲdoes not know the basic facts at the heart of the debatesǳ. Godfrey then claimed OǯNeill had misunderstood the site 
of the Nazareth Farm. ǲ(e says here that the recently excavated house ȋof Jesusǯ time!Ȍ was ǲthereǳ at the site of the 

agricultural terraces at Nazareth. And this is from one who is trying to make fun of someone he wants to portray as ǲan armchair hobbyistǳ. A simple web search will inform OǯNeill that that house is not ǲthereǳ at the site of the agricultural terraces at all. Look on Google maps to see for yourself. For 

convenience, here is a snapshot from Google Maps where I have pinpointed the approximate areas of the sites under discussion. ȋGo to ǲ͵ʹ°ͶʹǯͲͶ.ʹͺԣ N ͵ͷ°ͳ͹ǯ͵͵.͹ͺԣ Eǳ in Google Maps to explore the 
area yourself.Ȍ  OǯNeill has confused the NVF ȋwhere no house was excavatedȌ with Yardena Alexandreǯs excavation in the immediate area of the Church of the Annunciation.ǳ617 But OǯNeill said no such thing. (e said ǲ) recalled that had actually accepted the dating of some of the agricultural terraces at Nazareth and of the recently excavated house thereǳ. To what does the word ǲthereǳ refer? )t refers to Nazareth, which is precisely where the recently excavated ǲJesus-era houseǳ is located, near 

the Church of the Annunciation. 

Godfreyǯs claims: ǲfabricated fancyǳ OǯNeill made the observation that ǲReading Salm on this subject reminds me of the days, many years ago, when ) actually used to bother reading Creationist material so ) could debate Creationistsǳ. ǲSalmǯs book, The Myth of Nazareth: The Invented Town of Jesus, bears many similarities to Creationist classics like Duane Gishǯs Evolution? The Fossils Say No!. You have an amateur with no 
training in the relevant field. You have them desperately trying to critique published work by actual 

specialists and experts and nitpick at it to find reasons for doubt. You have triumphant leaping on 

the smallest error (eg a mislabeled diagram) as evidence of incompetence if not outright fraud. You 

have an assumption that the experts secretly know they are wrong and are trying to deceive 

                                                                    
617 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞ Moƌe Nazaƌeth NoŶseŶse fƌoŵ Tiŵ O͛Neill,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϵ DeĐeŵďeƌ, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August 

ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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laypeople for nefarious reasons. And you have a driving ideological bias motivating all of the above, 

but masquerading as objective critical analysis for the public good. The resemblance is uncanny.ǳ618 Godfrey responded that ǲOǯNeillǯs assertion that Salmǯs book has an uncanny resemblance to creationist literature is fabricated fancy. )t is a falsehoodǳ, making the following critique of OǯNeillǯs assertion. ǲCreationists dispute the interpretation of all the scientists and the science itself. Salm in fact is 

quoting the archaeological reports and defending published scholarly findings against popular press 

releases that have overtaken the imaginations of the likes of even Bart Ehrman. Creationists do not 

publish in scientific journals and prompt amendments to scientific reports. Salm has done exactly 

that. Salm is not disputing the science or the findings. He is, in fact, sifting the actual data reported 

and evaluating it against incautious claims and conclusions and pointing to the self-confessed 

religious and financial biases of some of those responsible for the archaeological reports and popular 

press releases. He is holding religiously motivated scholars to account for making announcements 

that go way beyond the actual data published in their reports.ǳ619 Godfreyǯs response here does not address any of the points OǯNeill actually raised. )nstead of addressing the points of similarity between Creationists and Salm identified by OǯNeill, Godfrey lists a series of points of difference. But OǯNeill never disputed these points of difference; he identified points of similarity, points which Godfrey never addresses. (ere are the similarities OǯNeill raised. 
1. ǲYou have an amateur with no training in the relevant field.ǳ 

 

2. ǲYou have them desperately trying to critique published work by actual specialists and experts and nitpick at it to find reasons for doubt.ǳ 
3. ǲYou have triumphant leaping on the smallest error ȋeg a mislabeled diagramȌ as evidence of 

incompetence if not outright fraud.ǳ 
 

                                                                    
618 Tiŵ O Neill, ͞Nazaƌeth: The PiaŶo TeaĐheƌ ǀs the AƌĐhaeologǇ | The Quodliďeta Foƌuŵ ,͟ Ϯϰ August, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. 

[Đited ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

619 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞ Moƌe Nazaƌeth NoŶseŶse fƌoŵ Tiŵ O͛Neill,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϵ DeĐeŵďeƌ, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August 

ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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4. ǲYou have an assumption that the experts secretly know they are wrong and are trying to deceive laypeople for nefarious reasons.ǳ 
 

5. ǲAnd you have a driving ideological bias motivating all of the above, but masquerading as objective critical analysis for the public good.ǳ Godfrey did not address any of these five points raised by OǯNeill. This fact was pointed out to Godfrey in 
discussion; he did not respond. 

Godfreyǯs claims: ǲTimǯs mindǳ 

Godfrey quoted the following statement from OǯNeill. ǲRapuano expresses himself with the usual caution required of a professional archaeologist, while at the same time giving his trained assessment of their dating provenance.ǳ620 Godfrey then claimed to know that OǯNeill actually meant something completely different to what he wrote. ǲThis translates in Timǯs mind into: When Rapuano says a fragment ǲcould possiblyǳ be from the (ellenistic or early Roman eras, then 
unless you treat the Hellenistic to early Roman periods as an established fact for that fragment you are being ǲludicrousǳ.ǳ621 Godfreyǯs claim to know OǯNeillǯs mind in this way is unpersuasive, especially unaccompanied by any evidence. )n reality, OǯNeill never makes any such statement, or any statement like it. 

Godfreyǯs claims: ǲhe has had to depart from the standard referenceǳ Godfrey represented Salmǯs argument thus. 
                                                                    
620 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞ Moƌe Nazaƌeth NoŶseŶse fƌoŵ Tiŵ O͛Neill,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϵ DeĐeŵďeƌ, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August 

ϮϬϭϰ]. 

621 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞ Moƌe Nazaƌeth NoŶseŶse fƌoŵ Tiŵ O͛Neill,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϵ DeĐeŵďeƌ, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August 

ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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ǲWhat Salm argues is that where Rapuano provides external support for his assessment the fragments can as well be dated to after ͹Ͳ CE ȋthe fall of JerusalemȌ as before it.ǳ622 (e then claimed Rapuano ǲattempted to correct that deficiency in his Amended report subsequentlyǳ. ǲRapuano clearly did not dismiss this criticism as easily as OǯNeill did, since he attempted to correct 
that deficiency in his Amended report subsequently. New parallel comparisons are introduced to 

support some of the claims, but to do so he has had to depart from the standard reference, Adan 

Bayewitz, for Galilean pottery dating and resort to less relevant (often quite different) Jericho and 

Judean sources. He has also turned to Fernandez who, Salm shows in his book, consistently dates objects much earlier than other authorities without clear rationale. Tim OǯNeill does not question any of this. Rapuano has spoken: pottery ǲmay beǳ, ǲcould beǳ (ellenistic or Early Roman (compare Fernandez!Ȍ, so OǯNeill throws all caution to the wind and demands we all accept on authority of one scholar that it is (ellenistic or Early Roman.ǳ623 There are several problems with this paragraph of Godfreyǯs. Firstly, Godfrey provided no evidence that any such ǲdeficiencyǳ actually existed, still less that Rapuano ǲattempted to correctǳ it; no evidence was provided for Salmǯs assertion. Secondly, Godfrey provided no evidence for the claim that in introducing ǲNew parallel 
comparisonsǳ Rapuano had to ǲdepart from the standard reference, Adan Bayewitz, for Galilean pottery datingǳ or that Rapuano had to ǲresort to less relevant ȋoften quite differentȌ Jericho and Judean sourcesǳ. Thirdly, Godfrey repeated ȋwithout substantiationȌ, Salmǯs claim that Fernandez (a source cited by Rapuano), ǲconsistently dates objects much earlier than other authorities without clear rationaleǳ.  Although Godfrey 
gave the impression Rapauno relied significantly on Fernandez, in fact Rapuano only cited Fernandez with 

                                                                    
622 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞ Moƌe Nazaƌeth NoŶseŶse fƌoŵ Tiŵ O͛Neill,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϵ DeĐeŵďeƌ, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August 

ϮϬϭϰ]. 

623 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞ Moƌe Nazaƌeth NoŶseŶse fƌoŵ Tiŵ O͛Neill,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϵ DeĐeŵďeƌ, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August 

ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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regard to ten artefacts out of a total of 77,624 and only on five of those occasions is Fernandez the only source 

cited.625  

Six out of the ten date ranges cited from Fernandez start within the first century,626 but in only three of those 

cases did Fernandez give a date range which ends inside the first century.627 On two occasions the date range 

given by Fernandez was within the same range given by another source,628 629 and on one occasion the date 

range given by Fernandez was later than the date given by another source.630 There is certainly no evidence here that Fernandez ǲconsistently dates objects much earlier than other authorities without clear rationaleǳ. Finally, Godfrey provided no evidence for his claim that OǯNeill ǲOǯNeill throws all caution to the wind and 

                                                                    
624 Yehudah ‘apuaŶo, ͞ The Nazaƌeth Village Faƌŵ PƌojeĐt PotteƌǇ ;ϭϵϵϳ–ϮϬϬϮͿ: AŵeŶdŵeŶt,͟  BulletiŶ of the AŶglo-

Isƌael AƌĐhaeologiĐal “oĐietǇ Ϯϲ ;ϮϬϬϴͿ: ϭϭϯ–ϯϱ; oŶĐe oŶ pages ϭϭϰ, ϭϭϲ, tǁiĐe oŶ page ϭϭϴ, oŶĐe oŶ pages ϭϮϬ 

aŶd ϭϮϭ, thƌee tiŵes oŶ ϭϮϮ, oŶĐe oŶ page ϭϮϯ. 

625 Yehudah ‘apuaŶo, ͞The Nazaƌeth Village Faƌŵ PƌojeĐt PotteƌǇ ;ϭϵϵϳ–ϮϬϬϮͿ: AŵeŶdŵeŶt BulletiŶ of the AŶglo-

Isƌael AƌĐhaeologiĐal “oĐietǇ Ϯϲ ;ϮϬϬϴͿ: ϭϭϯ–ϯϱ; oŶĐe oŶ pages ϭϭϴ, ϭϮϬ, ϭϮϭ, tǁiĐe oŶ page ϭϮϮ. 

626 Yehudah ‘apuaŶo, ͞ The Nazaƌeth Village Faƌŵ PƌojeĐt PotteƌǇ ;ϭϵϵϳ–ϮϬϬϮͿ: AŵeŶdŵeŶt,͟  BulletiŶ of the AŶglo-

Isƌael AƌĐhaeologiĐal “oĐietǇ Ϯϲ ;ϮϬϬϴͿ: ϭϭϰ, ϭϭϲ, ϭϭϴ, ϭϮϬ, ϭϮϭ, ϭϮϮ. 

627 Yehudah ‘apuaŶo, ͞ The Nazaƌeth Village Faƌŵ PƌojeĐt PotteƌǇ ;ϭϵϵϳ–ϮϬϬϮͿ: AŵeŶdŵeŶt,͟  BulletiŶ of the AŶglo-

Isƌael AƌĐhaeologiĐal “oĐietǇ Ϯϲ ;ϮϬϬϴͿ: ϭϭϰ, ϭϮϬ, ϭϮϭ. 

628 ͞Diez-FeƌŶaŶdez T ϭ.ϯ dated ϰϱ BCE – ϰϴ CE; “tepaŶski ‘oŵaŶa ϮϬϬϮ: ϭϭϮ, Fig. ϳ:ϭϭ, dated ŵid ϭst ĐeŶt. BCE to 

ŵid ϭst ĐeŶt. CE ,͟ Yehudah ‘apuaŶo, ͞The Nazaƌeth Village Faƌŵ PƌojeĐt PotteƌǇ ;ϭϵϵϳ–ϮϬϬϮͿ: AŵeŶdŵeŶt,͟  

BulletiŶ of the AŶglo-Isƌael AƌĐhaeologiĐal “oĐietǇ Ϯϲ ;ϮϬϬϴͿ: ϭϭϰ. 

629 ͞MeǇeƌs, Kƌaaďel aŶd “tƌaŶge ϭϵϳϲ: ϮϮϬ-ϮϮϮ, jaƌs Foƌŵ Tϭ Pl. ϳ.ϮϬ:ϭϱ, dated ϯƌd ĐeŶt. to eaƌlǇ ϱth ĐeŶt. CE; 

Diez-FeƌŶaŶdez ϭϵϴϱ, T ϭ.ϳ:ϳϳ dated ϮϭϮ-ϮϰϬ CE ,͟ Yehudah ‘apuaŶo, ͞The Nazaƌeth Village Faƌŵ PƌojeĐt PotteƌǇ 

;ϭϵϵϳ–ϮϬϬϮͿ: AŵeŶdŵeŶt,͟  BulletiŶ of the AŶglo-Isƌael AƌĐhaeologiĐal “oĐietǇ Ϯϲ ;ϮϬϬϴͿ: ϭϭϴ. 

630 ͞possiďlǇ “tepaŶski ‘oŵaŶa ϮϬϬϮ:ϭϭϭ, Fig. ϲ:ϭϲ, dated eŶd of ϭst ĐeŶt. to ŵid fiƌst ϯƌd. ĐeŶt. CE, possiďlǇ MeǇeƌs 

Kƌaaďel aŶd “tƌaŶge ϭϵϳϲ: ϮϬϱ-ϮϬϳ, Fig. ϭϴ, ϰth-eaƌlǇ ϱth; Diez-FeƌŶaŶdez ϭϵϴϱ, T.Ϯϭ.ϯ ;ϭϳϱ-ϯϬϬ CEͿ ,͟ Yehudah 

‘apuaŶo, ͞The Nazaƌeth Village Faƌŵ PƌojeĐt PotteƌǇ ;ϭϵϵϳ–ϮϬϬϮͿ: AŵeŶdŵeŶt,͟  BulletiŶ of the AŶglo-Isƌael 

AƌĐhaeologiĐal “oĐietǇ Ϯϲ ;ϮϬϬϴͿ: ϭϮϯ. 
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demands we all accept on authority of one scholar that it is (ellenistic or Early Romanǳ. OǯNeill never said 
any such thing, or anything like it. 

Godfreyǯs claims: ǲa misreading of much of Salmǯs original articleǳ Godfrey objected to Ken Darkǯs review of Salmǯs critique of the Nazareth Farm Report as Ǯa misreading of much of Salmǯs original articleǯ, but did not provide evidence for this claim. (e represented Dark as saying ǲNow itǯs your job to ignore those words of caution and defer to his other words as dogma! And no, you canǯt examine the evidence more closely for yourselfǳ,631 but does not provide any evidence for this either. Dark 

did not actually say any such thing. 

Godfreyǯs claims: ǲabsence of evidence is evidenceǳ Returning to OǯNeillǯs response, Godfrey made the following claim. ǲOǯNeill then repeats Bart Ehrmanǯs argument that absence of evidence is evidence that there were 
poor people burying their dead in shallow graves. (He makes up an imaginative scenario to account 

for this — a very poor city gradually grew richer and richer till there were rich peopleǯs tombs there.Ȍǳ632 OǯNeill did not argue that ǲabsence of evidence is evidence that there were poor people burying their dead in shallow gravesǳ. What OǯNeill said was this. ǲAs ) note above, settlements established enough to sustain families who can have rock-cut kokhim built for them donǯt pop up out of nothing. They grow from smaller, poorer, earlier settlements. So 
the kokhim on their own imply a smaller, poorer, earlier settlement on the site.  And thatǯs precisely what the other archaeological evidence from the (ellenistic and Early Roman 
periods indicate, both by their nature (low status items, roughly made), their distribution and their 

number. We know there was a larger, richer town there later, the evidence indicates that clearly too.ǳ 
                                                                    
631 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞ Moƌe Nazaƌeth NoŶseŶse fƌoŵ Tiŵ O͛Neill,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϵ DeĐeŵďeƌ, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August 

ϮϬϭϰ]. 

632 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞ Moƌe Nazaƌeth NoŶseŶse fƌoŵ Tiŵ O͛Neill,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϵ DeĐeŵďeƌ, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August 

ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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This is not an argument based on the absence of evidence, it is an argument based on evidence, specifically ǲrock-cut kokhimǳ ȋa tomb cut out of the rockȌ. OǯNeillǯs argument was that the presence of these tombs is 

evidence that there were families wealthy enough to sustain them. Additionally he points out that such wealthy families ǲdonǯt pop up out of nothingǳ, but are the result of ǲsmaller, poorer, earlier settlementsǳ 
developing. He does not basis this on the absence of evidence either, but states specifically ǲthatǯs precisely what the other archaeological evidence from the (ellenistic and Early Roman periods indicateǳ. OǯNeillǯs 
argument was based firmly on the archaeological record. 

Godfreyǯs claims: ǲPresumably OǯNeill concludesǳ Godfrey made another assertion about OǯNeillǯs argument, without actually quoting OǯNeill. ǲOǯNeill then claims that the abundance of springs in the region is evidence that it must have been 
settled. People would loved to have set up home around springs. Presumably OǯNeill concludes that every spring in the Levant was the site of a village for ʹͲͲͲ years before Christ.ǳ633 Turning to what OǯNeill actually wrote, we find that it was not what Godfrey claimed. ǲZvi Galǯs Lower Galilee in the Iron Age (Eisenbrauns, 1992) notes that the site would have been 

attractive precisely because of its abundance of springs:The area around the city (of Nazareth) 

consists of limestone formation. There are several springs within this small Nazareth valley. The 

topography of the area and the fact it has many surrounding springs, proves that it was occupied during ancient periods.ȋZ. Gal, p. ͳͷȌǳ634 )t can be seen that OǯNeill did not present an argument he has made himself. On the contrary, he quoted archaeologist Zvi Gal saying ǲThe topography of the area and the fact it has many surrounding springs, proves that it was occupied during ancient periodsǳ. Godfreyǯs claim that ǲPresumably OǯNeill concludes that every 
spring in the Levant was the site of a village for ʹ ͲͲͲ years before Christǳ is completely baseless; OǯNeill never 
said anything like this. 

                                                                    
633 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞ Moƌe Nazaƌeth NoŶseŶse fƌoŵ Tiŵ O͛Neill,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϵ DeĐeŵďeƌ, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August 

ϮϬϭϰ]. 

634 Tiŵ O Neill, ͞Nazaƌeth: The PiaŶo TeaĐheƌ ǀs the AƌĐhaeologǇ | The Quodliďeta Foƌuŵ ,͟ Ϯϰ August, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. 

[Đited ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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Godfreyǯs claims: ǲOǯNeill uncritically parrotsǳ Godfrey misrepresented OǯNeill again in his next paragraph. ǲFinally, OǯNeill uncritically parrots the popular press reports of Yardenna Alexandre claiming that 

archaeologists have uncovered tombs in Nazareth from the time of Jesus. He needs to read a bit more widely, including Salmǯs book ȋthat he claims to have readȌ. (e would know of a work that has 
apparently been gaining in influence in recent years, Palästina in griechisch-römischer Zeit by Hans-

Peter Kuhnen.  

He would know (does Alexandre know?) the persuasive evidence that the kokh tombs in question 

here almost certainly did not appear in Galilee as early as they did in Jerusalem.ǳ635 Leaving aside the fact that OǯNeill was not actually parroting a news report ȋhe did not quote from any news 
report at all, but from a report by the Israeli Antiquities Authority), Godfrey did not say why he uses the 

phrase ǲuncritically parrotsǳ to describe OǯNeill citing an event which has actually taken place; the popular 
press did report what Yardenna Alexandre said. Citing an event which has actually taken place by referring 

to news reports which describe the event taking place, is not uncritical parroting; it is simply mentioning an 

event which has happened, and citing the source which reported the event happening.  The news report to which Godfrey linked opens with the words ǲArchaeologists in )srael say they have discovered the remains of a home from the time of Jesus in the heart of Nazarethǳ, and contains a statement from Yardenne Alexandre saying ǲUntil now a number of tombs from the time of Jesus were found in 
Nazareth; however, no settlement remains have been discovered that are attributed to this periodǳ. )n criticism of Alexandreǯs statement, Godfrey cited what he claimed is ǲa work that has apparently been 
gaining in influence in recent years, Palästina in griechisch-römischer Zeit by Hans-Peter Kuhnenǲ. This work is actually a volume in the series Vorderasien ȋǮWestern AsiaǳȌ; the title translated into English is ǲPalestine in Greek and Roman Timesǳ. )t is also entirely in German. )t is unclear whether or not Godfrey had ever 
actually read this work, or whether or not he can even read German. He provided no evidence for his claim that this work ǲhas apparently been gaining in influence in recent yearsǳ, nor does he provide any evidence for what he says is ǲthe persuasive evidence that the kokh tombs in question here almost certainly did not 

                                                                    
635 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞ Moƌe Nazaƌeth NoŶseŶse fƌoŵ Tiŵ O͛Neill,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϵ DeĐeŵďeƌ, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August 

ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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appear in Galilee as early as they did in Jerusalemǳ. Although he implied such evidence is in the German book 
he cites, he is not explicit on this point.  Although he seems to want to give the impression that ǲPalästina in griechisch-römischer Zeitǳ contains ǲpersuasive evidenceǳ that the tombs did not appear in Galilee as early as in Jerusalem, and that this has 
become an influential position, he did not actually explain precisely what he does mean, nor did he present 

any evidence for his statements. It is possible he had borrowed information from another source which he 

did not identify, and either cited it uncritically without verification, or used it to make an argument of his own. 

He certainly did not present any evidence that this book published in ͳͻͻͲ disproves Alexandreǯs statement that ǲUntil now a number of tombs from the time of Jesus were found in Nazarethǳ. 
Godfreyǯs claims: ǲ(ow it worksǳ At the end of his article Godfrey claimed ǲthe authors of the Nazareth Farm Report do not yield sufficient information for anyone to assess their conclusions criticallyǳ.636 He presented no evidence for this claim. He also said ǲto say someone is a lunatic for not deferring to the authority of a researcher until that researcher 
makes the evidence available for checking is simply trying to intimidate and shut down questioning through intellectual bullyingǳ, but never identifies anyone who has actually ever said such a thing. 
 

Godfrey concluded thus. ǲOh yes, there are about ten pottery fragments that Rapuanoǯs amended report that to the time of ǲJesusǳ ȋ(ellenistic to first century CEȌ. Salm points out that Rapuano uses early, inapplicable Judean 
parallels for these. No doubt when Rapuano publishes a more detailed book explaining the data in 

detail people who like to understand the evidence (who are not satisfied simply to defer to academic 

authority without any thought that they should demonstrate accountability) will be keen to study the details of these ten fragments.ǳ637 

                                                                    
636 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞ Moƌe Nazaƌeth NoŶseŶse fƌoŵ Tiŵ O͛Neill,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϵ DeĐeŵďeƌ, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August 

ϮϬϭϰ]. 

637 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞ Moƌe Nazaƌeth NoŶseŶse fƌoŵ Tiŵ O͛Neill,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϵ DeĐeŵďeƌ, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August 

ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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Godfrey gave the impression that it was only in Rapuanoǯs ǲamended reportǳ that he cited any pottery fragments dating to ǲthe time of ǲJesusǳǳ. (owever, the original Nazareth Farm Report says clearly that in 
Area A-ʹ ǲmany potsherds with the typical ribbing of the Early to Late Roman Period were foundǳ ȋpage ʹͺȌ. 
Salm made note of this in his reply (page 97), specifically because he wished to challenge the Early Roman 

Period dating (which overlaps with the time of Jesus). Godfrey overlooked Salmǯs own count of eleven fragments in the original Nazareth Farm Report which are presented as dating to the time of Jesus; ǲthe totality of the NVFR evidence for a pre-70CE Nazareth rests on eleven small pottery sherdsǳ ȋpage ͳͲͳȌ. )f Godfrey had read Rapuanoǯs amendment ȋ) asked him if he had read it, but he did not replyȌ, he would have seen Raupano ǲexplaining the data in detailǳ, just as he required. 
Conclusion Godfrey failed to substantiate any of his accusations that OǯNeill was in error. Additionally, he appealed to 
sources he apparently has not even read, and which contradict his own claims. 
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Godfrey On Ehrman: Claims of Misrepresentation 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

Neil Godfrey charged Bart Ehrman with misrepresenting the views of Earl Doherty and George Albert Wells. 

Godfrey made this the basis of his claim that Ehrmanǯs work on the historicity of Jesus is fundamentally 

unreliable. This article examines Godfreyǯs claims. 

Godfrey on Ehrman: misrepresenting Doherty? Neil Godfrey claimed Ehrman made a Ǯhostile errorǮ in stating that Earl Doherty Ǯspeaks of a single ancient view of the universeǯ in Dohertyǯs book ǮJesus – Neither God Nor Man: The Case for a Mythical Jesusǯ ȋʹͲͲͻȌ. ǲEither way, Ehrman has clearly done nothing better than skim Dohertyǯs bookȋsȌ and demonstrated 
he has not read the arguments he claims to be reviewing. Otherwise there is no way he could have made such a hostile error as to claim Doherty speaks of a single ancient view of the universe.ǳ638 Contrast Godfreyǯs claim with the following statements made by Doherty in his book. 

1. ǲSo much of the ancient view of things was determined by myth because that was essentially all they had.ǳ639 

 

2. ǲPart Four, ǲA World of Myth and Savior Godsǳ ȋchapters ͳͲ to ͳͶȌ, enters the multi-layered 

universe of the ancients. It will examine their view that a vast unseen dimension lay above the earth, where all sorts of supernatural proceedings took place among gods and spirits.ǳ640 

 

                                                                    
638 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞Baƌt EhƌŵaŶ͛s False oƌ Caƌeless AsseƌtioŶs aŶd QuotatioŶs CoŶĐeƌŶiŶg Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, 

Ϯϴ MaƌĐh, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

639 Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, Jesus: Neitheƌ God Ŷoƌ MaŶ : The Case foƌ a MǇthiĐal Jesus ;Ottaǁa: Age of ‘easoŶ PuďliĐatioŶs, 

ϮϬϬϵͿ, ϭϭ. 

640 Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, Jesus: Neitheƌ God Ŷoƌ MaŶ : The Case foƌ a MǇthiĐal Jesus ;Ottaǁa: Age of ‘easoŶ PuďliĐatioŶs, 

ϮϬϬϵͿ, ϭϰ. 
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3. ǲAncient philosophy as a whole, its view of the universe and of God, was the product of purely 

intellectual contemplation.ǳ641 

 

4. ǲWe will address the specific point about ǲbeing in the fleshǳ in a separate chapter to follow. But the 
question of heavenly trees and ground gets to the heart of the present matter, as an expression of 

modern literality and the inability to comprehend the ancient mindǯs view of the universe.ǳ642 Godfrey claimed it was a Ǯhostile errorǯ to claim Doherty speaks of a single ancient view of the universe, yet there are four clear statements in Dohertyǯs book in which he does exactly that; Ǯthe ancient  view [singular] of thingsǯ ȋp. ͳͳȌ, their view [singular] thatǯ ȋp. ͳͶȌ, Ǯview [singular] of the universeǯ ȋp. ͺ͵Ȍ, Ǯthe ancient mindǯs view [singular] of the universeǯ ȋp. ͳͷͲȌ. 
Godfrey on Ehrman: misrepresenting Wells? 

Godfrey charged Ehrman with misrepresenting the views of Wells so completely that it is not possible that Ehrman has even read the pages of Wellsǯ work that he cites. ǲBart Ehrman has indignantly declared he read all of the books he discusses in his book Did Jesus 
Exist? How, then, could he possibly have confused the mythicist argument of Wells with that of 

Doherty. The two are opposed to each other. But Ehrman appears to have picked up a garbled account and attributed half of Dohertyǯs argument to Wells!ǳ643 ǲEhrman is writing outright disinformation about Wellsǯ argument. Ehrman cannot possibly have read the pages in Wellsǯ book that he cites.ǳ644 

                                                                    
641 Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, Jesus: Neitheƌ God Ŷoƌ MaŶ : The Case foƌ a MǇthiĐal Jesus ;Ottaǁa: Age of ‘easoŶ PuďliĐatioŶs, 

ϮϬϬϵͿ, ϴϯ. 

642 Eaƌl DoheƌtǇ, Jesus: Neitheƌ God Ŷoƌ MaŶ : The Case foƌ a MǇthiĐal Jesus ;Ottaǁa: Age of ‘easoŶ PuďliĐatioŶs, 

ϮϬϬϵͿ, ϭϱϬ. 

643 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞Hoǁ Could EhƌŵaŶ PossiďlǇ Haǀe ‘ead the Books He Cites?,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϴ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. 

[Đited ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

644 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞Hoǁ Could EhƌŵaŶ PossiďlǇ Haǀe ‘ead the Books He Cites?,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϴ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. 

[Đited ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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Godfreyǯs claim was directed very specifically towards this paragraph by Ehrman. ǲ)nstead, Wells contends, Paul understood Jesus to have been a supernatural being who lived in utter 

obscurity some 150 years or so earlier, who was crucified not by the Romans but by the demonic forces in the world.ǳ Letǯs put this paragraph of Ehrmanǯs next to Wellsǯ own words, as quoted by Godfrey himself. 
 Ehrman: ǮWells contends Paul understood Jesus to have been a supernatural beingǮ 
 Wells: ǮPaul believed in a supernatural JesusǮ 
 Ehrman: Ǯwho lived in utter obscurityǮ 
 Wells: Ǯhe was convinced that Jesus lived an obscure life on earthǯ 
 Ehrman: Ǯwho was crucified not by the Romans but by the demonic forces in the world.ǯ 
 Wells: Ǯwho assumed human flesh and was crucified on earth at the instigation of supernatural 

powersǮ Godfrey claimed that Ehrman Ǯis writing outright disinformation about Wellsǯ argumentǳ, and Ǯcannot possibly have read the pages in Wellsǯ book that he citesǯ. Readers may decide for themselves if the evidence supports Godfreyǯs claims. 
Conclusion 

Godfrey failed to substantiate any of his accusations that Ehrman misrepresented Doherty or Wells. On the 

contrary, their works contain the very arguments (and phrases), which Godfrey characterized as 

misrepresentations of their arguments.  
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Godfrey On Historiography: Polybius and Livy 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

Classicist and historian Michael Grant is known for his popularization of Greek and Roman history. Neil Godfrey 

has criticized one of Grantǯs works in particular, ǮJesus: An (istorianǯs Review of the Gospelsǯ ȋͷ99͸Ȍ, in two 

articles ȋhere and hereȌ, accusing Grant of Ǯtalking through his hatǮ, Ǯunprofessional nonsenseǮ, and Ǯimaginative 

fantasiesǮ. This article will focus on one of Godfreyǯs objections to Grant, specifically Grantǯs comparison of the 

gospels to the historical works of the Greek historian Polybius and the Roman historian Livy. 

Godfreyǯs objection 

Godfrey quotes the following statement from ǮJesus: An (istorianǯs Review of the Gospelsǯ ȋpage ʹͲͲȌ, in 
which Grant states that discrepancies between historical accounts of an event do not mean that the event they 

are both describing never actually took place. Citing the differences in the gospel accounts, Grant cites 

discrepancies in the histories of Polybius and Livy when describing the same events. ǲCertainly, there are all those discrepancies between one Gospel and another. But we do not deny 
that an event even took place just because pagan historians such as, for example, Livy and Polybius, 

happen to have described it in differing terms. That there was a growth of legend around Jesus cannot 

be denied, and it arose very quickly. But there had also been a rapid growth of legend round pagan figures like Alexander the Great; and yet nobody regards him as wholly mythical and fictitious.ǳ645 

Godfrey objects to this comparison on the following grounds. ǲOf course no-one disputes events if Livy and Polybius describe them differently. Firstly, look at the different ways Livy and Polybius describe (annibalǯs crossing of the Alps. The facts are not in dispute. 
One does not say Hannibal crossed the Alps after he invaded Italy and another before; one does not 

say he crossed with his army while another says the army crossed without him. These would be the sorts of differences we would expect if Livyǯs and Polybiusǯs accounts are comparable to what we 
find in the Gospels. Rather, most of the differences are perceptions of the character of Hannibal: the 

patriotic Livy hates him while Polybius, a Greek historian, is more neutral.  

                                                                    
645 MiĐhael GƌaŶt, Jesus ;Neǁ Yoƌk NY: Chaƌles “ĐƌiďŶeƌ͛s “oŶs, ϭϵϳϳͿ, ϮϬϬ. 
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Yes, the Gospels also contain different attitudes towards the disciples, towards Jews and Romans. But 

they also contain much more significant contradictions that really do undermine their credibility as accounts ultimately derived from singular noteworthy events.ǳ646 

Godfrey links to the site of John D Clare, a professional historian. The specific page to which Godfrey links, 

provides an English translation of both Polybius and Livyǯs account of the Carthaginian military leader 
Hannibal, crossing the European Alps during his invasion of Italy. Godfrey offers this page in support of his claim although Polybius and Livy describe (annibalǯs crossing of the Alps differently, Ǯmost of the differences are perceptions of the character of (annibalǮ, and none of the differences are equivalent to the differences 
found between the gospel descriptions of certain events. Clareǯs page contains a large number of detailed notes on the historical accounts of Polybius and Livy. It is unclear whether Godfrey has read these notes, which provide a useful way of comparing Godfreyǯs 
assessment of these historical sources, with the assessment of a professional historian. Unlike Godfrey, Clare 

notes a large number of substantive discrepancies between Polybius and Livy, as well as a number of 

historical ambiguities which are impossible to settle given the lack of information given by either historian, 

or by their misuse of their sources. 

The historical sources for Hannibal 

Polybius was contemporary with Hannibal, whereas Livy was writing over 100 years after Hannibal had died. 

These two historians are relied on as providing the most detailed historical accounts, having drawn from 

earlier sources (Polybius knew eyewitnesses of the war with Hannibal); Roman biographer Cornelius Nepos, 

and Greek historian Arrian of Nicomedia, are two additional sources on the life of Hannibal, though Nepos 

was writing over 200 years after Hannibal had died, and Arrian was writing around 100 years after Nepos. 

Yet despite the wealth of historical sources for Hannibal, and the close proximity of his earliest biographers, 

considerable uncertainty remains about his early life, character, and motivation. ǲThe true character of Hannibal eludes us. None of our sources provide the equivalent of the 

anecdotes told about the childhood and family life of the important Greek and Roman politicians of 

the era, many of whom were the subject of detailed biographies. We can say a good deal about what 

                                                                    
646 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞The HistoƌiĐal Jesus aŶd the Deŵise of HistoƌǇ, ϯď: Hoǁ OŶe Populaƌ HistoƌiaŶ Folloǁs Jesus to 

HistoƌiogƌaphiĐal PeƌditioŶ ;Paƌt ϮͿ,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϴ FeďƌuaƌǇ, ϮϬϭϯ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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Hannibal did during his career, and often understand how he did it, but we can say virtually nothing 

with any certainty about what sort of man he was. As with so much else about Carthage and its 

leaders, there are so many things that we simply do not know, that even our sources probably did 

not understand. Was Hannibal for instance a Hellenized aristocrat who dreamed of copying and 

surpassing the great expeditions of Alexander or Pyrrhus, or did he remain very much the Punic 

nobleman with a very different set of beliefs and ambitions? Much as we try to understand Hannibal, he will always remain an enigma.ǳ647 

As we shall see, there is also considerable uncertainty about his famous crossing of the Alps. Historian Dexter 

Hoyos notes that reconstruction of any topic concerning the history of the Punic Wars itself is contentious, 

specifically due to the discrepancies and contradictions between the available sources. ǲPredictably, there are enough discrepancies and sometimes contradictions between accounts to make the task of establishing a reasonably true picture of any topic a contentious one.ǳ648 

Polybius & Livy as historians 

Both Polybius and Livy have their strengths and weaknesses as historians of the life of Hannibal, but Godfrey 

does not mention any of their weaknesses in his description of them; instead he assures us that ǮTheir works find independent support in other sourcesǯ. ǲWe know who Polybius and Livy were, when they were born, where they lived, whom they knew 
and met, their political and social status, where they traveled, and why they wrote their respective 

histories of Rome. That is, we understand their interests and reasons for writing, and their interest 

and ability in writing a generally factual history. Their works find independent support in other sources.ǳ649 

                                                                    
647 AdƌiaŶ GoldsǁoƌthǇ, The Fall of Caƌthage: The PuŶiĐ Waƌs Ϯϲϱ - ϭϰϲ BC ;LoŶdoŶ: Cassell MilitaƌǇ, ϮϬϬϰͿ, ϭϱϳ-

ϭϱϴ. 

648 B. D HoǇos, A CoŵpaŶioŶ to the PuŶiĐ Waƌs ;MaldeŶ, MA: WileǇ-BlaĐkǁell, ϮϬϭϭͿ, Ϯ. 

649 Neil GodfƌeǇ, ͞The HistoƌiĐal Jesus aŶd the Deŵise of HistoƌǇ, ϯď: Hoǁ OŶe Populaƌ HistoƌiaŶ Folloǁs Jesus to 

HistoƌiogƌaphiĐal PeƌditioŶ ;Paƌt ϮͿ,͟  Teǆt, Vƌidaƌ, Ϯϴ FeďƌuaƌǇ, ϮϬϭϯ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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Polybius is considered the better historian of Hannibal, given that he was a contemporary and was able to 

consult eyewitness accounts.  

Yet although Polybius identifies his two Roman sources for his description of the First Punic War, he casts 

doubt on their reliability.650 When describing the Second Punic War, Polybius rarely mentions his sources, 

and typically does not identify them by name.651  (istorians identify Polybiusǯ Roman sources for the Second Punic War by a process of informed guesswork. )n his entire description of (annibalǯs crossing of the Alps ȋbook ͵, chapters Ͷͻ-56), Polybius does not name 

or even cite a single identifiable source, and his account contains almost no geographically identifiable place 

names. (oyos has noted that Polybius Ǯcan be vague or simply wrong at times: as in his narrative, almost 
place-name free, of (annibalǯs passage over the Alps and his implausible account of Scipoǯs early political careerǯ. 652 Nevertheless, Polybius is generally considered the most reliable historian on the Punic Wars, and 

one of the best historians of ancient Rome. John Clareǯs assessment of Livy is highly critical, citing Livyǯs inability to reconcile contradictions between his 
sources, failing to identify biases in his sources, carelessness in copying or translating sources, misdating 

events, and his ignorance of geographical, military, and political details he is attempting to record.653 

                                                                    
650 ͚ MeaŶǁhile, foƌ the Fiƌst PuŶiĐ Waƌ PolǇďius͛ tǁo pƌiŶĐipal souƌĐes ǁeƌe Q. Faďius PiĐtoƌ ;FGƌH ϴϬϵͿ aŶd PhiliŶus 

of AgďƌigeŶtuŵ ;FGƌH ϭϳϰͿ. He fouŶd ďoth to ďe defiĐieŶt iŶ histoƌiĐal ŵethod.͛ , BeƌŶaƌd MiŶeo, ͞ PƌiŶĐipal LiteƌaƌǇ 

“ouƌĐes foƌ the PuŶiĐ Waƌs ;apaƌt fƌoŵ PolǇďiusͿ,͟  iŶ A CoŵpaŶioŶ to the PuŶiĐ Waƌs ;ed. Deǆteƌ HoǇos; JohŶ WileǇ 

& “oŶs, ϮϬϭϭͿ. 

651 ͚PolǇďius also ŵeŶtioŶs soŵe otheƌ Gƌeek souƌĐes, ŵaŶǇ of ǁhoŵ seeŵ to haǀe ďeeŶ pƌo-CaƌthagiŶiaŶ. Most 

suĐh aƌe left uŶŶaŵed.͛ , BeƌŶaƌd MiŶeo, ͞PƌiŶĐipal LiteƌaƌǇ “ouƌĐes foƌ the PuŶiĐ Waƌs ;apaƌt fƌoŵ PolǇďiusͿ,͟  iŶ A 

CoŵpaŶioŶ to the PuŶiĐ Waƌs ;ed. Deǆteƌ HoǇos; JohŶ WileǇ & “oŶs, ϮϬϭϭͿ. 

652 B. D HoǇos, A CoŵpaŶioŶ to the PuŶiĐ Waƌs ;MaldeŶ, MA: WileǇ-BlaĐkǁell, ϮϬϭϭͿ, Ϯ. 

653 ͚IŶstead of sǇŶthesisiŶg all his souƌĐes, LiǀǇ uses fiƌst oŶe, theŶ aŶotheƌ, alŵost faĐt-foƌ-faĐt ;this theoƌǇ, is 

Ŷaŵed NisseŶ͛s Laǁ afteƌ its iŶǀeŶtoƌ, the ϭϵth ĐeŶtuƌǇ GeƌŵaŶ ĐlassiĐist HeiŶƌiĐh NisseŶͿ; this ŵethodologǇ leads 

to all kiŶds of ĐoŶfusioŶ as LiǀǇ ƌepeats eǀeŶts, ĐoŶtƌadiĐts hiŵself oƌ, ǁoƌse, tƌies to Đoǀeƌ up eƌƌoƌs he ƌealises 

he has ŵade eaƌlieƌ. Ϯ. Wheƌe he is aǁaƌe of ĐoŶtƌadiĐtioŶs iŶ his souƌĐes, he ofteŶ siŵplǇ giǀes ďoth; soŵetiŵes 

he saǇs ǁhiĐh he pƌefeƌs, ďut he seeŵs to use Ŷo ŵethodologǇ to eǀaluate his souƌĐes ;as PolǇďius didͿ – he siŵplǇ 
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(istorians have noted in particular Livyǯs poor handling of his sources;654 although he made some attempt to 

determine which of his conflicting sources were most reliable, his method of doing so was inadequate and his 

conclusions unreliable. 655 

 

 

                                                                    
Đhooses the figuƌe iŶ the ŵiddle, oƌ Đhooses the figuƌe ǁhiĐh suits his ďiases.  ϯ. He seeŵs to haǀe failed to take 

aĐĐouŶt of the ďiases iŶ the souƌĐes he ǁas usiŶg – e.g. ǁheŶ ĐƌitiĐisiŶg oƌ pƌaisiŶg ‘oŵaŶ geŶeƌals. ϰ. CaƌelessŶess 

iŶ ĐopǇiŶg souƌĐes – histoƌiaŶs haǀe fouŶd eǀideŶĐe of ŵis-ĐopǇiŶg aŶd ŵistƌaŶslatioŶs. He fƌeƋueŶtlǇ gets dates 

ǁƌoŶg. ϱ. ͚BliŶd patƌiotisŵ͛ toǁaƌds the ‘oŵaŶs, aŶd ďiases foƌ ;e.g. the “Đipio faŵilǇͿ aŶd agaiŶst ;e.g. the 

ClaudiaŶsͿ ĐeƌtaiŶ Ŷoďle faŵilies … ǁhiĐh soŵetiŵes leads hiŵ to distoƌt oƌ ďlataŶtlǇ falsifǇ the tƌuth. ϲ. He ofteŶ 

gets his geogƌaphǇ ǁƌoŶg … ǁhiĐh agaiŶ soŵetiŵes leads to ǁhole stoƌies ďeiŶg ƌepeated. ϳ. He ǁas ǁoefullǇ 

igŶoƌaŶt iŶ ŵilitaƌǇ ŵatteƌs, Ǉet soŵetiŵes Đhose to ĐoŶtƌadiĐt PolǇďius! He tƌied to siŵplifǇ ďattles foƌ his geŶeƌal 

audieŶĐe, ďut ŵade ŵistakes iŶ doiŶg so ďeĐause he did Ŷot fullǇ uŶdeƌstaŶd ǁhat ǁas goiŶg oŶ. Most of his 

ďattles siŵplǇ ƌeĐouŶt aŶ oƌthodoǆ Đlash of iŶfaŶtƌǇ ĐeŶtƌe aŶd ĐaǀalƌǇ ǁiŶgs aŶd aƌe desĐƌiďe iŶ 

tƌaditioŶal/foƌŵulaiĐ teƌŵs of shoutiŶg aŶd slaughteƌ … ǁhiĐh LiǀǇ theŶ liǀeŶs up ǁith peƌipheƌal details aŶd 

aŶeĐdotes. ϴ. He had Ŷo eǆpeƌieŶĐe of politiĐs, so ͚the “eŶate͛ oĐĐasioŶallǇ tuƌŶs up iŶ a steƌeotǇped ŵaŶŶeƌ to 

deĐide this oƌ eŶaĐt that, aŶd ͚the People͛ ƌeaĐt iŶ pƌediĐtaďle ǁaǇs to eǀeŶts; Ǉou get Ŷo satisfaĐtoƌǇ aŶalǇsis of 

the ǁoƌkiŶgs of puďliĐ opiŶioŶ oƌ politiĐs fƌoŵ LiǀǇ.͛ , Claƌe, ͚HaŶŶiďal_LiǀǇ.doĐ .͚ 

654 ͚Apaƌt fƌoŵ the ƌaƌe outďuƌst suĐh as Ϯ.Ϯϭ.ϯ-ϰ,  ϲ.ϭ.ϭ-ϯ, aŶd ϴ.ϰϬ ǁheƌe the histoƌiaŶ seeŵs to Đall iŶto ƋuestioŶ 

the oǀeƌall fƌaŵeǁoƌk aŶd eǀideŶtiaƌǇ ďasis of ‘oŵaŶ histoƌǇ, LiǀǇ iŶǀaƌiaďlǇ aĐĐepts ƌatheƌ uŶĐƌitiĐallǇ the 

fiĐtitiouslǇ detailed Ŷaƌƌatiǀes of his souƌĐes, aŶd eƌeĐts his oǁŶ pƌoďaďilistiĐ ĐoŶĐlusioŶs upoŶ theiƌ uŶstaďle 

fouŶdatioŶs.͛ , GaƌǇ FoƌsǇthe, LiǀǇ aŶd EaƌlǇ ‘oŵe: A “tudǇ iŶ HistoƌiĐal Method aŶd JudgŵeŶt, Histoƌia, 

EiŶzelsĐhƌifteŶ, Heft ϭϯϮ ;“tuttgaƌt: FƌaŶz “teiŶeƌ, ϭϵϵϵͿ, ϱϯ-ϱϰ. 

655 ͚A Đaƌeful eǆaŵiŶatioŶ of the ƌeleǀaŶt data ĐleaƌlǇ deŵoŶstƌates that LiǀǇ s͛ use of histoƌiĐal pƌoďaďilitǇ is iŶ 

geŶeƌal Ƌuite iŶadeƋuate foƌ the diffiĐult task of ĐƌitiĐallǇ aŶalǇziŶg the histoƌiĐal tƌaditioŶs of eaƌlǇ ‘oŵe. OŶ the 

feǁ oĐĐasioŶs oŶ ǁhiĐh it is ĐoƌƌeĐtlǇ eŵploǇed, it Ŷeǀeƌ goes ďeǇoŶd the appliĐatioŶ of ĐoŵŵoŶ seŶse. Faƌ ŵoƌe 

fƌeƋueŶtlǇ, hoǁeǀeƌ, LiǀǇ eƌeĐts his ĐoŶĐlusioŶs upoŶ duďious pƌeŵises.͛ , GaƌǇ FoƌsǇthe, LiǀǇ aŶd EaƌlǇ ‘oŵe: A 

“tudǇ iŶ HistoƌiĐal Method aŶd JudgŵeŶt, Histoƌia, EiŶzelsĐhƌifteŶ, Heft ϭϯϮ ;“tuttgaƌt: FƌaŶz “teiŶeƌ, ϭϵϵϵͿ, ϱϯ-ϱϰ. 



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ʹ͹ͷ 

Discrepancies between Polybius & Livy 

Unlike professional historians, Godfrey does not inform readers of the significant discrepancies between the 

accounts of Polybius and Livy in their description of the Punic Wars. Polybius describes how the first peace 

treaty between Rome and Carthage was ratified, whereas Livy claims it was rejected; yet forgetting what he said earlier, later in Livyǯs history he assumes the treaty was ratified after all.656 Likewise, the description Livy gives of the Battle of Zama, is Ǯbizarrely at odds with Polybiusǳ.657 Since Godfrey has pointed to (annibalǯs crossing of the Alps as an example of agreement between Polybius and Livy ȋacknowledging differences between their accounts but claiming  Ǯmost of the differences are perceptions of the character of (annibalǮȌ, this section of their works will be examined, to see if Godfreyǯs 
claim withstands scrutiny. 

Discrepancy 1: encouraging or berating the troops? 

At the beginning of their descriptions of Hannibal crossing of the Alps, Polybius claims Hannibal gave a speech encouraging his men Ǯby reminding them of their achievements in the pastǯ, whilst Livy claims he Ǯcalled his troops together and harangued them with a mixture of withering scorn and general encouragementǯ, accusing 
them of cowardice. 

Clare notes that there is a discrepancy between Polybius and Livy as to the timing of the event; Ǯin Polybius, (annibal was trying to encourage his men after the defeat by Scipioǯs scouting party; Livy makes it a (ortatio speech before the ascent of the AlpsǮ. This is a significant discrepancy; it is impossible for both historians to 
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be correct. Clare concludes ǮGiven the fact that the army was still only at the Rhone, hundreds of miles from the Alps, one has to question Livyǯs accountǯ. Clare also notes that Livy has written (annibalǯs speech in Ǯa form of oration called a (oratio ȋ= ExhortationȌǯ, noting Ǯthis was a Greek form of orationǯ. Noting Ǯthere are other examples in Livy and throughout Greek literatureǯ of this oratorical form, Clare asks his reader Ǯdoes the fact that this speech follows this form PROVE 
that Livy made it up?ǯ. Clareǯs question is rhetorical, his point being that just because a historical source 
records a speech in a particular well used literary form, does not mean the speech itself never took place or 

that the content is fictional; this is how professional historians treat historical accounts which use literary 

forms. 

Discrepancy 2: a prayer to the gods? Polybius says that after (annibalǯs speech to his troops he offered Ǯa prayer to the godsǯ, but Livy does not mention this. Clare notes ǮThis act – a standard example of Virtus Romana – is deliberately omitted by Livy; what different impression to Polybiusǯs impression of (annibal was Livy thereby trying to create?ǯ. Typical of Clareǯs professional method, discrepancies between Polybius and Livy are not treated as indications that 

an event did not take place. 

When an event is present in one account but not in another, Clare harmonizes the accounts by proposing one 

of the historians lacked a source available to the other, or that one of the historians deliberately omitted the 

event for personal reasons. When both historians give differing accounts of the same event, Clare concludes 

that they are using different, independent sources, rather than concluding that the event did not take place. 

Discrepancy 3: where is the Iskaras? )dentifying a geographical location apparently known as Ǯthe )slandǯ, both Polybius and Livy refer to it as the place where two rivers meet'; the Rhone, and the Ǯ)skarasǯ ȋPolybiusȌ, or ǮSaraǯ ȋLivyȌ. This is the first of a 
number of significant geographical discrepancies in the accounts of Polybius and Livy. Clare notes that 

historians still cannot agree on the identity of this river, and consequently cannot agree on the route taken by 

Hannibal over the Alps, despite all the details given by Polybius and Livy. ǲFirstly, the river given in your set-text as the Ǯ)sèreǯ is actually in Polybius Ǯ)skarasǯ – since the 16th 

century historians have identified this as the Isère, but the British historian De Beer (1969) did not 

agree; he identified it as the Aigues (a river MUCH further south). Historians disagree about the route 

taken by Hannibal over the Alps.  
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The suggestion that Hannibal turned east up the Isère would favour a route which took him over the 

Col du Mont Cenis or the Col de Clapier. The account in Livy, who states that Hannibal turned east up 

the Druentia (Durance), would suggest a southerly route over Mount Genèvre or the Col de la Traversette. We will never be sure.ǳ658 

This is an irreconcilable discrepancy between the geography of the Alps, and the geographical descriptions 

given by Polybius and Livy; the river is not identifiable with any certainty. Either Hannibal went east up the 

Isère or east up the Durentia, but it is not possible to be certain and his route over the Alps remains unknown. 

Discrepancy 4: mediator or partisan? 

Polybius and Livy both describe Hannibal encountering two brothers disputing the leadership of their tribe. Polybius says (annibal favoured one of them, ad Ǯunited with him therefore to attack and expel the otherǯ, 
whereas Livy on the contrary says Hannibal acted as a peaceful arbitrator between the two. Clare concludes 

the discrepancy is the result of the historians using different sources. ǲAlthough this story is paralleled in Livy, there are significant differences which suggest that Livy did NOT take the story from Polybius.ǳ659 ǲWhere Livy says that (annibal was invited to arbitrate, Polybius just states that he supported the 
elder brother; another sign that Livy here was following an alternative source to Polybius.ǳ660 

Discrepancy 5: Allobroges or not? Livy says the two brothers belonged to the Allobroges, a tribal group in Gaul; Clare notes that Polybius Ǯinfers the oppositeǯ. ǲWhere Livy states that the brothers were Allobroges, Polybius does not do so, and rather infers the 

opposite, since here he has the brother protecting Hannibal against the Allobroges. This shows that 
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Livy did not base his account here on Polybius. Given that the Allobroges later attacked Hannibal, you 

have to say that Polybous sounds the more convincing account here.ǳ661 

Again, Clare understands this as an indication of different sources used by Polybius and Livy, rather than 

dismissing the event as fictional. 

Discrepancy 6: allies or enemies? 

Clare notes Polybius and Livy differ completely in their description of (annibalǯs experience with the naive 
tribes during his initial advance through the Alps, and again proposes two alternative sources as the origin of 

the contradiction. ǲNotice, yet again, how Polybius and Livy reverse the role of the Gauls and the Allobroges. Polybius has (annibal escorted by ǮBarbariansǯ safely through the Allobroges; Livy has (annibal helped by Allobroges and unmolested by Ǯthe local Gallic inhabitantsǮ. )t shows that Livy was using a different 
source to Polybius here.ǳ662 

Discrepancy 7: the enemy slipped away, or the attacks were renewed? Polybius claims that the day after an initial attack on (annibalǯs force, the local enemies Ǯslipped awayǯ, leaving (annibalǯs army uncontested. ǲͷ͵.͸. The next day the enemy slipped away and Hannibal was able to rejoin the cavalry and the baggage train and lead them to the highest points of the Alpine passes.ǳ663 

In contrast, Livy says the enemies remained and continued their attacks the next day, though with reduced 

force; Livy specifically mentions further losses to (annibalǯs army at this time, completely contradicting 
Polybius. ǲ͵ͷ.ͳ. (owever, on the next day, the barbarian attacks grew less intense and the two parts of his 

army were reunited. They cleared the pass successfully, but with some losses, mainly of baggage 
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animals rather than soldiers. 35.2. The numbers of tribesmen was now considerably reduced, though their attacks continued, sometimes on the vanguard, sometimes on the rear.ǳ664 

It is not possible for both of these descriptions to be correct; either the enemy Ǯslipped awayǯ the next day, or they continued to attack the next day and (annibalǯs army sustained further losses. 
Discrepancy 8: the sight of Italy? 

Polybius and Livy both claim that after nine days of travel Hannibal came to a vantage point from which he 

could look down on Italy, and encouraged his troops with their close proximity to their goal. ǲͷͶ.ʹ. So he called them all together and tried to boost their morale. (e had only one source of 
encouragement, and that was the sight of Italy, clearly spread out below. It lies so close up under 

these mountains that anyone gazing on both together would imagine that the Alps towered above )taly like an acropolis above its city.ǳ ȋPolybiusȌ665 ǲ͵ͷ.ͺ. Fully aware of this, (annibal rode out ahead and found a vantage point with a panoramic view 

across the whole landscape below. Here he ordered the army to halt and pointed out to them the view of )taly and the plains of the Po valley spread out at the foot of the Alps,ǳ ȋLivyȌ666 

Clare points out that this is completely irreconcilable with the accounts given by Polybius and Livy 

themselves; it is geographically impossible for Hannibal to have seen such a view if he was in the position 

they claimed; either he could see the view because he was not in the position they claimed, or they were 

simply making use of a dramatic story about the event. ǲThis is a wonderful story, which both Livy and Polybius tell … the only problem being that such a 
view exists ONLY on the Mont Cenis or the Col-de-Clapier passes. So either Hannibal used one of 
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those two routes, or both Polybius and Livy were retailing a myth that was just too good not to use!ǳ667 

Discrepancy 9: five months to reach Italy? 

Both Polybius and Livy claim Hannibal took five months to reach Italy, fifteen days of which were spent 

crossing the Alps. However, this is irreconcilable with their clam that Hannibal left Carthage in early spring. ǲPolybius and Livy agree on five months ȋthey perhaps took the figure from a primary source – 

presumably Silenus/Sosylus). But an arrival in early November would imply a departure in June, which contradicts utterly the statement in both Polybius and Livy that (annibal set off in Ǯearly springǯ – Livy emphasises Ǯright at the beginning of springǯ ȋi.e. early March in Spain).  

Yet a departure in early spring would put Hannibal over the Alps in August. There is clearly an error somewhere.ǳ668 

Here the discrepancy is internal; both Polybius and Livy agree with each other but contradict their own 

accounts. It is notable that when faced with Polybius and Livy using a figure which contradicts their own 

accounts Clare actually suggest the figure was taken from a primary source which neither historian cites, 

rather than dismissing the figure itself. 

Discrepancy 10: fifteen days to cross the Alps? 

Both Polybius and Livy say Hannibal took fifteen days to cross the Alps. However, Clare notes that their own 

accounts of the number of days Hannibal spent in the crossing, add up to 18 or 19; they contradict themselves. ǲAmusingly, when you add up the days in both Polybiusǯs and Livyǯs accounts they come to ͳͺ or ͳͻ! 
Both of them appear to have accepted a figure – presumably from Silenus/Sosylus – without checking it!ǳ669 
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Again Clare reconciles the history by treating the figure as accurate and the historians as inaccurate, 

suggesting the figure of fifteen days is correct and that it derives from a primary source. 

Discrepancy 11: how many men? Livy notes the historical sources available to him are Ǯhopelessly at varianceǯ with regard to how many 

soldiers Hannibal accompanied Hannibal into Italy. ǲ͵ͺ.ʹ The authorities are hopelessly at variance as to the number of the troops with which (annibal 
entered Italy. The highest estimate assigns him 100,000 infantry and 20,000 cavalry; the lowest puts 

his strength at 20,000 infantry and 6000 cavalry.  38.3 L. Cincius Alimentus tells us that he was taken 

prisoner by Hannibal, and I should be most inclined to accept his authority if he had not confused the 

numbers by adding in the Gauls and Ligurians; if these are included there were 80,000 infantry and 

10,000 cavalry.  38.4 It is, however, more probable that these joined Hannibal in Italy, and some 

authorities actually assert this.  38.5 Cincius also states that he had heard Hannibal say that 

subsequently to his passage of the Rhone he lost 36,000 men and a vast number of horse and other animals.ǳ670 

Livy again contradicts Polybius, and Clare notes Livy has made the wrong choice. ǲThis section illustrates Livyǯs poor handling of numbers. Although he acknowledges the great variation of numbers, he seems to be prepared to accept Cinciusǯs hearsay, despite being aware of significant problems with his calculations. And although he actually quotes Polybiusǯs numbers 
(without crediting him)he utterly ignores the greater authority of Polybiusǯs source ȋthe column at LaciniumȌ.ǳ671 

Although Livy claims L. Cincinius Alimentus as a reliable eyewitness source (having been taken prisoner by 

Hannibal), Clare notes that this is not true; Alimentus was not an eyewitness to these events. ǲA Roman annalist from the time of the Second Punic War, who really did spend years as a prisoner 
of Hannibal, and whose account of that time was praised by Polybius for its lack of bias. HOWEVER, 
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although he was captured early in the war, he was NOT a prisoner when Hannibal crossed the Alps, and was not an eyewitness.ǳ672 

Discrepancy 12: living off the land? The accounts Polybius and Livy give of how (annibalǯs army sustained itself once in )taly, are completely 
contradictory on three points. Firstly, Polybius claims (annibalǯs army gathered plenty of supplies, while Livy 
claims the opposite. ǲPolybius emphasizes the abundance of supplies gathered by the Punic army, but again Livy claims 

the opposite. He even alleges that Campania was inadequate to support (annibalǯs army, which was 
therefore threatened with hunger. Most importantly, the Roman troops successfully hindered (annibalǯs food supply.ǳ673 

Secondly, Polybius and Livy give different accounts of how the Romans responded at this time. ǲQuite revealing is the following difference in Polybiusǯ and Livyǯs accounts. While Polybius has Flaminiusǯ officers advise their commander to hold back and be on his guard against the superior numbers of (annibalǯs cavalry, Livy has the officers tell Flaminius to use his cavalry and light-armed troops to keep the enemyǯs forces in check ȋPol. ʹ.ͺʹ.Ͷ; Livy ʹʹ.͵.ͻȌ.ǳ674 Thirdly, Livy claims (annibalǯs supplies were exhausted by spring, unlike Polybius. 
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ǲFinally, Livy claims that in the spring of ʹͳ͸ (annibalǯs stores were exhausted and that he contemplated withdrawing into Gaul ȋʹʹ.ʹ͵.͵Ȍ. Polybius, who noted that (annibalǯs army had been able to prepare their winter quarters near Gerunium unhindered, says nothing of the sort.ǳ675 

Professional treatments of the sources 

Despite the numerous sources used by Polybius and Livy (some of them primary sources, and eyewitnesses), professional historians are still unable to reconstruct precise details of (annibalǯs journey across the Alps; 
the sources are too contradictory. Focusing only on twelve of the most glaring discrepancies, from Polybius 

and Livy we learn the following. 

1. Hannibal started by encouraging his troops, or perhaps he started by berating them. ʹ. (e then gave a prayer to the gods, or perhaps he didnǯt. 
3. A key point of his travel took place at a river with a disputed name, which is geographically unidentifiable. 

4. His path through the Alps took him over the Col du Mont Cenis, or perhaps the Col de Clapier, or perhaps 

Mount Genèvre, or perhaps the Col de la Traversette;  his route is impossible to reconstruct with certainty, 

and historians still debate it. 

5. He acted as mediator to two brothers, or perhaps he fought and defeated one of them as a partisan 

supporter of the other. 

6. He was allied with the Gauls and fought the Allobroges, or perhaps he was allied with the Allobroges and 

fought with the Gauls. 

7. After an initial attack on his forces the enemy slipped away the next day, or perhaps the next day they 

resumed fighting with reduced intensity but still inflicted further losses. ͺ. After nine days of travel he came to a vantage point at which he could see all of )taly, or perhaps he didnǯt. 
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9. He arrived in Italy after five months, having started in early spring or perhaps not starting in early spring 

(or perhaps not taking five months at all). 

10. He took 15 days to cross the Alps, or perhaps 18 days, or perhaps 19 days. 

11. He arrived in Italy with 100,000 infantry and 20,000 cavalry, or 20,000 infantry and 6,000 cavalry, or any 

number in between. ͳʹ. When he arrived in )taly his army was able to sustain itself easily by living off the land, or perhaps it wasnǯt 
and it actually ran out of food. 

Professional historians address the discrepancies between Polybius and Livy in a variety of ways. Some of 

those methods involve attributing the contradiction to differing sources, or to an accurate source which both 

Polybius and Livy cited but did not realise they were contradicting, or to the deliberate suppression of 

information by one of the historians for their own agenda, or to translation error (typically to Livy 

mistranslating a Greek source), or to a chronological re-organization of the events for purposes of 

dramatization. 

Occasionally the discrepancies are explained by mismanagement of sources by Polybius or Livy (more 

commonly the latter), and various mathematical calculations are made in order to maintain the credibility of 

certain dates and time periods described by Polybius and Livy, whilst reconciling their inconsistencies and 

contradictions. 

Professional historians do not dismiss Livyǯs record as inaccurate or unreliable on account of his credulous 
citation of supernatural events, nor do they dismiss as unhistorical events which are described using common 

Greek and Roman literary conventions used in fictional works. They seek harmonization where possible, even 

to the extent of attributing information to primary sources uncited by either Polybius or Livy. 

Conclusion 

Godfrey failed to substantiate any of his claims that the only differences between Polybiusǯ record of (annibalǯs Roman campaign and Livyǯs record, are Ǯperceptions on the character of (annibalǯ. On the 
contrary, professional historians note significant conflicts in matters of fact. Additionally, Godfrey 

demonstrated an ignorance of standard historiographical method. 
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The Errors of Dorothy Murdock 

Jon Burke 

Abstract 

Mythicist Dorothy Murdock ȋpseudonym ǮAcharya SǯȌ, displayed in one of her books a drawing of a bronze statue 

she claimed to be a symbol of Ǯthe cock, symbol of St. Peterǯ ȋǮThe Christ Conspiracy: The Greatest Story Ever Soldǯ, 

ͷ999Ȍ. Ehrman disputed this claim in his book, stating Ǯthere is no penis-nosed statue of Peter the cock in the 

Vatican or anywhere else except in books like this, which love to make things upǯ ȋp. ͸ͺȌ. This article examines 

Murdockǯs counter-claims, and finds them in error. 

The bronze statue of Ǯthe cock, symbol of St. Peterǯ Richard Carrier responded to Erhmanǯs rebuttal of Murdock by saying ǮEhrman evidently did no research on 
this and did not check this claim at allǯ, 676 claiming that ǮMurdock quickly exposed this by providing numerous scholarly references, including actual photographs of the objectǯ. 677 Defending his original statement, Ehrman replied to Carrier that Ǯmy offhand statement about this particular one was that the Vatican does not have a statue of Peter as rooster with a hard cock for his noseǯ.678 Carrier responded Ǯ) believe there is reason to suspect he is lying about the Priapus statueǯ. 679  Despite Ehrmanǯs claim that his original statement was intended to mean that the statue was not of Peter, it does read naturally as a claim that the statue does not exist at all. ) believe Carrierǯs criticism of Ehrmanǯs 
original statement is valid, and Ehrman is requesting an unreasonably generous interpretation of that 

statement. However, whilst agreeing with Ehrman that the statue has nothing to do with Peter (contrary to 
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Murdockǯs claimsȌ, Carrier went further. Saying ǮAt the very least ) would expect Ehrman to have called the 
Vatican museum about this, and to have checked the literature on it, before arrogantly declaring no such object existed and implying Murdock made this upǯ, 680 he defended Murdockǯs claim that the statue was at 
the Vatican using these words. ǲSome commentators on his [sic, for 'this'] site have also tried claiming the statue was never at the 

Vatican, but their misinformation and mishandling of the sources is thoroughly exposed in an extensive comment by an observer at Murdockǯs site.ǳ681 )mpressed with what he referred to as Ǯnumerous scholarly referencesǯ provided by Murdock, Carrier ironically decided to trust Murdockǯs claims, and the claims of one of her supporters, without checking them. 
He certainly did not contact the Vatican himself. In fact he did not even check her references at all. An examination of them shows that Murdock failed to provide Ǯnumerous scholarly referencesǯ, contrary to Carrierǯs claim. 
Murdockǯs misrepresented sources 

1. Walker, ǮThe Womanǯs Dictionary of Symbols and Sacred Objectsǯ ȋͳͻͺͺȌ: This is not a scholarly work 

at all. Walker is not even a scholar; her academic qualifications are in journalism, and the only subject in which she is recognized as an expert is knitting. Walkerǯs book is full of unsubstantiated personal 
claims deriving largely from her own imagination. Walker cites a 1972 reprint of a work by Knight, ǮAn Account Of The Remains Of The Worship Of Priapus : Lately Existing At )sernia in the Kingdom of Naples: )n Two Lettersǯ ȋͳ͹ͺ͸Ȍ. Knight is a witness to the existence of the statue, but unlike Murdock 

he says absolutely nothing about it being anything to do with Peter. 

 

2. Knight, ǮAn Account Of The Remains Of The Worship Of Priapus: Lately Existing At )sernia in the Kingdom of Naples: )n Two Lettersǯ ȋͳ͹ͺ͸Ȍ: Since Murdock had already cited a work citing Knight, 

listing Knight independently was redundant. Murdock was inflating artificially the number of works 

                                                                    
680 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞EhƌŵaŶ oŶ Jesus: A Failuƌe of FaĐts aŶd LogiĐ,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, ϭϵ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited 

ϭϳ August ϮϬϭϰ]. 

681 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞EhƌŵaŶ͛s Duďious ‘eplies ;‘ouŶd OŶeͿ,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, Ϯϳ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ 

August ϮϬϭϰ]. 



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ʹͺ͹ 

she cited, a fact which Carrier appears to have overlooked. Knight was tutored at home and was never 

awarded a university degree, so he was not a scholar.  However, his wide experience with antiquities 

as a collector of ancient coins and bronze statues at least means he was more educated on the subject 

than Walker the knitting expert. 

 

3. Williams, ǮA Dictionary of Sexual Language and )magery in Shakespearean and Stuart Literatureǯ 
(1994). This is a scholarly work on a completely different subject. It refers to the existence of the statue, citing a work by Fuchs, ǮGeschichte der Erotischen Kunstǯ ȋͳͻͲͺȌ, so it is not an independent 
source. 

 

4. Fuchs, ǮGeschichte der Erotischen Kunstǯ ȋͳͻͲͺȌ. Murdock had already cited a work citing Fuchs, so 
listing Fuchs independently is redundant; Carrier again overlooked the fact that Murdock was 

inflating artificially the number of works she cited.  

 

Additionally, Fuchs had a law degree, no qualifications in the field in which he was writing, and never 

held an academic appointment, so this is not a scholarly source. 

 

5. Erlach, Reisenleitner & Vocelka, ǮPrivatisierung der Triebe?ǯ Sexualitat in der Fruhen Neuzeitǯ ȋͳͻͻͶȌ: This work cites an unidentified ǯͳͺth C. engravingǯ ȋp. ʹͲ͸, mistakenly referred to by Murdock as p. 
203), which is almost certainly Knight, so this is not an independent source. Published in 1994, this source says that the statue is Ǯstill housed in the Vaticanǯs secret collectionǯ ȋp. ʹͲ͸Ȍ, but as we shall see there is no evidence it was ever in the Vatican Ǯsecret collectionǯ. Murdock has clearly never read 
this book herself, and failed completely to identify it properly; she wrongly attributes authorship to ǮPeter Langǯ. )n fact, Peter Lang is the name of the publisher. This is another error in Murdockǯs list of what Carrier referred to as Ǯnumerous scholarly sourcesǯ which Carrier failed to identify. )t is clear he hasnǯt read the book either, and neglected to check any of Murdockǯs references. 
 

6. Jones, ǮThe Secret Middle Agesǯ ȋʹͲͲʹȌ: Murdock quotes Jones referring to the Ǯnotorious Albani bronze said to be held in the Vatican Museumǯ ȋp. ͹ͷȌ, emphasis mine. (ere is a scholarly work 
striking a note of caution concerning the popular story of the statue being held at the Vatican, and now the story is that it is said to be held in the ǮVatican Museumǯ, not in a Ǯsecret collectionǯ. Jones 
provides no source for the story, and says nothing about the statue having anything to do with Peter. 
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7. Stephens, ǮPublic Characters of ͳͺͲ͵-ͳͺͲͶԢ ȋͳͺͲͶȌ: Murdock quotes text from this book referring to a print of the statue in question in ǮDe la Chausseeǯs Museum Romanum, printed at Rome, in folio, in ͳ͸ͻʹԢ ȋp. ͳʹ͹Ȍ. This text quoted by Murdock was contained in an letter printed several times previously, originally written by John Almon and published in his book ǮA Letter to J. Kidgell, Containing a Full Answer to (is Narrativeǯ ȋͳ͹͸͵Ȍ. The book by Stephens which Murdock quotes is 
not a scholarly work, and nor is the letter by Almon (who was a journalist). Almon says nothing about 

the statue ever being in the Vatican and nothing about it having anything to do with Peter. 

 

8. De la Chausse ǮMuseum Romanumǯ ȋͳ͸ͻʹȌ: Murdock provides an image of the text on page ͹ͷ 
(volume 1), describing the statue in question. However, De la Chausse was not a scholar, he was a 

collector and cataloger of antiquities; furthermore, he does not say anything at all about the statue 

ever being in the Vatican. 

 

9. Middleton, ǮThe Miscellaneous Works of the Late Reverend and Learned Conyers Middletonǯ ȋͳ͹ͷʹȌ: 
Middleton was a clergyman, this is not a scholarly work, and it says nothing about the statue ever 

being in the Vatican and nothing about it having anything to do with Peter. His only source for the 

statue is De la Chausse, whom he cites (volume 4, p. 51). 

 

10. Carlobelli, ǮThe )mage of Priapusǯ ȋͳͻͻ͸Ȍ: Murdock quotes Carlobelli citing De la Chausse as an early 
source for the illustration of the statue (p. 67). However, apart from the fact that this is not an 

independent source (again we find De la Chausse is the source), Carlobelli says nothing about the 

statue ever being in the Vatican, and nothing about it having anything to do with Peter. 

 

11. Wall, ǮSex and Sex Worship ȋphallic WorshipȌ: A Scientific Treatise on Sex, Its Nature and Function, 

and Its Influence on Art, Science, Architecture, and Religion-with Special Reference to Sex Worship and Symbolismǯ ȋͳͻʹʹȌ: Murdock quotes Wall referring to Ǯthe representation of a bronze figure of 
Priapus which was found in an ancient Greek templeǯ ȋp. Ͷ͵ͺȌ, a photograph of which is shown in the 
book. Wall says nothing about the statue having ever been in the Vatican, and nothing about it having 

anything to do with Peter. The image in the photograph differs from the sketch in De la Chausseǯs work, prompting Murdock to comment that this is Ǯa photograph of what appears to be the original bronze statue ȋor at least its twinȌǯ. Wall was a pharmacist with no scholarly qualifications; this is not 
a scholarly source. Carrier claimed Murdock presented Ǯactual photographs of the objectǯ, but this is 
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actually the only photograph Murdock shows, and even she expresses uncertainty that it is a 

photograph of the actual statue to which she is referring. 

 

12. A source is cited by Murdock as ǮStudies in )conography ȋ͹-8:94), published by Northern Kentucky 

University': The work is a journal to which Murdock clearly had no access, since she omits the name 

of the author and title of the article in the journal, whilst linking to the snippet view of the work available on Google Books. Murdock quotes text saying ǮThis object was published under papal and 
royal authority, exhibited for a time in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and is now said to 

be held inaccessible in the secret collections of the Vaticanǯ, but without broader context it is 
impossible to see if the author cited any source for the claim. Nevertheless, again we find scholarly caution; the statue is Ǯsaid to be held inaccessible in the secret collections of the Vaticanǯ. 
 

Assessing Carrierǯs claim Examining what Carrier referred to as Ǯnumerous scholarly sourcesǯ, we find the following. 
1. Half of them are not scholarly sources at all: Walker, Knight, Fuchs, Stephens, De la Chausse, 

Middleton, Wall. 

 

2. Only two are independent sources: De la Chausse, Knight (and Knight is dependent on De la Chausse 

for the illustration he presents his own book); the other sources either cite one of these two, or cite 

no source at all. Carrier was wrong to say Murdock cited Ǯnumerous scholarly sourcesǯ, an error he made because he failed to check the facts. Murdockǯs work itself was anything but scholarly, and Carrier ȋwith academic qualifications Murdock lacksȌ, should at the very least have checked Murdockǯs sources before describing them so 

enthusiastically. If he had checked them, he would have realized how wildly inaccurate her claims were, and how poor her research was. This failure of Carrierǯs was unfortunate in the context of him criticizing Ehrman 
for neglecting to check sources and verify claims. 

Murdockǯs key source contradicts Murdockǯs claim )f Carrier had taken the time to check Murdockǯs claims against her own sources, he would have discovered that they contradict her. Murdock claimed that the statue is a ǮBronze sculpture hidden in the Vatican treasury of the Cock, symbol of St. Peterǯ. But in a book which Murdock does not quote, Knight ȋthe only original source 
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cited for the claim that the statue was ever in the Vatican), states explicitly that the sculpture was displayed 

publicly in the Vatican palace, not Ǯhidden in the Vatican treasuryǯ.  Speaking of the illustration in De la Chausse, Knight says ǮThe original, from which it is taken, is an antique 
bronze, preserved in the Vatican palace, where it has been publicly exhibited for near a century, without corrupting any oneǯs morals or religion, that ) have heard ofǯȌ'; ǮThe Progress of Civil Society: A Didactic Poemǯ 
, p. xxi (1796), emphasis mine. Knight is the only independent source for this claim; there appears to be no 

earlier source, and all later sources cite Knight. 

Regardless of whether or not his claim is correct, the fact is that he contradicts Murdock completely, leaving her without any independent source for her claim that the statue is a ǮBronze sculpture hidden in the Vatican treasury of the Cock, symbol of St. Peterǯ. (owever, there is further evidence that the statue is not in the Vatican, contrary to Murdockǯs claims. One reference Murdock did not cite is Panzanelli & Scholosser, ǮEphemeral bodies: wax sculpture and the human figureǯ ȋʹͲͲͺȌ. This book refers explicitly to the Ǯnotorious ǲVatican BronzeǳǮ ȋp. ͳʹͳȌ, and the image 
shown is the very image cited by Murdock (p. 122), yet when we turn to the page on which the statue is 

described we find the image which Murdock claims is hidden in the ǮVatican Treasuryǯ is in fact, Ǯa phallic 
monument in the Gabinetto Segreto, Museo Archeologico Nazionale Napoli, supposedly recovered at Pompeii/(erculaneumǯ ȋp. ͳʹʹȌ. Not only is there no reference to Peter, but we finally find that the image is not hidden in the ǮVatican Treasuryǯ, but is in the Gabinetto Segreto in Naples, the collection of sexual and 
erotic artefacts found in Pompeii. 

Although the authors express scholarly caution as to whether the artefact was recovered among the ruins of 

Pompeii and Herculaneum, there is no doubt about their identification of its current location; the Gabinetto Segreto, not hidden in the ǮVatican Treasuryǯ. Murdock was not only wrong to claim it is Ǯhidden in the Vatican treasuryǯ, she was wrong to claim it is in the Vatican at all. This is another error which Carrier failed to identify when endorsing Murdockǯs reply to Ehrman, and proves that despite saying ǮAt the very least ) would expect 
Ehrman to have called the Vatican museum about this, and to have checked the literature on itǯ, he did not 
carry out either of these checks himself. 

Right or wrong? Defending Murdockǯs reply to Ehrman concerning the existence and location of the statue, Carrier made this 
additional claim concerning my own comments about the statue on his blog. 
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ǲSome commentators on his [sic, for 'this'] site have also tried claiming the statue was never at the 
Vatican, but their misinformation and mishandling of the sources is thoroughly exposed in an 

extensive comment by an observer at Murdockǯs site.ǳ682 

In fact I neither misrepresented nor mishandled the sources I cited. Carrier did not tell readers that the Ǯobserverǯ on Murdockǯs forum agreed with all of the key points in my argument ȋall emphasis mineȌ. 
1. They agreed with me that the statue is not hidden in the Vatican treasury: ǮMr. Burke was correct when he wrote ǲthe image is not hidden in the ǮVatican Treasuryǳǯ, ǮAnd with this we are agreed, for ) have demonstrated Knight attesting to as muchǯ. 

 

2. They agreed with me that Knight is the only independent source that it was ever at the Vatican: Ǯthis 
leaves us with only one independent source affirming the fact that the statue was once located at the VaticanǮ, Ǯmost likely that would be correct, as the later scholars stating as much do appear to be dependent on KnightǮ. 
 

3. They agreed with me that Murdock is wrong about it being currently hidden in the Vatican treasury, and her own source is evidence that sheǯs wrong about it ever being in the Vatican treasury, hidden 
or otherwise: ǮI agree with BurkeǮ, ) even explicitly agreed with him on thatǮ, Ǯ) have already agreed 

more than onceǮ. 
The disagreements they had with what I wrote had no impact at all on my argument. The facts are that contrary to Murdockǯs claims. 

1. There is no statue of Ǯthe Cock, symbol of St. Peterǯ, either Ǯhidden in the Vatican treasuryǯ or 
anywhere else. 

 

2. The statue to which Murdock appeals for this claim does exist, but is not of Ǯthe Cock, symbol of St. Peterǯ, and is not Ǯhidden in the Vatican treasuryǯ. 
 

3. Thereǯs no evidence that this statue was ever Ǯhidden in the Vatican treasuryǯ. 
                                                                    
682 ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ, ͞EhƌŵaŶ͛s Duďious ‘eplies ;‘ouŶd OŶeͿ,͟  ‘iĐhaƌd Caƌƌieƌ Blogs, Ϯϳ Apƌil, ϮϬϭϮ, Ŷ.p. [Đited ϭϳ 

August ϮϬϭϰ]. 
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4. The only source which says anything about it being anywhere in the Vatican says it was displayed 

publicly, not hidden. 

 

5.  The statue is nowhere in the Vatican, it is in the Segreto Gabinetto in Naples. 

 

Conclusion 

Murdock failed to substantiate her original claim, which was demonstrably based on a combination of 

unreliable sources, misrepresented sources, and misunderstood sources. It was discovered that the facts are 

almost the complete opposite of what she claimed. 
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Sound Words ǮGeology teaches us muchǯ 
Bro. Simons ǮGeology teaches us much; it speaks of a time and creation on this earth when animal life, if not totally, was 

nearly unknown, and only the lower order of vegetable life covering its face, and this must have existed 

many thousands of years; and during the whole of that long period, the earth was undergoing wonderful 

and necessary changes to fit it for a creation of a higher order, and evidently with the creature man in 

view.  

There are evidences to show that when this early period had done its work, it was replaced by a creation 

of a higher order, when animal and vegetable forms of a far more wonderful structure were brought into 

existence and most admirably adopted to the atmosphere, climate, and peculiarities of that creation; and 

this, again, must have lasted for many thousands of years, and in its turn been swept away, and a grander 

creation built on its ruins. And so on, stage after stage.ǯ683   

                                                                    
683 ‘oďeƌt “iŵoŶs, ͞WhǇ MaŶ Was Not at OŶĐe Made PeƌfeĐt,͟  The ChƌistadelphiaŶ Ϯϭ, Ŷo. Ϯϯϴ ;ϭϴϴϰͿ: ϭϳϳ. 
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Prove All Things ǮThe New Lifeǯ 
Bro. Marshall 

Contrary to traditional teaching, the Hebrew word elohim is not a plural word meaning Ǯmighty onesǯ, and 
almost never refers to the angels. It is a word which only has one grammatical form, though it can refer to a 

singular or plural subject. )n this way it is similar to the English words Ǯfishǯ and Ǯsheepǯ, which can refer to 
one fish or many fish, one sheep or many sheep, depending on context and the accompanying verb. For example, when we speak of Ǯmany fishǯ, it is the word Ǯmanyǯ which tells us the word Ǯfishǯ is plural in this case, and when we say ǮThe sheep were sleepingǯ, it is the plural form of the verb, Ǯwereǯ, which tells us the word Ǯsheepǯ is plural in this case ȋthe verb form Ǯwasǯ would indicate only one sheep is referred to). ǲThe word elohim is plural in form, but is used for )srael's singular God over two thousand times in 

the Old Testament. It's sort of like our English word 'deer' - you can't tell if it's singular or plural 

in meaning until you see it in context.ǳ684 

In the case of Genesis 1:26, we have a passage which has puzzled many Bible students. 

 Genesis 1: ʹ͸ Then God said, ǲLet us make humankind in our image, after our likeness, so they may rule over 
the fish of the sea and the birds of the air, over the cattle, and over all the earth, and over all the creatures that move on the earth.ǳ The word translated ǮGodǯ here is elohim. Trinitarians traditionally interpreted the word as plural in form, 

referring to the three persons of the Trinity. Christadelphians have traditionally interpreted the word as 

plural in form, referring to the angels. Both of these interpretations are wrong. The word here is singular, and 

refers to God alone. When we look at the very next verse, we find the word elohim with the singular form of the verb Ǯmadeǯ. 
Genesis 1: 

27 God [Elohim] created [singular verb, one person] humankind in his [singular pronoun, one 

person]own image, in the image of God he [singular pronoun, one person] created [singular verb, 

                                                                    
684 MiĐhael “ Heiseƌ, The FaĐade ;[“l.]: AĐid Test Pƌess, ϮϬϬϳͿ, ϭϮϴ. 
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one person] them, male and female he [singular pronoun, one person]created [singular verb, one 

person] them. 

Repeatedly in this verse we find the word elohim used with the singular pronoun and the singular form of the 

verb, confirming that only one person (God), is being referred to. Writing in 1970, brother Marshall explained 

it in this way. ǮAt a distance in time that is beyond human thought, God once existed alone: that is the sense of Genesis ͳ:ͳ. ǲ)n the beginning God ȋElohimȌ created the heavens and the earth.ǳ Whilst Elohim is a plural form 

it can, depending on its context or the verb that goes with it, be understood as singular. Thus ǲThe 

(ebrew word Ǯcreatedǯ is in the singular and precludes any idea that its subject Elohim is to be 

understood in a plural senseǳ. [brother Marshall gives the source of the quotation in a footnote, ǲThe Pentateuch and (aftorahs, Dr. J. (. (ertz, page ʹǳ]Ǯ685 So why does Genesis ͳ:ʹ͸ say God said ǮLet us makeǯ? )n this case, this is God speaking to the angels, even 
though they are not actually going to be involved in the creative work. We know it is only God speaking, because the form of the verb Ǯsaidǯ is singular, indicating only one person ȋnot the angelsȌ. The footnote in the 
New English Translation Bible explains it this way. ǲ)n ʹ Sam ʹͶ:ͳͶ David uses the plural as representative of all Israel, and in Isa 6:8 the LORD speaks 

on behalf of his heavenly court. In its ancient Israelite context the plural is most naturally understood 

as referring to God and his heavenly court (see 1 Kgs 22:19–22; Job 1:6–12; 2:1–6; Isa 6:1–8). (The 

most well-known members of this court are Godǯs messengers, or angels. )n Gen ͵:ͷ the serpent may refer to this group as ǲgods/divine beings.ǳ See the note on the word ǲevilǳ in ͵:ͷ.Ȍ )f this is the case, 
God invites the heavenly court to participate in the creation of humankind (perhaps in the role of offering praise, see Job ͵ͺ:͹Ȍ, but he himself is the one who does the actual creative work ȋv. ʹ͹Ȍ.ǳ 

                                                                    
685 JohŶ Maƌshall, ͞The Neǁ Life: ϮϮ. Ouƌ God aŶd Fatheƌ,͟  The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ϭϬϳ, Ŷo. ϭϮϲϴ ;ϭϵϳϬͿ: ϱϱ. 
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Review: Living On The Edge (LOTE) ǲLiving On the Edgeǳ ȋLOTEȌ 
Russell Downs 

The Christadelphian community faces some daunting challenges in the 21st century. Many of these we share 

with other Christian groups. The explosion of readily available information resulting from the rise of the 

Internet means that we can no longer live a ǲsafeǳ sheltered life. We face challenges from science and modern 
society, disruptive criticisms from atheists, and disturbing comments from scholars that modern archaeology is overturning the Bibleǯs historical record. Brother Jonathan Burke ȋTaipei Ecclesia, Taiwan), has written a book addressing these challenges, entitled ǮLiving On The Edgeǯ ȋLOTEȌ. 
The thesis of LOTE is that we must face these challenges honestly, and this book provides the resources to do 

so. Christadelphians are in a far better position than mainstream Christians because we are not burdened by 

poorly supported and irrational doctrines such as the Trinity, a supernatural personal Devil, the immortality 

of the souls, and original sin. Additionally, LOTE shows examples of how modern theological scholarship 

increasingly supports our original Christadelphian opposition to these false teachings.  

The engagement with scholarship exhibited by our pioneers could have helped our community to face 21st 

century challenges more confidently. Unfortunately, these opportunities slipped through our fingers during 

the 20th century, as we became cocooned within an increasingly inward looking and anti-intellectual outlook. 

LOTE attempts to help reverse this trend, and to return to making use of modern knowledge to defend truth 

and overcome those who resist the Bible. 

Although aimed primarily at young and not-so-young people brought up within the Christadelphian tradition, 

LOTE could also be useful within other faith traditions and amongst non-theists. LOTE covers a large range 

of questions that are often stumbling blocks to the seeker of truth. For example, it suggests a bold approach to the arguments of the ǲnew atheistsǳ by challenging them on their own ground, citing scholarly sources to 
demonstrate the weakness of new atheist assumptions.  

The shallow arguments of the Jesus myth hypothesis need to be called out, and LOTE shows how this can be done effectively. Similarly, LOTE deals with claims that religion is an evil at the root of much of the worldǯs problems. When addressing the difficult topic of science, LOTE applies the ǲtwo booksǳ concept of Godǯs Work 
and his Word used by brother Thomas and brother Roberts. This concept is also foundational to the LOTE 

approach to science-based challenges to the Bible.  
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LOTE discusses a wide range of topics, including the text and canon of Scripture, translations, and difficult 

issues relating to archaeology. Numerous questions are asked and answered, of which the following list is a 

mere sample. 

1. Are there any good modern Bible translations, and which ancient manuscripts are the most 

reliable?  

2. Was the Genesis flood local, and could the Ark have been built with Bronze Age technology? 

3. What is the best archaeological evidence for the historicity of key events and people in the Bible? 

4. Is the Bible compatible with science, and if so how should we interpret Genesis 1? 

5. (ow can we be sure we have the original Bible text, and what about the other Ǯgospelsǯ of Thomas 
and Judas? 

6. Does the presence of evil disprove the existence of God, and if not why does God allow natural 

disasters? 

7. Does the Bible say anything positive about environmental care, and is Christianity responsible 

for the current ecological crisis? 

8. Why does the Law of Moses condone slavery? 

9. How can we answer atheist challenges effectively? 

10. What are the effects of modern media, de facto relationships and divorce? 

11. Are the Bibleǯs moral teachings still of any value in a modern world? 

12. How can we show atheists that the Bible teaches the right way to live? 

The book deals with personal faith issues such as certainty, credibility, and doubt, and with societal and 

practical issues such as suffering, marriage, homosexuality, and gender roles. Such issues are not normally 

dealt with (or not dealt with well), in earlier Christadelphian works, and there is still a pressing need in our 

community for credible answers to the problems these topics raise. 

An unusual feature of the book is the extensive use of footnotes. These are designed to be actually read, and 

provide extensive evidence from a range of scholarly sources, supporting the main text. This is vital when 

engaging non-Christians, or when challenging Christians to rethink their doctrinal convictions.  

LOTE can be read cover-to-cover, but it is also a useful reference source of material for public lectures, 

preaching material, and Bible Classes. It is a wide-ranging long work, covering many topics over about 600 

pages (including a 100 page bibliography). It does omit certain important issues (such as evolution), which 

some people may regret. However, coverage of those subjects would have required an even larger work, and 

would have distracted from its purpose. 
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Is LOTE the last word on these important subjects? No, and it would not claim to be, but it has the potential 

to lead the way to further useful work, and provides a wealth of useful resources from which others can draw. 

If you are completely happy with your faith and are not prepared to consider challenges to faith then you 

might consider this book unnecessary. However if you would like to do a better job of helping someone, 

perhaps even yourself, who suffers doubts, or has not been prepared to commit to a life in Christ because they 

have had unanswered questions, or if you are looking for a new way to preach, then this book could be a 

valuable tool for you. Living On The Edge is an important book that any serious Christadelphian would be 

well-advised to read. 
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Editorial 

Jon Burke 

Restoration: a Biblical value 

Restoration is one of the core values of the Bible. The concept is principally represented in the form of the 

restoration of our relationship with God, but is also represented in the form of the restoration of the kingdom to )srael, and the restoration of the earthǯs environment at the return of Christ. 
Restoration has always been the rallying cry of our community. Every generation has heard the call to Ǯbuild again the ruinsǯ, Ǯask for the old pathsǯ, Ǯremove not the ancient landmarkǯ, and Ǯstrengthen the things which remainǯ. Our community emerged as part of the Restoration Movement, and scholarly literature classifies us 

as a Restorationist group within the Radical Reformation tradition, the Christians who sought a return to the 

Scriptures and dismissed the authority of all the traditional creeds. Brother Thomas understood his own work 

to be a restoration of the true gospel. 

Our community is rightly characterized by a strong desire to restore the understanding of the gospel as 

originally preached by Christ and the apostles, and to follow their example. Our pioneers, brother Thomas 

and brother Roberts, are typically held up as role models, and many of their personal views on Scripture and 

other subjects are valued highly. We should be aware of their contributions, and treat them with thoughtful, 

careful, and prayerful examination. 

It is unfortunate when we venerate the pioneers, and treat them as nearly inspired. It is even more 

unfortunate when we repeat their errors, and maintain wrong opinions of theirs simply out of tradition, or a 

misplaced respect. They would not wish this, and would be appalled at the way in which many of us view 

them today.  

Yet neither should we dismiss them out of hand as outdated, error-ridden, and irrelevant; though mortal and 

fallible as we are, they left a legacy of valuable exposition and an intellectually honest approach to faith, which 

dealt frankly and openly with challenges to Scripture and belief in God. The restoration of that approach is 

one of the aims of Defence & Confirmation. 

Reformation: valuable self-examination 

While restoration is the recovery of what has been lost, reformation is the process of change by which 

individuals and communities are returned to the original ideal. There is a regular need for reformation, as we 
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all naturally incline to our own path and stray. Reformation is the process of refocusing on the ideal, and changing ourselves so we imitate it more closely. So it is that in Romans ͳʹ:͵ Paul advises us ǮDo not be 
conformed to this present world,  but be transformed [changed, re-formed] by the renewing of your mindǯ. 
This applies not only to our walk in Christ, but also to our understanding of Scripture. Brother Thomas himself 

is an excellent case in point. When challenged by a Christian congregation which expressed its great 

disappointment that he had changed his theological views, he responded to them with some incredulity, 

amazed that they saw his willingness to change as a weakness. ǮMust a man never progress? If he discovers an error in his premises, must he for ever hold to it 

for the sake of consistency? May such a calamity never befall me! Rather let me change every 

day, till I get it right at last.ǯ686 While we can be confident in our communityǯs understanding of the gospel, which has been tested and tried 
and found reliable for over 150 years, all of us should be open to review and revision of our understanding of 

other passages of Scripture, in the same spirit as brother Thomas. Reformation may involve development 

leading to innovation, to the introduction and adoption of new ideas, but it will be aimed directly at 

maintaining what has been restored, and will demonstrate continuity with what has gone before. 

Revolution: the change which neither restores nor reforms 

Revolution is the deliberate abandonment of an existing order, for the introduction of a new order. It is 

neither restoration nor reformation, and is characterized by a rejection of what has gone before; continuity 

with the past is broken, and the new ideas introduced are incompatible with what was held previously. Our 

community has experienced many revolutions in its history.  

These have almost always been the product of influence from apostate communities outside our own; 

examples include false views on the Holy Spirit, on satan and demons, on the atonement, on the role of sisters 

in the ecclesia, and on fellowship with other Christian groups. 

For the most part these views have been opposed strongly, though not without cost; in each generation we 

have lost some who left our community over these issues, or who were withdrawn from when reconciliation 

became impossible. Yet our community has suffered a more dangerous revolution which has left us divided 

                                                                    
686 Brother John Thomas, letter to the congregation assembled at Barker Gate Meeting house, ͳͶ July, ͳͺͶͺ. 
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over our approach to the Bible, and has resulted in significant damage to our witness to the gospel. That 

revolution has involved a rejection of the pioneer approaches to science and Scripture, Bible texts and 

translations, and Biblical scholarship. 
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Columns in Defence& Confirmation 

Jon Burke 

For those who have only recently started reading Defence& Confirmation, here is a list of the columns which 

appear regularly in the journal. 

1. Archaeology: Up to date commentary on archaeological issues relevant to the Bible; defending the Bible's 

historical claims. Current editor, Jon Burke. 

2. Textual criticism & translation: Discussion of and reliable commentary on Bible texts and translations. 

Current editor, Jon Burke. 

3. Prophecy: Commentary on evidence for fulfilled biblical prophecy, and assessing interpretations, including addressing Ǯfailedǯ prophecies. Current editor, Jon Burke. 
4. Doctrines & practices: Discussion and examination of Christadelphian beliefs (fundamental and 

otherwise), and practices; defending Biblical teachings and practices. Open to contributions. 

5. Inspiration & authorship: Discussion of Biblical inspiration and who wrote different parts of the Bible. 

Open to contributions. 

6. Contradictions:  Assessing specific Biblical Ǯcontradictionsǯ, and methods of resolving them honestly. 
Open to contributions. 

7. Science: The relationship between science, Scripture, and scientific claims relevant to biblical 

interpretation. Current editors, Ken Gilmore and Jon Burke. 

8. Ethics & morality: Discussion of ethical and moral topics, which may support or challenge Biblical 

teachings, and commentary defending the Biblical position. Open to contributions. 

9. Prove all things: Examining apologetic arguments and biblical interpretations from Christadelphians and 

other Christians. Open to contributions. 

10. Book & article reviews: Reviews of books and articles relevant to apologetic issues. Open to contributions. 

11. Sound words: Valuable comments from earlier Christadelphian commentators, and commentary from 

modern Christadelphians. Open to contributions. 

12. Reader correspondence: Questions and comments from readers. Open to contributions. 
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When submitting contributions to this journal, please follow this basic style guide. 

 Write an abstract (a brief summary of your article), at the start of your contribution 

 Use the New English Translation when providing Bible quotations687 

 Use the Society for Biblical Literature citation method for footnotes688 

                                                                    
687 Aǀailaďle oŶliŶe foƌ fƌee; https://Ŷet.ďiďle.oƌg.  

688 https://ǁǁǁ.jďu.edu/assets/liďƌaƌǇ/ƌesouƌĐe/file/“BLQuiĐk‘efeƌeŶĐe.pdf.  

https://net.bible.org/
https://www.jbu.edu/assets/library/resource/file/SBLQuickReference.pdf
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The Decline and Fall of Christadelphian Exegesis 

Dave Burke 

 Abstract: Our community was founded on a high respect for Godǯs Word, and a deep desire to study it with the 

best tools available. Early Christadelphian commentators applied sophisticated methods of Bible study, following 

and using relevant mainstream Biblical scholarship. This high standard of Bible study declined in the 1940s, and 

was replaced in the 1960s with more simplistic methods, together with theology borrowed from Evangelical 

Christianity. This article calls for a return to our communityǯs intellectual roots, and a repudiation of Evangelical 

teachings. 

Eighteen months ago a brother sent me an anonymous comment posted on his blog: Ǯ)n the late ͳͻ͸Ͳs, as a convert to the Christadelphian brotherhood from the authoritarianism of 
Roman Catholicism, I was drawn by the scholarly and academic nature of the early Christadelphian writings and the sound reasoning associated with them.ǯ ǮScholarly and academic… sound reasoning.ǯ This is the legacy of the pioneers. We have a duty to uphold it. 

The Legacy 

Articles in the Christadelphian Magazine from the late 19th to early 20th Century generally reflect the following 

characteristics: 

1. Extensive knowledge of (and respect for) professional scholarship 

2. Sound knowledge of ancient Hebrew and Koine Greek 

3. Familiarity with the latest discoveries in archaeology, palaeography, textual criticism, and other Bible-

related discipline 

4. Familiarity with past and current trends in biblical scholarship, textual problems, different textual 

streams, and higher criticism689 

5. Use of the latest and most advanced Bible translations  

                                                                    
689 AŶ aƌtiĐle eŶtitled ͚The Gospels͛ IŶdepeŶdeŶt, HistoƌiĐ WitŶesses͛ iŶ Voluŵe ϭϮ of The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ;ϭϴϳϱͿ 

appƌoǀiŶglǇ ƌefeƌs to Godet͛s CoŵŵeŶtaƌǇ oŶ the Gospel of Luke ;ŶeǁlǇ puďlished that ǇeaƌͿ as a souŶd ƌefutatioŶ 

of ĐƌitiĐisŵs adǀaŶĐed ďǇ the TüďiŶgeŶ “Đhool, ďiƌthplaĐe of GeƌŵaŶ higheƌ ĐƌitiĐisŵ. 
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6. High standards of literary composition and intellectual honesty These virtues are increasingly difficult to find in our communityǯs publications. 
The Decline and its Causes 

Christadelphian exegesis fell into decline during the ͳͻͶͲs and ǮͷͲs, as the conservative Christian backlash against evolution sparked a Ǯculture warǯ between Christianity and secularism. North America, Australia and 
the UK were the chief battlegrounds for this ideological conflict. 

In response to the threat of evolution Christadelphia borrowed creationist apologetics from Christian 

fundamentalists. One such import was Young Earth Creationism (newly revived by the Seventh Day 

Adventists) which teaches that Earth has only existed for ͸,ͲͲͲ years. This idea fitted neatly into the Ǯ͹,ͲͲͲ year planǯ690 Christadelphia was now upholding as de facto orthodoxy.  

Originally the product of rabbinic speculation during the intertestamental period,691 the 7kP had few 

supporters during the early Christian era692 but enjoyed a resurgence during the Second Great Awakening693 

thanks to the endorsement of William Miller.694 When Millerǯs predictions about the Second Advent failed, his 
followers split into three rival groups. In time, one of these became known as the Seventh Day Adventists.695 

The collapse of the Millerites did nothing to reduce the popularity of the 7kP, which continued to flourish 

among Restorationist sects throughout the Third Great Awakening.696 Bro. Thomas embraced it 

                                                                    
690 Heƌeafteƌ ͚ϳkP.͛  

691 The ƌoots of the ϳkP aƌe fouŶd iŶ the Jeǁish apoĐƌǇphal Book of Juďilees ;ϮŶd CeŶtuƌǇ BCͿ. 

692 The eaƌliest ChƌistiaŶ doĐuŵeŶt ǁith aŶ eǆpliĐit ƌefeƌeŶĐe to the ϳkP is the apoĐƌǇphal Epistle of BaƌŶaďas ;ϮŶd 

CeŶtuƌǇ ADͿ. 

693 A peƌiod of ƌeligious ƌeǀiǀal iŶ the U“A, ƌoughlǇ ĐoǀeƌiŶg the fiƌst half of the ϭϵth CeŶtuƌǇ. 

694 FouŶdeƌ of the Milleƌites, aŶ AdǀeŶtist ‘estoƌatioŶist seĐt. 

695 “ee ͚The “eǀeŶth DaǇ AdǀeŶtists͛ TƌaŶsitioŶ to MaiŶstƌeaŵ ChƌistiaŶitǇ͛ oŶ page ϳϵ of this issue. 

696 A peƌiod of ƌeligious ƌeǀiǀal iŶ the U“A, ƌoughlǇ ĐoǀeƌiŶg the seĐoŶd half of the ϭϵth CeŶtuƌǇ. 
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enthusiastically. In Chronikon Hebraikon he presented his own understanding of the doctrine, Ǯcorrectingǯ the 
errors of Miller and R. C. Shimeall.697  Bro. Thomasǯ imprimatur lent the ͹kP an air of credibility it never deserved, and even though the passage of 
time has rendered it insupportable the perceived connection between this doctrine and special creation698 

means it is not often challenged in any serious way. Another teaching imported from the SDA church was Ǯflood geologyǯ, a concept developed by George 
McCready Price.699 Flood geology is the theory that certain geological features of the Earth were formed by a 

global Noahic flood. This idea satisfied Christadelphian YECs700 and OEYCCs701 because it seemed to provide 

a plausible alternative explanation for evidence which secular science uses to support evolution. 

                                                                    
697 ͚MILLE‘ staked his ǁhole theoƌǇ upoŶ the ŶotioŶ that the ǁoƌld ǁas ϲ,ϬϬϬ Ǉeaƌs old iŶ ϭϴϰϯ. But tiŵe has 

pƌoǀed his ĐoŵputatioŶ, aŶd theƌefoƌe his theoƌǇ, to ďe utteƌlǇ eƌƌoŶeous. IŶ ϭϴϱϵ, “HIMEALL, iŶ "Ouƌ Biďle 

ChƌoŶologǇ," p.ϭϴϮ, aŶŶouŶĐed that the ǁoƌld ǁill ďe ϲ,ϬϬϬ Ǉeaƌs old iŶ ϭϴϲϴ, aŶd that the "Ǉeaƌ A.M. ϲϬϬϭ ǁill ďe 

the usheƌiŶg iŶ of the Gƌeat “aďďatisŵ spokeŶ of iŶ ‘eǀ. ϮϬ:ϭ-ϲ." Thus, he fiǆes the ĐoŵŵeŶĐeŵeŶt of the 

MilleŶŶiuŵ to the A.D. ϭϴϲϵ; ǁhiĐh he assigŶs as the liŵit of the "uŶpaƌalleled 'tƌiďulatioŶ' pƌediĐted ďǇ ouƌ Loƌd." 

But the ĐuƌƌeŶt thƌee Ǉeaƌs ǁill Ŷot affoƌd sĐope foƌ suĐh a tƌiďulatioŶ. Mƌ. “hiŵeall has ŵade a ŵistake. His 

ĐhƌoŶologiĐal speĐulatioŶs haǀe ŵisled hiŵ. The ǁoƌld ǁill Ŷot ďe ϲ,ϬϬϬ Ǉeaƌs old uŶtil A.D. ϭϵϭϬ, ǁhiĐh is ϰϰ Ǉeaƌs 

fƌoŵ ϭϴϲϲ. But theƌe is ƌeasoŶ to ďelieǀe that the MilleŶŶiuŵ ǁill ĐoŵŵeŶĐe a feǁ Ǉeaƌs ďefoƌe the ǁoƌld attaiŶs 

to ϲ,ϬϬϬ Ǉeaƌs. It is apoĐalǇptiĐallǇ ƌeǀealed, that it ǁill eŶd at the ͞LITTLE “EA“ON,͟  ǁhiĐh Đoŵes ǁithiŶ the liŵit 

of the MilleŶaƌǇ Week of ϳ,ϬϬϬ Ǉeaƌs fƌoŵ the CƌeatioŶ -- ͞afteƌ the ϭ,ϬϬϬ Ǉeaƌs aƌe fulfilled, “ataŶ ŵust ďe loosed 

a little seasoŶ͟ ;‘eǀ. ϮϬ:ϯ, ϳͿ.͛  JohŶ Thoŵas. ChƌoŶikoŶ HeďƌaiĐoŶ, ϭϴϲϱ [Đited ϱ JaŶuaƌǇ ϮϬϭϱ ϮϬϭϰ]. OŶliŶe: 

http://ǁǁǁ.Đhƌistadelphia.oƌg/ďooks/ĐhƌoŶikoŶ.htŵ 

698 Though Ŷot ŶeĐessaƌilǇ YouŶg Eaƌth CƌeatioŶisŵ; Ŷote that Bƌo. Thoŵas aŶd Bƌo. ‘oďeƌts ďoth eŶdoƌsed the 

ϳkP. 

699 PƌiĐe ǁas a ĐƌeatioŶist authoƌ aŶd aŵateuƌ geologist. 

700 YouŶg Eaƌth CƌeatioŶists. 

701 ͚Old Eaƌth YouŶg CƌeatioŶ CƌeatioŶists.͛  OEYCCs ďelieǀe that although Eaƌth is ǀeƌǇ aŶĐieŶt ;ŵillioŶs, oƌ eǀeŶ 

ďillioŶs of Ǉeaƌs oldͿ the pƌeseŶt ĐƌeatioŶ has oŶlǇ eǆisted foƌ ϲ,ϬϬϬ Ǉeaƌs. This positioŶ is ĐoŵŵoŶ to ŵaŶǇ if Ŷot 

http://www.christadelphia.org/books/chronikon.htm


DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ͵Ͳͻ 

Flood geology initially proved popular with mainstream Christians, but by the 1950s most evangelical 

scientists had rejected it and by the 1960s it was relegated to the fundamentalist fringe. These developments 

were largely ignored by our community, which continued to perpetuate the error. 

When fundamentalist YECs Whitcomb and Morris published The Genesis Flood: The Biblical Record and its 

Scientific Implications702 senior brethren uncritically endorsed their interpretations, although some—such as 

prominent OEC Bro. Alan Hayward—publicly rejected it. The Genesis Flood was stocked by Christadelphian 

ecclesial libraries, and sold by the Christadelphian Magazine and Publishing Association703 alongside similar 

works of equally dubious value. 

The Fundamentalist Infection 

In 1964 Bro. Ralph Lovelock—while still a member of the CMPA—presented a series of talks affirming the 

existence of pre-Adamic manlike creatures from which Adam was eventually formed, and with which his 

descendants intermarried. This sparked a controversy over evolution which caused uproar in Australia and the UK. )ronically, Bro. Lovelockǯs model is one few today would recognise as having merit on Scriptural or 
scientific grounds, even among those of our community who accept evolution. 

Two years later Bro. Lovelock was disfellowshipped but the fallout took more than a decade to settle, during 

which time YEC literature remained in high demand. Retreating from evolution—whether theistic or 

materialistic—Christadelphians increasingly embraced the opposite extreme: fundamentalism. This toxic 

ideology had already crippled intellectual endeavour within evangelical Christianity. Ǯ)n his article ǲChristianity and Culture,ǳ on the eve of the Fundamentalist Controversy, the great 
Princeton theologian J. Gresham Machen solemnly warned,  ǲFalse ideas are the greatest obstacles to the reception of the Gospel. We may preach with all the 
fervour of a reformer and yet succeed only in winning a straggler here and there, if we permit the 

                                                                    
ŵost ChƌistadelphiaŶ Old Eaƌth CƌeatioŶists todaǇ. BǇ ĐoŶtƌast, ouƌ ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ͛s eaƌliest Old Eaƌth CƌeatioŶists 

ďelieǀed that Eaƌth aŶd ĐƌeatioŶ aƌe ďoth of gƌeat aŶtiƋuitǇ ;though theǇ diffeƌed oŶ the details of the pƌoĐessͿ. 

702 A ďook aƌguiŶg foƌ YEC, a gloďal flood, aŶd flood geologǇ. 

703 Heƌeafteƌ ͚CMPA.͛  
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whole collective thought of the nation to be controlled by ideas which prevent Christianity from being regarded as anything more than a harmless delusion.ǳ Unfortunately, Machenǯs warning went unheeded, and biblical Christianity retreated into the 
intellectual closet of Fundamentalism. Anti-intellectualism and second-rate scholarship became the norm.ǯ704 

The experience of the evangelical community should have served as a warning to our own, but the danger 

was ignored and the lesson went unlearned. Brethren began describing themselves as Ǯfundamentalistsǯ, and 
wrote letters to the Christadelphian magazine recommending the use of fundamentalist literature. Calvinist theologian J. ). Packerǯs Fundamentalism and the Word of God was favourably reviewed in the Christadelphian 

magazine, sold by the CMPA, and repeatedly promoted from 1968 to the mid-1990s.  

                                                                    
704 William Lane Craig ȋʹͲͲͺ-Ͳ͹-ʹ͵Ȍ. Reasonable Faith: Christian Truth and Apologetics ȋͳ͹Ȍ. Good News Publishers/Crossway Books. Kindle Edition. 
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Wiser brethren protested against this development. Letters to The Christadelphian in 1984 and 1996 from 

Islip Collyer,705 Eric Draper706 and John Alfree707 urged our community to reject the fundamentalist label and 

avoid fundamentalist literature. Their calls were largely unheeded. 

                                                                    
705 ͚AĐĐoƌdiŶg to the Neǁ IŶteƌŶatioŶal DiĐtioŶaƌǇ of ChƌistiaŶ ChuƌĐhes ;PateƌŶosteƌ PƌessͿ: ͞FuŶdaŵeŶtalisŵ is a 

ĐoŶseƌǀatiǀe theologiĐal ŵoǀeŵeŶt iŶ AŵeƌiĐaŶ PƌotestaŶtisŵ, ǁhiĐh aƌose iŶ the ϭϵϮϬs iŶ oppositioŶ to 

ŵodeƌŶisŵ.͟  The fiǀe doĐtƌiŶes of FuŶdaŵeŶtalisŵ aƌe stated as: ;ϭͿ The ViƌgiŶ Biƌth; ;ϮͿ The ‘esuƌƌeĐtioŶ aŶd 

DeitǇ of Chƌist; ;ϯͿ Chƌist͛s “uďstitutioŶaƌǇ AtoŶeŵeŶt; ;ϰͿ Chƌist͛s “eĐoŶd CoŵiŶg; ;ϱͿ The AuthoƌitǇ aŶd IŶeƌƌaŶĐǇ 

of the Biďle. But iŶ the ϭϵϱϬs FuŶdaŵeŶtalisŵ ǁas steƌeotǇped as ďeiŶg a Đlose-ŵiŶded, ďelligeƌeŶt aŶd sepaƌatist 

ŵoǀeŵeŶt, aŶd ǁas supeƌseded ďǇ the teƌŵ ͞Neǁ EǀaŶgeliĐal ,͟ a ŵoǀeŵeŶt that is heiƌ to the spiƌit aŶd puƌpose 

of the oƌigiŶal FuŶdaŵeŶtalists. “iŶĐe ǁe ChƌistadelphiaŶs ĐaŶŶot suďsĐƌiďe to ǁhat is ŵeaŶt ďǇ doĐtƌiŶes Ϯ aŶd ϯ 

of FuŶdaŵeŶtalisŵ, it ŵight ďe as ǁell if ǁe did Ŷot giǀe the iŵpƌessioŶ that ǁe aƌe fuŶdaŵeŶtalists, eǀeŶ 

though iŶ the tƌue seŶse of the ǁoƌd, ǁe aƌe!͛ JohŶ V. CollǇeƌ, ͚Aƌe ChƌistadelphiaŶs FuŶdaŵeŶtalists? ,͛ The 

ChƌistadelphiaŶ ;ϭϮϭ.ϭϰϯϱ.ϮϴͿ, ϭϵϴϰ. 

706 ͚I appƌeĐiated Bƌotheƌ CollǇeƌ͛s letteƌ ;JaŶuaƌǇ, p. ϮϴͿ oŶ ͞FuŶdaŵeŶtalisŵ ,͟ as foƌ a loŶg tiŵe I haǀe ďeeŶ 

distuƌďed ǁheŶ ofteŶ ǁe haǀe ďeeŶ desĐƌiďed as ͞fuŶdaŵeŶtalists͟. This teƌŵ aƌose ďetǁeeŶ ϭϵϬϵ aŶd ϭϵϭϱ, 

ǁheŶ a seƌies of ϭϮ ďooklets eŶtitled ͞The FuŶdaŵeŶtals͟ ǁas issued ďǇ The TestiŵoŶǇ PuďlishiŶg Co., ChiĐago. 

…It ǁas a ŵoǀe to ĐouŶteƌ the BiďliĐal ĐƌitiĐisŵ aŶd ƌatioŶalisŵ of that tiŵe. These ďooklets ĐoŶtaiŶed ŵaŶǇ 

eǆpositioŶs of oƌthodoǆ ChƌistiaŶ faith iŶ the tƌaditioŶal ŵaŶŶeƌ lateƌ assoĐiated ǁith the ͞EǀaŶgeliĐals͟, as 

Bƌotheƌ CollǇeƌ poiŶted out. ‘eĐeŶtlǇ, hoǁeǀeƌ, the teƌŵ has ďeeŶ used iŶ a deƌogatoƌǇ ǁaǇ to desĐƌiďe aŶ 

eǆĐessiǀe liteƌalist iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ of “Đƌiptuƌe. It is this aspeĐt that has led ŵaŶǇ to ƌaŶk us as FuŶdaŵeŶtalists. IŶ 

ŵaŶǇ ǁaǇs ǁe haǀe oŶlǇ ouƌselǀes to ďlaŵe foƌ suĐh ŵisƌepƌeseŶtatioŶ if ǁe pƌofess to suďsĐƌiďe to the liteƌal 

iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ aŶd iŶeƌƌaŶĐǇ of the Biďle ǁithout aŶǇ Đleaƌ ƋualifiĐatioŶ. Yet, iŶ pƌaĐtiĐe, ǁe do ŶothiŶg of the 

soƌt, as is oďǀious fƌoŵ alŵost eǀeƌǇ eǆpositioŶ ǁe giǀe.͛  EƌiĐ W. Dƌapeƌ, ͚FuŶdaŵeŶtalisŵ ,͛ The ChƌistadelphiaŶ 

;ϭϮϭ.ϭϰϯϳ.ϭϬϵͿ, ϭϵϴϰ. 

707 ͚The ƌeĐeŶt aƌtiĐle iŶ the JaŶuaƌǇ issue, foƌ eǆaŵple, giǀes aŶ uŶƋualified ƌeĐoŵŵeŶdatioŶ to tǁo ǁoƌks ďǇ 

the eǀaŶgeliĐal ǁƌiteƌ, J. I. PaĐkeƌ. Theƌe ĐaŶ ďe Ŷo douďt that PaĐkeƌ does aƌgue ǁell that the Biďle is the Woƌd of 

God—the ƌeasoŶ foƌ its ƌeĐoŵŵeŶdatioŶ ďǇ Bƌotheƌ ViŶĐeŶt. Hoǁeǀeƌ, PaĐkeƌ͛s FuŶdaŵeŶtalisŵ aŶd the Woƌd 

of God is a ǀeƌitaďle ŵiŶefield foƌ the uŶǁaƌǇ. …His ǁhole appƌoaĐh to “Đƌiptuƌe is that ǁhilst it is God-giǀeŶ ǁe 

ĐaŶŶot ďegiŶ to uŶdeƌstaŶd it ǁithout the diƌeĐt aĐtioŶ of the spiƌit upoŶ ouƌ ŵiŶd: ͞Without the “piƌit͛s help 
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The Rise of the Anti-Intellectuals 

By the mid-1970s scepticism toward science and mistrust of professional biblical scholarship were normative among Christadelphians. This radical departure from the pioneersǯ ethos led to the institutionalisation of a 
virulent anti-intellectualism, which had severe consequences for our communityǯs exegetical approach. 
Brethren convinced themselves that with the help of just a few basic aids (an outdated concordance, an equally outdated Bible dictionary, Wilsonǯs Diaglott, and perhaps a 19th Century commentary) they could 

match or even beat professional scholars at their own game. 

The pursuit of higher education (especially university) was widely discouraged. In Western and South 

Australia particularly, Christadelphian young men were encouraged to become apprentices and learn a trade. 

This trend ensured that most of them would never be exposed to high quality exegetical literature or mental 

training of any kind, and pushed a large number of impressionable junior brethren into ungodly, anti-

intellectual environments rife with immorality, misogyny, and vice. Meanwhile, members of the previous 

generation openly enjoyed the benefits of the tertiary qualifications they had acquired earlier in their lives 

and were now denying to others. 

In the absence of a sound, well established, systematic exegetical method Christadelphia fell victim to folk 

theology and languished for decades under the Ǯverse-by-verseǯ708 hermeneutic championed by Bro. Perce 

Mansfield and his followers. The near-universal acceptance of this technique in Australia (with little or no 

recognition of its weaknesses) reversed much of the progress our community had previously achieved in the 

field of biblical interpretation, and cemented a narrow tradition based on predominantly internal resources.  

 

 

                                                                    
theƌe ĐaŶ ďe Ŷo gƌasp of the ŵessage of “Đƌiptuƌe, Ŷo ĐoŶǀiĐtioŶ of the tƌuth of “Đƌiptuƌe aŶd Ŷo faith iŶ the God 

of “Đƌiptuƌe.͟  This daŶgeƌous doĐtƌiŶe ǁhiĐh uŶdeƌŵiŶes the iŶheƌeŶt saǀiŶg poǁeƌ of the Woƌd of God itself, 

ǁheŶ ƌeĐeiǀed iŶto a ͞ good aŶd hoŶest heaƌt ,͟ is fuŶdaŵeŶtal to PaĐkeƌ͛s appƌoaĐh to the Biďle aŶd is Ŷot alǁaǇs 

so easilǇ ƌeĐogŶisaďle.͛  JohŶ Alfƌee, ͚A ChƌistadelphiaŶ͛s Bookshelf ,͛ The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ;ϭϯϯ.ϭϱϴϬ.ϲϴͿ, ϭϵϵϲ. 

708 Heƌeafteƌ ͚VBV.͛  
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One Australian brother raised during the era of Mansfield dominance has described his feelings while training 

his eldest child in the use of superior study methods and resources: Ǯ[)t] made me realise how woefully inadequate my induction was: ǮLook up every word in Strongǯs, look at each verse in Treasury of Scriptural Knowledge; [for] keywords go to Vineǯs.ǯ 
A direct consequence of VBV ascendency was the rise of word studies. These have a legitimate place in 

exegesis when correctly handled, but under the influence of the Mansfieldite error (which promoted them as the core of our communityǯs default exegetical methodȌ their role was misunderstood and the techniques 

misapplied. 

The combination of VBV exposition, botched word studies and a slavish and uncritical adherence to obsolete 

resources such as Strong's Concordance resulted in an ad hoc approach which was more a hindrance than a 

help. Its characteristics are instantly recognisable. The exegete typically builds an entire interpretation upon 

the meaning of a single word (seemingly chosen at whim) without any reference to context. He does this with 

every word he considers significant, isolating them from their original context even if they're all in the same 

verse.  

The aim is to derive a spiritual point from every allegedly significant word (though the process by which a 

word is deemed significant appears entirely arbitrary, as is the interpretation which follows). Such is the method found in Perce Mansfieldǯs Expositor series, which set the standard now followed by the adherents of 

his tradition. 

As a result we are regularly treated to the unedifying spectacle of brethren standing on the platform and regaling us quite unnecessarily with the semantic range of Greek words ȋe.g. ǮThe Greek word translated ǲlawǳ here means ǲa ruleǳ, ǲa standardǳ, or ǲa lawǳ.ǯȌ709 Nine times out of ten we find the word was translated 

correctly in the first place, so there was no need to check the Greek at all and the audience has learned nothing. 

The Dilemma 

Today Christadelphian exegesis is under threat from two competing schools of thought. Both are subjective, 

anti-intellectual, and opposed to the practices of our pioneers. The first is distinctly fideistic: its advocates 

claim that simply opening the Bible and praying for guidance is sufficient to guarantee good results.  

                                                                    
709 This is aŶ aĐtual eǆaŵple fƌoŵ a ƌeal life eǆhoƌtatioŶ. 
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The second school of thought encourages deep exegesis but recommends poor methods. Its advocates prefer 

Christadelphian commentary over professional academic scholarship, and the works they rely on are 

typically archaic. These two approaches are the direct product of our communityǯs consistent failure to teach and apply high 
quality hermeneutics. They remain a polarising and damaging influence, but very little effort has been made to find a profitable Ǯthird way.ǯ Concerns and complaints about the lack of knowledge and experience among 
young and old brethren now are commonplace. Some examples follow: Ǯ) lament the knowledge gap that many have, even on things we once took for granted such as history, )srael, doctrines and basic bible study.ǯ Ǯ[There is] an unrecognised but growing demand in our community.ǯ 

'The issue you raise about an increasing lack of knowledge and skills amongst our young baptised 

people, and indeed a complete lack of confidence amongst some, is a deeply worrying one. The more 

general problem of sloppy research and a shallow grasp of subject matter has bothered me for years.ǯ ǮThere are a limited number of brethren that put themselves up for speaking, and frankly the skills 
shown in research, study, thinking are not coming through in any material delivered.  

So, poor role modelling exists, and there are a number of younger brethren i.e. 40 and under who 

have no idea how to study or speak, and there is no learning and development methodology to bring them on.ǯ710 

The Heritage 

Volume 18 of The Christadelphian (1881) contains a 3,800-word article by Bro. Thirtle711 in which he casually 

refers to the Alexandrian, Ephraem, Vatican, Sinaitic and Beza manuscripts, the KJV, the Revised Version, Rotherhamǯs Emphasised Bible, and the works of highly regarded scholars such as McClellan, Griesbach, 
Tischendorf, Scrivener, Green, Alford, Tregelles, and Lachmann. (e makes use of Westcott and (ortǯs critical 
                                                                    
710 These aƌe uŶsoliĐited Ƌuotes fƌoŵ a Ŷuŵďeƌ of ďƌethƌeŶ aĐƌoss the ChƌistadelphiaŶ speĐtƌuŵ. 

711 ͚‘eŵaƌks ďǇ Bƌotheƌ Thiƌtle.͛  



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ͵ͳͷ 

Greek text and the ASV New Testament (both newly published that year) and demonstrates a thorough grasp 

of Koine Greek grammar.  Bro. Thirtleǯs article reflects an assumption that the reader will comprehend these academic references. Our 

pioneers were well-informed Bible scholars and wrote for a well-informed audience, but in many parts of 

Christadelphia this is no longer the case. Alarmingly, among those who claim they follow the pioneersǯ 
approach, surprising few demonstrate familiarity with it. As a community we have a rich heritage of careful 

study of the Word. With the wealth of resources from within and without Christadelphia, surely it is time to 

go back to the roots which sustained us. 
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The Abandonment of a Valuable Pioneer Legacy 

Jon Burke 

Abstract: Our earliest commentators, starting with Brother Thomas and brother Roberts, had approaches to 

science, textual criticism and Bible translations, and the authorship of parts of the Bible, which were very sound, 

and which are extremely valuable to us today. Unfortunately many modern Christadelphians are unaware of 

these earlier views, and many Christadelphians reject much of what was typically taught on a range of subjects 

for the first 100 years of our community. This article examines the differences between earlier Christadelphian 

teaching and modern teaching, and encourages a return to the pioneer legacy. 

Brother Thomas and brother Roberts used science and Biblical scholarship to combat doctrinal error, 712 

believing scientific facts always supports the Bible.713 They accepted the scientific evidence for the age of the 

                                                                    
712 Ǯto prop up his unattested theory, he throws overboard the narratives of Matthew and Luke, which, if one 

or two scholars opine to reject, an overwhelming majority consider genuine,ǯ, Robert Roberts, ǲWho Was the Father of Jesus Christ?,ǳ The Christadelphian ͷ, no. ͷͲ ȋͳͺ͸ͺȌ: ͶͶ–ͷʹ. 
713 ǮThere can be no conflict between the genuine sense of Godǯs messages to mankind and the real facts and 

authentic conclusions of science.ǯ, Robert Roberts, ǲThe Uncertainties of Modern Science,ǳ The 

Christadelphian ͳͶ, no. ͳ͸ͳ ȋͳͺ͹͹Ȍ: Ͷͻͻ. 
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earth714 715 716 and pre-Adamic human beings, 717 718 despite rejecting evolution in the strongest possible 

terms.719 Brother Roberts argued the Genesis flood was not global, 720 721 and that Moses did not write the 

                                                                    
714 ǮThe duration of the earthǯs revolutions round the sun previous to the work of the first day is not revealed: 
but the evidences produced by the strata of our globe show that the period was long continued.ǯ, John Thomas, Elpis )srael: An Exposition of the Kingdom of God ȋelectronic ed.; Birmingham, UK: The Christadelphian, ͳͻͻͲȌ, ͳͲ. 
715 ǮGeologists have endeavoured to extend the six days into six thousand years. But this, with the scriptural 

data we have adduced, is quite unnecessary. Instead of six thousand, they can avail themselves of sixty 

thousand; for the scriptures reveal no length of time during which the terrene angels dwelt upon our 

globe.ǯ, ibid., p. ͳͳ. 
716 Ǯ)t is a demonstrable fact that the earth has existed for ages. To adopt a view that appears to make it begin only ͸,ͲͲͲ years ago would create a difficulty. There is no need for adopting such a view.ǯ, Robert Roberts, ǲ)n the Beginning,ǳ The Christadelphian ͵͹, no. ͵͹Ͳ ȋͳͺͺͷȌ: ͳͶͳ. 
717 ǮThere are indeed hints, casually dropped in the scriptures, which would seem to indicate that our planet 

was inhabited by a race of beings anterior to the formation of man.ǯ, John Thomas, Elpis Israel: An 

Exposition of the Kingdom of God (electronic ed.; Birmingham, UK: The Christadelphian, 1990), 10. 

718 ǮNeither was the human the first rational race on its surface, if we are to attach the same sense to the words addressed to Adam as they possessed when addressed to Noah. ǲBe fruitful and multiply, and replenish ȋfill againȌ the earth.ǳǯ, Robert Simons, ǲA Brush with Modern Scepticism,ǳ The Christadelphian ʹͳ, no. ʹ͵ͺ ȋͳͺͺͶȌ: ͳ͸͵. 
719 Ǯ)F this theory were true, the hope of the gospel would never be anything more than a beautiful fancy.ǯ, Robert Roberts, ǲThe Darwinian Theory of Evolution,ǳ The Christadelphian ͳʹ, no. ͳ͵͹ ȋͳͺ͹ͶȌ: Ͷͺͻ. 
720 ǮConsidering the comparatively limited extent of the human family at the time, and that it was confined to one small district of the globe, it would seem reasonable to conclude from the principle already looked at – the divine sparingness of means – that the flood was co-extensive only with the Adamically-inhabited 

portion of the globe.ǯ, Robert Roberts, ǲThe Visible (and of God,ǳ The Christadelphian ͳͺ, no. ʹͲͷ ȋͳͺͺͳȌ: ͵Ͳͺ. 
721 So did brother Jardine, who went further and interpreted the flood as having an impact only on a local population enlightened by Godǯs law, not even on all human beings on the earth; Ǯthere is sufficient reason to 
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Pentateuch.722 (e also promoted Tischendorfǯs edition of the Greek New Testament ȋpublished in his dayȌ, 
based on Vaticanus, Sinaiticus, and Alexandrinus, which he regarded as Ǯthe three most ancient originalǯ 
manuscripts.723  These views remained dominant in the writings of Christadelphian commentators for at least 

the first 100 years of our community.  

The following table shows how far some modern Christadelphians have moved away from the pioneers. 

Christadelphians who have abandoned the pioneer legacy 

Topic Original view Bible 

Magazine 

Christadelphia

n 

Lampstand  Testimony 

Creation 
Old Earth 
Creation 

Young Earth 
Creation 

Young Earth 
Creation 

Old Earth 
Creation 

Old Earth 
Creation 

Flood Local flood Global flood Global flood Global flood Global flood 

                                                                    believe the flood was of no greater extent, and the people who were swept away by it were those only who 

constituted the antagonistic force in rendering Noah and his family worthy the ark. )t was all the earth to both, and all the family of Adam and all the living creatures and all the earth as related to the purposes 

of God in view of the future.ǯ, W Jardine, ǲThe Bible as a Law of Life and )mmortality,ǳ The Ambassador of the 

Coming Age ʹ, no. ͵ͳ͸ ȋͳͺ͸ͷȌ: ͳͳͷ. 
722 ǮBesides the use of pre-Mosaic documents in the composition of the writings of Moses, there are at least two cases where matter written after his death ȋin one case centuries afterwardsȌ is inserted. The one is chap. ͵ ͸:͵ͳͶ͵, where the genealogy of Esau is completed by an addition concerning later times from 

ͳ Chron. ͳ:Ͷ͵, and the other is the account of the death of Moses, probably inserted by Eleazar by the 

direction of Joshua.ǯ, Robert Roberts, ǲSaturday Evening Scripture Studies,ǳ The Christadelphian ͳʹ, no. ͳʹͺ ȋͳͺ͹ͷȌ: ͺʹ. 
723 ǮT)SC(ENDORFǯS NEW TESTAMENT.—ȋContaining footnote emendations on the basis of the three most 

ancient original M.SS.: The VAT)CAN, ALEXANDR)NE, and S)NA)T)C—the last but recently discovered by Tischendorf himself.Ȍ. Brother Ellis writes to say he can supply the brethren with this free through the post, at ͳs.ͳͲd.ǯ, Robert Roberts, ǲ)ntelligence: Tischendorfǯs New Tesatment,ǳ The Christadelphian ͸, no. ͸͸ ȋͳͺ͸ͻȌ: Ͷ͵ʹ. 
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Pentateuch 
Multiple 
authors 

Moses wrote it 
all 

Moses wrote it 
all 

Moses wrote it 
all 

Moses wrote it 
all 
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Christadelphians who have abandoned the pioneer legacy 

Topic Original view Bible 

Magazine 

Christadelphia

n 

Lampstand  Testimony 

Bible texts 
Alexandrian 

texts are best 

Alexandrian 
texts are the 

worst 

Alexandrian 
texts are the 

worst 

Alexandrian 
texts are the 

worst 

Alexandrian 
texts are the 

worst 

Bible 
translation

s 

The Revised 
Version is 

better than   
the KJV 

The KJV is still 
the best English 

translation 

The KJV is still 
the best English 

translation 

The KJV is still 
the best English 

translation 

The KJV is still 
the best English 

translation 

 

Original Christadelphian view 

1. Geological evidence proves the earth is millions of years old.724 725 

2. Animal and vegetable life on earth appeared gradually over a very long time, as God created and 

destroyed many times in succession, creating animals and plants of increasing complexity.726 

                                                                    
724 Ǯ) have not the slightest doubt concerning the truths revealed in the strata of the earthǯs crust. There can 

be no reasonable doubt that long ages have passed away since the matter of the earth first took existences [sic] by the fiat of its Almighty Creator.ǯ, L Welch, ǲKnowledge.- No. ͳʹ Geology,ǳ The Christadelphian ʹͺ, no. ͵ʹͻ ȋͳͺͻͳȌ: Ͷͳ͸. 
725 ǮTen years ago the average scientist would have asserted that our habitable globe had not existed for more than a hundred million years. Now it would be hard to find a competent physical specialist who would fix a definite maximum below a thousand million years:ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲThe Age of the Earth,ǳ The 

Christadelphian Ͷ͸, no. ͷ͸ͺ ȋͳͻͳͳȌ: ͶͷͲ. 
726 ǮGeology teaches us much; it speaks of a time and creation on this earth when animal life, if not totally, 
was nearly unknown, and only the lower order of vegetable life covering its face, and this must have existed many thousands of years;ǯ, Robert Simons, ǲWhy Man Was Not at Once Made Perfect,ǳ The Christadelphian ʹͳ, no. ʹ͵ͺ ȋͳͺͺͶȌ: ͳ͹͹. 
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3. The Pentateuch and books such as Daniel could have been written by more than one author, not 

necessarily by Moses and Daniel.727 728 

4. The Alexandrian manuscripts of the New Testament729 are the most accurate manuscripts. 730 

New modern view 

1. Geological evidence proves the earth is around 6,000 years old.731 

2. All animal and vegetable life on earth appeared instantly, completely formed, around 6,000 years ago; life 

did not appear on earth in successive stages of development. 732 

3. Multiple authorship is denied; Moses wrote the Pentateuch, and Daniel wrote the book of Daniel, etc.733 

                                                                    
727 ǮFully aware of the conclusions drawn by modern critics, ) had introduced this sketch with the observation 
that it matters nothing whether the regulations respecting the land were written by Moses or 

compiled by a later author whether divinely inspired or the result of human sagacity.ǯ, quotation from one 
of the writers of The Encyclopaedia Britannica, quoted approvingly by brother Hawkins in his article ǮSuperiority of the Mosaic Land Codeǯ, The Christadelphian ȋͳͻ.ʹʹͲ.Ͷ͵ͺȌ, ͳͺͺʹ. 
728 ǮWhat matters it whether Moses or Joshua or some other person wrote the Pentateuch , whether Daniel or some other person wrote Daniel, or whether Paul or some other person wrote (ebrews?ǯ, John (awkins, ǲSuperiority of the Mosaic Land Code,ǳ The Christadelphian ͳͻ, no. ʹʹͲ ȋͳͺͺʹȌ: ʹͻʹ. 
729 The three most famous and significant are Codex Sinaiticus, Codex Vaticanus, and Codex Alexandrinus. 

730 ǮT)SC(ENDORFǯS NEW TESTAMENT.—ȋContaining footnote emendations on the basis of the three most 

ancient original M.SS.: The VAT)CAN, ALEXANDR)NE, and S)NA)T)C—the last but recently discovered by Tischendorf himself.Ȍ. Brother Ellis writes to say he can supply the brethren with this free through the post, at ͳs.ͳͲd.ǯ, Robert Roberts, ǲ)ntelligence,ǳ The Christadelphian ͸, no. ͸͸ ȋͳͺ͸ͻȌ: Ͷ͵ʹ. 
731 Don Pearce and Nigel Bernard, ǲSurtsey: A Pattern for Creation?,ǳ The Christadelphian ͳͷͲ ȋʹͲͳ͵Ȍ: Ͷͻ͹. 
732 John Nicholls, ǲWhat (appened to the Dinosaurs?,ǳ The Testimony ͹ͳ, no. ͺͶͷ ȋʹͲͲͳȌ: ͳͺ͸–ͻͳ. 
733 Rob Thiele, ǲDid Moses Write the Pentateuch, the First Five Books of the Bible?,ǳ The Lampstand ʹͲ, no. ͳ ȋʹͲͳͶȌ: ͳͺ͸–ͻͳ. 
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4. The Alexandrian manuscripts of the New Testament are the least accurate manuscripts.734 

This dramatic shift of views is not restoration, nor is it reformation; it is revolution. Such views represent an 

abandonment of an extremely valuable legacy. This revolution (which occurred largely in the 1960s), was not 

unnoticed at the time, and was identified and warned against by several well respected brothers such as Alan 

Hayward. ǮThere are already several widespread misconceptions in the Brotherhood concerning the work and 

views of H. M. Morris and J. C. Whitcomb. It is a pity that the review of The World that Perished in 

your April issue is likely to lend support to some of those misconceptions, since the reviewer was not quite right in certain of his statements.ǯ735 ǮTo sum up, it seems that Flood Geology creates far more difficulties than it solves. The 

reasons that caused Brother Thomas and Brother Roberts to reject it are still valid today. 

When Dr. Peter Moore reviewed The World that Perished for a journal published by the Bible-

believing Inter-Varsity Fellowship, he concluded: ǲ) feel that a book such as this one … can do a great deal of harm in alienating from the 
Christian faith those who have some knowledge of and respect for the natural sciences.ǳ  

 There are many brethren, Brother Editor, who share his fears.ǯ736 

 

Being honest about where we stand 

There are Christadelphians who have accepted evolution as a mechanism used by God, and they are honest 

about the fact that they have moved away from the pioneer view on this issue (that evolution is false and 

incompatible with Scripture). However, on all these other issues (the flood, the authorship of the Pentateuch, 

Bible texts, and Bible translations), those Christadelphians who have accepted evolution typically agree with 

                                                                    
734 John Thorpe, ǲUnrevised for Centuries: The Remarkable Longevity of the King James Version,ǳ The 

Testimony ͺͳ, no. ͻ͸ͳ ȋʹͲͳͳȌ: ͳ͹Ͷ–͹ͺ. 
735 Alan (ayward, ǲǳFlood Geologyǳ - A Note of Caution,ǳ The Christadelphian ͳͳͶ, no. ͳ͵ͷ͹ ȋͳͻ͹͹Ȍ: ʹ͸ͺ. 
736 AlaŶ HaǇǁaƌd, ͞͞Flood GeologǇ͟ - A Note of CautioŶ,͟  The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ϭϭϰ, Ŷo. ϭϯϱϳ ;ϭϵϳϳͿ: Ϯϲϵ. 
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the pioneer position. This means they are still far closer to the pioneers than the modern Christadelphians 

who reject evolution but who have also rejected the pioneer views on these issues. 

It is not necessarily wrong for modern Christadelphians to disagree with views of earlier Christadelphians, 

and if we find their views were wrong we should certainly disagree with them. But it is ironic that some of 

the most conservative modern Christadelphians, who claim to be upholding original Christadelphian 

teachings, are in fact typically very much in disagreement with the writings of the earliest Christadelphians, 

especially brother Thomas and brother Roberts. ǮRecently ) have met a surprising number of brethren and sisters who imagined that our pioneer brethren believed in ǲFlood Geologyǳ and a six-thousand-year-old universe. Such ignorance of the views of our pioneers needs correcting.ǯ 737 ǮBrethren who prefer to believe in ǲFlood Geologyǳ [global flood view] and a young universe are 

entitled to do so. But they should not delude themselves that such views are a part of historical 

Christadelphianism.  They only sprang up in the ǯsixties and ǯseventies as part and parcel of the evangelical revival. This 
does not necessarily mean they are false, since it is possible for a good horse to come out of a poor 

stable. But it does mean that such views should be treated with caution, and not swallowed uncritically.ǯ738 

  

                                                                    
737 Alan (ayward, ǲOur Pioneersǯ Views on Geology,ǳ The Christadelphian ͳʹͲ, no. ͳͶ͵͵ ȋͳͻͺ͵Ȍ: Ͷʹͻ. 
738 Alan (ayward, ǲOur Pioneersǯ Views on Geology,ǳ The Christadelphian ͳʹͲ, no. ͳͶ͵͵ ȋͳͻͺ͵Ȍ: Ͷʹͻ. 
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Promoting Bad Science & Misrepresenting Scripture 

Jon Burke 

Abstract: Since the fifth century, false claims made by Christians about science have been damaging to the gospel. 

Unfortunately our own community has been guilty of this more than once. Even worse, public presentations by 

Christadelphians which make false claims about science are now being targeted for public criticism by atheists 

and skeptics, bringing not only the gospel but also our community into disrepute. It is important that we are very 

sure of our facts when making public presentations on science. The negative impact of presentations making 

easily disproved claims, affects us all. 

As early as the fifth century, the Christian leader Augustine was complaining about other Christians making 

false claims about science, which they wrongly attributed to Scripture, bringing the gospel into disrepute 

when their errors were discovered. 739  The Catholic Churchǯs opposition to Galileo is one of the most famous examples; Cardinal Bellarmine warned that Galileoǯs conclusion was Ǯa very dangerous thingǯ which could Ǯharm the (oly Faith by rending (oly Scripture falseǯ. 740  

                                                                    
739 ͚Noǁ, it is a disgƌaĐeful aŶd daŶgeƌous thiŶg foƌ aŶ iŶfidel to heaƌ a ChƌistiaŶ, pƌesuŵaďlǇ giǀiŶg the ŵeaŶiŶg 

of HolǇ “Đƌiptuƌe, talkiŶg ŶoŶseŶse oŶ these topiĐs; aŶd ǁe should take all ŵeaŶs to pƌeǀeŶt suĐh aŶ eŵďaƌƌassiŶg 

situatioŶ, iŶ ǁhiĐh people shoǁ up ǀast igŶoƌaŶĐe iŶ a ChƌistiaŶ aŶd laugh it to sĐoƌŶ.͛ , AugustiŶe, ͚The Liteƌal 

MeaŶiŶg of GeŶesis: AŶ UŶfiŶished Book ,͛ ;ϭϵ.ϯϵͿ, ϱth ĐeŶtuƌǇ. 

740 ͚Hoǁeǀeƌ, it is diffeƌeŶt to ǁaŶt to affiƌŵ that iŶ ƌealitǇ the suŶ is at the ĐeŶteƌ of the ǁoƌld aŶd oŶlǇ tuƌŶs oŶ 

itself, ǁithout ŵoǀiŶg fƌoŵ east to ǁest, aŶd the eaƌth is iŶ the thiƌd heaǀeŶ aŶd ƌeǀolǀes ǁith gƌeat speed aƌouŶd 

the suŶ; this is a ǀeƌǇ daŶgeƌous thiŶg, likelǇ Ŷot oŶlǇ to iƌƌitate all sĐholastiĐ philosopheƌs aŶd theologiaŶs, ďut 

also to haƌŵ the HolǇ Faith ďǇ ƌeŶdeƌiŶg HolǇ “Đƌiptuƌe false.͛ , FiŶoĐĐhiaƌo, ͚The Galileo affaiƌ: a doĐuŵeŶtaƌǇ 

histoƌǇ ,͛ p. ϲϳ ;ϭϵϴϵͿ. 
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Brother Roberts claimed man made machines could never fly, and ǮAir ships are a dreamǯ, 741 and brother 

Griffith claimed the earth is flat and does not orbit the sun.742 Modern Christadelphians would rightly consider 

these to be ridiculous opinions, yet both Brother Roberts and Brother Griffith insisted they were Biblical and 

that the science was wrong.  

In our approach to both science and Scripture, we should do our best to ensure our interpretation is correct, 

and if we oppose science on the basis of our own interpretation of Scripture, we must prove we are not making 

fools of ourselves as earlier men did.  

Christadelphian presentations bringing us into disrepute 

Unfortunately we are still making the same kind of mistake today as Brother Roberts and Brother Griffith did; 

we are bringing disrespect to the gospel by teaching error about science. The following Christadelphian 

presentations have embarrassed our community, and have been targeted for public criticism by critics.743 

Presentation: ǮDarwin vs Genesisǯ, ͵Ͳ April, ʹͲͲͷ. 

Presenter: Brother John Billelo. 

Critic: Jeremy Shallit.744 

Critical comments: 

1. Ǯ)ǯm not a biologist, but even with my amateurǯs understanding of biology ) could tell it was the usual 

nonsense, consisting of misinformation, misconceptions, and quote mining.ǯ 
                                                                    
741 ͚The aiƌ ĐaŶ ďe Ŷaǀigated: heƌe is the pƌoof. But ďǇ ǁhat kiŶd of ŵaĐhiŶeƌǇ? Heƌe is the seĐƌet. It ƌeƋuiƌes liǀiŶg 

ŵaĐhiŶeƌǇ of a ŵost Đoŵpleǆ aŶd suďdiǀided ĐhaƌaĐteƌ, aŶd all uŶdeƌ the ĐoŵŵaŶd, to its ŵiŶutest fiďƌe, of a ǁill 

aĐtiŶg ǁith lightŶiŶg speed aŶd ǁith kŶoǁledge of the ŵotioŶs ǁaŶted. This ĐaŶ Ŷeǀeƌ ďe doŶe ďǇ lifeless 

ŵeĐhaŶisŵ. Aiƌ ships aƌe a dƌeaŵ.͛ , ‘oďeƌts, ͚A VoǇage to Austƌalia, Neǁ )ealaŶd, aŶd otheƌ LaŶds ,͛ The 

ChƌistadelphiaŶ ;ϯϮ.ϯϳϳ.ϰϭϯͿ, ϭϴϵϱ. 

742 ͚Is it ǁƌoŶg to ďelieǀe that the eaƌth is a spheƌe? ,͛ The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ;ϱϬ.ϱϵϬ.ϯϰϲ-ϯϰϴͿ, ϭϵϭϯ. 

743 EaĐh pƌeseŶteƌ has pƌeǀiouslǇ ďeeŶ ĐoŶtaĐted aďout these ĐƌitiƋues, soŵetiŵes ďǇ ŵoƌe thaŶ oŶĐe ďƌotheƌ oƌ 

sisteƌ. 

744 http://paŶdasthuŵď.oƌg/aƌĐhiǀes/ϮϬϬϱ/Ϭϱ/aŶ-opeŶ-letteƌ-ϭ.htŵl. 

http://pandasthumb.org/archives/2005/05/an-open-letter-1.html
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2. Ǯ) have phrased my description of his talk as an open letter ) have sent to Dr. Bilello. Letǯs see if he 

replies.ǯ 
3. ǮYou claimed that scientists do not know the mechanism of how DNA changes. This is simply false.ǯ 
4. ǮYou claimed that changes to the genome do not result in new species. Again, this is simply false.ǯ 
5. ǮYou seem to not understand what ǲneo-Darwinismǳ is.ǯ 
6. ǮYou then presented a number of ǲarguments against evolutionǳ. These arguments, although frequently 

presented in creationist literature, are not taken seriously because they have been refuted again and again 

by genuine scientists.ǯ 
7. ǮYou claimed that only one intermediate was known, and even that was under dispute. This is an 

outrageous misrepresentation. Literally thousands of intermediates are known,ǯ 
8. ǮSecond, it is simply a lie to claim that there is a ǲvirtual absenceǳ of ǲfossil remainsǳ. ) would like you to 
take a trip to Hungry Hollow at Arkona in Ontario. There are so many fossils you can literally just pick them off the ground.ǯ 
 

Presentation: ǮDarwin vs Genesisǯ, ͳʹ September, ʹͲͲͺ. 

Presenter: Brother John Billelo. Critic: ǮTheSquireǯ. 745 

Critical comments: 

1. Ǯ)'m not about to document all the atrocities against science and informed thought at the Creationist talk ) attended this past Friday.ǯ 
2. Ǯ(e then proceeded to misrepresent natural selection, classical Darwinism, and the Modern 

Synthesis, all the while referring to the field as ǲDarwinismǳ.ǯ 
3. Ǯ(e brought up Panspermia and some crackpots to muddy the waters further, and disparaged the entire field of Geochronologyǯ 
4. Ǯ(e then trotted out a long list of ǲproblemsǳ with evolution, most of which are not problems at all,ǯ 
5. Ǯ)n all, the talk served to confuse the issue of what evolution really is about, what it actually says, 

and its history, as well as to construe it as a threat to theism in general when such is not the case.ǯ 
6. Ǯ)f ) wanted, ) could reply to the whole thing with a string of citations of the Index to Creationist Claims.ǯ 
7. ǮQuestion time was limited, supposedly because he gets tired of talking, but more likely because he is 

unwilling to deal with critical questions from the audience for an extended period of time.ǯ 
                                                                    
745 http://speakliď.ďlogspot.tǁ/ϮϬϬϴ/Ϭϵ/ĐƌeatioŶist-shiŶdig-postgaŵe-ƌepoƌt.htŵl.  

http://speaklib.blogspot.tw/2008/09/creationist-shindig-postgame-report.html
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Presentation: ǮDarwin Delusionǯ, ʹͷ November, ʹͲͲͻ.  

Presenter: brother John Hellawell.  

Critic: British Centre for Science Education.746 

Critical comments: 

1. ǮDr (ellawell said the title of the talk was a counter to Dawkins book The God Delusion ȋwhich isnǯt 
specifically about evolution so I felt that was a dishonest startȌǯ 
2. Ǯ(e said that after ͳͷͲ years, evolution is still a bone of contention within the scientific community, which 

is simply untrue.ǯ 
3. ǮThen he told his first obvious (as opposed to merely dishonest or misleading) lie. He said the problem 

is there is no such thing as a beneficial mutation, most are harmful,ǯ 
4. Ǯ(e repeated again and again that there were no transition fossils ȋuntrue - and this I could and did 

challenge in the Q & AȌǯ 
5. ǮFor further support he quoted Gould and Eldridge. This is even more outrageous than his distortion 

of Darwinǯs own words.ǯ 
6. Ǯ(e claimed that rocks were dated by the characteristic fossils found in them which made their dating a 
bit of a circular argument. This is disingenuous to say the least.ǯ 
7. Ǯ(ellawell went on to claim that as rocks advance therefore we should see evolutionary change-we donǯt 
(Untrue againȌ.ǯ 
8. ǮSo he seems to be implying that mainstream science expects to see a gradual, linear progression to 
modern horses. This isnǯt true.ǯ 
9. ǮThe last question was about what heǯd say to the many devout Christians who believed in evolution and felt creationism brought their faith into disrepute. But by now heǯd sat down. I get the impression he was 

not accustomed to very many questions and was not used to an audience with scientific knowledge.ǯ 
Inaccurate teachings about science Many articles have appeared in our communityǯs magazines, making bad mistakes about science. On some 
occasions readers have written in with objections, but in almost every case their criticisms are not published, 

and the articles are subsequently put online in full public view without any reference to any criticism made 

(where they can still be viewed today). In some cases, articles with errors have been published more than 

                                                                    
746 http://ďĐseǁeď.ďlogspot.Đoŵ.au/ϮϬϬϵ/ϭϮ/ĐƌeatioŶ-ǁatĐh-ƌepoƌt-fƌoŵ-ƌedditĐh.htŵl. 

http://bcseweb.blogspot.com.au/2009/12/creation-watch-report-from-redditch.html
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once in magazines such as The Christadelphian, without even being revised, edited, or updated. The following 

articles are examples of this unfortunate trend.747 

1.  Brother John Watts, ǮCalibrated radiocarbon datingǯ.748 Claim: Scientists thought Carbon ͳͶ dating Ǯwould once and for all allow precise dating of the pastǯ. 749 

Fact: It was only proposed for the dating of organic matter through a specific range of time, and it was 

recognized that additional calibration would be needed. Claim: Calculation of CͳͶ dates is Ǯpart of a speculative rather than a scientific processǯ. 750 

Fact: No speculation is involved, and C14 dates are calibrated and confirmed with multiple independent 

methods. Claim: Variations in atmospheric CͳͶ over time Ǯdestroy the whole rationale of the methodǯ. 751 

Fact: Changes in atmospheric C14 have negligible impact on the C14 of fossilized organic materials, and the 

impact of such changes is recognized and adjusted for, keeping measurements accurate. Claim: Ǯit seems probable that there are substantial uncertainties in the tree ring matches and hence in the calibrated radiocarbon dates derived from themǯ. 752 Fact: No evidence is cited for this claim, and the articleǯs criticism of tree ring dating misrepresents the 
process (referring only to matching of tree ring samples from different trees), making no mention of the 

various methods used to validate tree ring dates independently such as ice core samples and sediment layers 

(varves). 

                                                                    
747 Editoƌs haǀe ďeeŶ ĐoŶtaĐted aďout these aƌtiĐles. 

748 John Watts, ǲCalibrated Radiocarbon Dating,ǳ The Testimony ͹ͳ, no. ͺͶͷ ȋʹͲͲͳȌ: ʹͲ͸–ͻ. 
749 John Watts, ǲCalibrated Radiocarbon Dating,ǳ The Testimony 71, no. 845 (2001): 206. 

750 John Watts, ǲCalibrated Radiocarbon Dating,ǳ The Testimony 71, no. 845 (2001): 207. 

751 John Watts, ǲCalibrated Radiocarbon Dating,ǳ The Testimony 71, no. 845 (2001): 208. 

752 John Watts, ǲCalibrated Radiocarbon Dating,ǳ The Testimony 71, no. 845 (2001): 209. 
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Claim: Ǯboth the archaeologist and the historian feel justified in suspecting that there are underlying flaws in the basic assumptionsǯ. 753 

Fact: Only one archaeologist is cited in support of this claim; professional historians and archaeologists 

overwhelmingly support tree ring dating. Claim: ǮThe greatest weakness of both dendrochronology and radiocarbon dating is that they ignore or contradict Biblical chronologyǯ. 754 

Fact: These dating methods only contradict false interpretations of Biblical chronology.  Claim: ǮGod created the earth with an appearance of ageǯ. 755 

Fact: No Biblical or scientific evidence supports the idea that God created a world with a deceptive fake 

history.  Claim: Differences between CͳͶ dates and apparent Biblical dates are Ǯa reflection of changes subsequent to Creation and the Floodǯ. 756 

Fact: No Biblical or scientific evidence supports this claim, and there is overwhelming evidence from Scripture 

and science to contradict it.757 

2. Brother David Burges, ǮGalaxy red shifts and the origin of the universeǯ;758 this article was first 

published in 1987, and was not revised before republication. 

                                                                    
753 John Watts, ǲCalibrated Radiocarbon Dating,ǳ The Testimony 71, no. 845 (2001): 209. 

754 John Watts, ǲCalibrated Radiocarbon Dating,ǳ The Testimony 71, no. 845 (2001): 209. 

755 John Watts, ǲCalibrated Radiocarbon Dating,ǳ The Testimony 71, no. 845 (2001): 209. 

756 John Watts, ǲCalibrated Radiocarbon Dating,ǳ The Testimony 71, no. 845 (2001): 209. 

757 For example, the Biblical description of Eden before the flood, was written after the flood, and describes 

the Mesopotamian region after the flood as unchanged from its pre-flood state. 

758 David Burges, ǲGalaxy Red Shifts and the Origin of the Universe,ǳ The Testimony ͹ͳ, no. ͺͶͷ ȋʹͲͳͳȌ: ʹʹ͹–ʹͺ. 
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Claim: Job ͻ:ͳͲ, Ǯhe [God] does great and unsearchable thingsǯ, is speaking of the facts of cosmology, claiming ǮThe world of science does not accept the notion that these things are ǲpast finding outǳǯ. 759 

Fact: This passage in Job is not saying the facts of cosmology are unknowable. Claim: Work on Ǯred shiftǯ ȋchanges in galaxy light wavelengths over timeȌ,  are inexplicable by the Big Bang 
theory, which must therefore be doubted.  

Fact: This article was originally written in 1987 and was not updated before being republished in 2001; it 

cites only one article on the red shift issue (published in 1985), and fails to refer to over 20 years of scientific 

work since then, which has established that the red shift issue is compatible with the Big Bang.  

Claim: Describes red shift as Ǯthe cornerstoneǯ of the Big Bang theory, without which it would collapse.760 

Fact: The Big Bang model is based on several independent lines of verifiable evidence, including red shift, 

cosmic background radiation, evidence for galaxy formation over time, and large-scale cosmological structure 

distribution,   Claim: Describes scientific theories such as evolution and the Big Bang as Ǯlittle more than speculationsǯ.761 

Fact: These scientific theories are nothing like speculations; they are well tested systematic explanations for 

available evidence. 

3. Brother John Nicholls, ǮWhat happened to the dinosaurs?ǯ.762 Claim: Fossils apparently millions of years old Ǯcould be quite recentǯ. 763 

Fact: Brother Nicholls acknowledges the reliability of numerous methods used to date the earth, and these also establish the age of fossils reliably; they are millions of years old, not Ǯquite recentǯ. 
                                                                    
759 David Burges, ǲGalaxy Red Shifts and the Origin of the Universe,ǳ The Testimony ͹ͳ, no. ͺͶͷ ȋʹͲͳͳȌ: ʹʹ͹. 
760 David Burges, ǲGalaxy Red Shifts and the Origin of the Universe,ǳ The Testimony 71, no. 845 (2011): 228. 

761 David Burges, ǲGalaxy Red Shifts and the Origin of the Universe,ǳ The Testimony 71, no. 845 (2011): 228. 

762 John Nicholls, ǲWhat (appened to the Dinosaurs?,ǳ The Testimony ͹ͳ, no. ͺͶͷ ȋʹͲͲͳȌ: ͳͻͳ. 
763 John Nicholls, ǲWhat (appened to the Dinosaurs?,ǳ The Testimony 71, no. 845 (2001): 191. 
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Claim: Dinosaurs Ǯcould have been drowned in the Floodǯ, and rapidly fossilized. 764 

Fact: No dinosaur fossils are found in the rocks which date to the time of the flood, around 2,900 years before 

Christ.  

Claim: Dinosaurs could have lived at the same time as humans.  

Fact: Our own Christadelphian pioneers knew this was impossible; none of the thousands of dinosaur fossils 

and remains were left in any rock layer contemporary with humans.   Claim: Behemoth in the book of Job could be Ǯa plant-eating dinosaurǯ. 765 

Fact: No dinosaur remains have been found anywhere near contemporary with Job, and why would only one 

reference to dinosaurs appear in the Bible?  

Claim: Human footprints contemporary with dinosaurs were found at Paluxy River in Texas. 

Fact: the allegedly human footprints have long been debunked as mis-read animal prints.766 If humans were 

contemporary with dinosaurs, there would be a huge body of evidence, not a single set of footprints.  

4. Brother Shaun Maher, ǮBabel and the post-Flood worldǯ.767 Claim: Suggests the division in the days of Peleg refers to the confusion at Babel, or Ǯmassive seismic events 
that occurred early in the post-Flood worldǯ.768 

Fact: the Hebrew cannot support either conclusion.769  

                                                                    
764 John Nicholls, ǲWhat (appened to the Dinosaurs?,ǳ The Testimony 71, no. 845 (2001): 191. 

765 John Nicholls, ǲWhat (appened to the Dinosaurs?,ǳ The Testimony 71, no. 845 (2001): 191. 

766 Even Ken Ham, the famous Fundamentalist Young Earth Creationist, warns Christians not to appeal to these debunked Ǯfootprintsǯ. 
767 Shaun Maher, ǲBabel and the Post-Flood World,ǳ The Testimony ͺ͵, no. ͻͺ͵ ȋʹͲͳ͵Ȍ: ͳͻͲ–ͻ͵. 
768 Shaun Maher, ǲBabel and the Post-Flood World,ǳ The Testimony 83, no. 983 (2013): 191. 

769 The latter idea only emerged in the ͳͻth century, and was rejected virtually immediately by leading commentators of the time; brother Carter cited this view, only to comment ǮBut all this is merely ingenious 
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Claim: Scientists believe Ǯmankind has been around for a million yearsǯ. 770 

Fact: Scientists say only 200,000 years.  

Claim: DNA studies support the idea of Shem, Ham and Japheth populating the earth Ǯaround the end of the last )ce Ageǯ. 771 

Fact: the Flood was around 8,000 years after the last Ice Age, and DNA studies show three main human groups 

in Africa long before the flood, then two groups entering the Middle East, splitting into four groups (not three 

groups), before leaving. 

Conclusion 

 

Many years ago brother Alfred Norris gave this wise advice: ǮMost of us are not scientific specialists, nor are ever likely to be. We can deal with what needs to be 
dealt with without becoming such specialists, either. But we can make the most alarming 

blunders if we take it upon ourselves to do battle with unfamiliar weapons on a ground where our 

opponent is the expert, and it is far more honourable and faithful to God to admit our ignorance, 

whatever steps we propose to take to extend our knowledge, than it is with half-learning, or by mere 

bluff, to attempt to meet a situation for which we are unfitted.ǯ772 

We would do well to take his warning to heart. 

                                                                    
theorising and speculationǯ, and observed that the (ebrew cannot support it; John Carter, ǲPeleg,ǳ The 

Christadelphian ͹Ͷ, no. ͺ͹͸ ȋͳͻ͵͹Ȍ: ʹ͸ͳ–͸ʹ. 
770 Shaun Maher, ǲBabel and the Post-Flood World,ǳ The Testimony 83, no. 983 (2013): 193. 

771 Shaun Maher, ǲBabel and the Post-Flood World,ǳ The Testimony 83, no. 983 (2013): 193. 

772 Noƌƌis A.D. ͞The Gospel aŶd EǀolutioŶaƌǇ TheoƌǇ ;ϭͿ͟ The ChƌistadelphiaŶ ;ϭϵϲϬͿ ϵϳ:ϱϬϱ. 
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Facts & Fallacies About Bible Texts & Translations 

Jon Burke 

Abstract  

The King James Version of the Bible is still promoted heavily in our community, despite the fact that the Revised 

Version was considered superior by our earliest commentators over 100 years ago. Many articles supporting the 

KJV continue to be published in our community's magazines. The articles all suffer from various inaccuracies and 

unsubstantiated claims. Reliable information about the history of the KJV, the texts it used, and the translation 

method it applied, is typically not presented in our community's major publications. This article provides 

important facts correcting longstanding misconceptions about the KJV. 

 The translation history of the ǲKing Jamesǳ Bible 

Although it became the most influential English Bible translation in history, the Authorized Version was by 

no means the first English Bible translation, nor even the first to be used widely by the common people. The 

history of complete Bible translations in English actually starts some 220 years before the AV was printed.  Wycliffeǯs translation ȋͳ͵ͺͲ-1388), is almost as famous as the AV itself, as the first complete English Bible translation. )t is also famous for Wycliffeǯs determined efforts to render the text of the Latin Vulgate accessible 
to the common English reader.773 The ͳ͵ͻͷ Purvey Bible was a revision of Wycliffeǯs translation by his secretary John Purvey, which aimed at rendering Wycliffeǯs very literal translation of the Latin into more 
idiomatic English. This produced readings differing from the Catholic Church liturgy, and gave English readers a distinctive translation of their own. William Tyndaleǯs translation ȋͳͷ͵ͶȌ, was famous not only for the 
                                                                    
773 Ǯ)n translating from the Vulgate, Wycliffe has most faithfully adhered to that version; he seems to have adopted (ampoleǯs principle: )n this work y seke no straunge englishe, bot esieste and communeste, and siche that is moost luche to the latyne, so that thei that knoweth not the latyne by the englishe may come to many latyne words.ǯ, J. Martin Augustin Scholz et al., The English (exapla: Exhibiting the Six )mportant English 

Translations of the New Testament Scriptures, Wyclif, M.CCC.LXXX.; Tyndale, M.D.XXX)V; Cranmer, M.D.XXX)X; 

Genevan, M.D.LV)); Anglo-Rhemish, M.D.LXXX)); Authorised, M.DC.X).; the Original Greek Text after Scholz, with 

the Various Readings of the Textus Receptus and the Principal Constantinopolitan and Alexandrine Manuscripts, 

and a Complete Collation of Scholzǯs Text with Griesbachǯs Edition of M.DCCC.V; Preceded by an (istorical Account 

of the English Translations. ȋLondon: S. Bagster, ͳͺͶͳȌ, ͺ. 
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resistance it met from the Church and Tyndaleǯs ultimate execution as a result, but also because of Tyndaleǯs 
determination to improve Bible knowledge among the common people.774 The AV is heavily dependent on Tyndaleǯs phrasing and wording.  The Coverdale Bible ȋͳͷ͵ͷȌ, by Myles Coverdale ȋTyndaleǯs proof reader and assistantȌ, was the first complete 
printed English Bible. Coverdaleǯs Bible was a revision of Tyndaleǯs, using the Latin Vulgate, the Pagini Latin Bible ȋͳͷʹͺȌ, Lutherǯs German translation ȋͳͷ͵ͶȌ, the Greek/Latin New Testament diglot of Erasmus ȋͳͷͳ͸Ȍ, 
and the Zurich Bible (1531 and 1534), a German translation by Huldrych Zwingli. )n ͳͷ͵͹ John Rogers, another of Tyndaleǯs assistants, printed a translation consisting of Tyndale and Coverdaleǯs Old Testaments, together with the ͳͷ͵ͷ edition of Tyndaleǯs New Testament. This Bible is known 
for the pseudonym which Rogers used to disguise his involvement, ǮThomas Matthewǯ. The ͳͷ͵ͻ Taverner 
Bible was a revision of the Matthew Bible by Richard Taverner. This version is significant mainly because 

Taverner was a layman, unlike previous Bible translators, who used his knowledge of Greek to correct and 

improve the English translation of the New Testament inherited from Tyndale. The Great Bible of ͳͷ͵ͻ was the first English translation which may rightly be called an Ǯauthorized versionǯ, 
as it was produced with the approval of (enry V))) and was Ǯappointed to be read in churchesǯ ȋthe same authorization later carried by the KJVȌ. Thomas Cromwell ȋVicar General and the kingǯs secretaryȌ, announced 
in 1538 that its purpose was to provide the public with a reading Bible in their own language, which would 

be made accessible in all churches.775 As a translation it was not revolutionary, nor a significant improvement, being merely a revision of John Rogersǯ previous revision of Tyndaleǯs Bible. 
Produced by English Protestants in Geneva during the Catholic reign of Mary Tudor, the Geneva Bible (1557-

1560), was not only an improvement on previous English translations in terms of accuracy, but also 

introduced several features useful to the reader. The pages were reduced to quarto size (making the Bible 

                                                                    
774 Ǯ(e told a Gloucestershire priest that ǲif God spare my life, ere many years pass, ) will cause a boy that 
driveth the plough shall know more of the Scriptures than thou dost.ǳǯ, Ryken, ǮWorldly Saints; The Puritans As They Really Wereǯ, p. ͳ͵ͺ ȋͳͻͻͲ ed.Ȍ. 
775 ǮThat ye shall provide, on this side the feast of All Saints next coming, one book of the Bible of the largest 
volume in English, and the same set up in some convenient place within the said church that ye have cure [care] of, whereas your parishioners may most commodiously resort to the same and read it;ǯ, Bruce, Ǯ(istory of the Bible in Englishǯ, p. ͸ͺ ȋʹͲͲʹ ed.Ȍ. 
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more portable and easily read), a Roman style font was used instead of the heavy Gothic black letter 

(improving readability), italics were used to indicate English words with no original language equivalent 

(added to improve the sense of the translation), and the text was divided into verses, which no complete 

English Bible had done before. A revision of the Great Bible, the Bishopǯs Bible ȋͳͷ͸ͻȌ, was adapted by the Anglican Church as a replacement 
of the Great Bible and in opposition to the Protestant biased Geneva Bible. Its name was taken from the group 

of Anglican bishops who worked on the text.  They were better educated in Greek and Hebrew than some of 

their predecessors, and their improvements were incorporated into the KJV. 

Like modern Bible translators, the KJV translators used several existing critical New Testament texts; the ǮTextus Receptusǯ of Robert Estienne ȋLatin name ǮStephanusǯȌ, the critical text of Theodore Beza ȋa revised 
version of the Textus Receptus), and the third edition of the ǮNovum )nstrumentum omneǯ by Desidirius 
Erasmus, a Catholic priest. The relationship of these sources is complex. The text edited by Robert Etienne, known as the ǮTextus Receptusǯ, was an eclectic critical text known 
originally as the ǮEditio Regiaǯ ȋthe ǮRoyal editionǯȌ. (e used the Complutensian Polyglot, and a range of Greek 
texts. The following table shows that the earliest Greek texts available in the time of the KJV translators were 

very mixed in both age and quality, demonstrating just how little of the Greek New Testament was available 

to 17th century translators in the form of early texts. 

Greek texts used by the ǮEditio Regiaǯ ȋor ǮTextus ReceptusǯȌ 

Date Text Details 

C. 5th 
Codex 

Bezae 

Mainly Western text type, many omissions, interpolations, and false readings, 

four gospels (only Luke is complete), some of Acts, and sections of 3 John. 

C. 11th Min. 2298 Contains Acts and the letters of Paul. 



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ͵͵͸ 

 

C. 8th 
Codex 

Regius 

Alexandrian text type, various omissions and interpolations, many readings of 

the Byzantine text type; almost all of the four gospels. 

C. 11th Min. 237 Byzantine text type, complete text of the four gospels. 

C. 11th Min. 8 
Byzantine text type, complete text of Acts, Paulǯs letters, the general letters, and 
Revelation. 

C. 11th Min. 42 Byzantine text type, complete text of the four gospels. 
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Greek texts used by the ǮEditio Regiaǯ ȋor ǮTextus ReceptusǯȌ 

Date Date Date 

C. 12th Min. 38 
Byzantine text type, complete text of the four gospels, as well as Acts and Paulǯs 
letters. 

C. 12th Min. 2817 
Byzantine text type, almost the complete text of Paulǯs letters, ending at (ebrews 
12:18. 

C. 12th Min. 9 Byzantine text type, complete text of the four gospels. 

C. 12th Min. 111 Byzantine text type, complete text of the four gospels. 

C. 12th-

13th 
Min. 120 Byzantine text type, complete text of the four gospels. 

C. 13th Min. 4 

Mixed text type but dependent on the Byzantine, almost the complete text of the 

four gospels, with various gaps in the text (Matthew 2:9-20, Mark 15:42-16:14, 

John 1:1-13, 49-3:11). 

C. 13th Min. 5 
Mixed text type but dependent on the Byzantine, the entire New Testament 

except for Revelation. 

C. 13th Min. 6 
Mix of the Alexandrian and Byzantine text types, the entire New Testament 

except for Revelation. 

C. 14th Min. 393 Byzantine text type, the entire New Testament except for Revelation. 
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)t was not until ͳ͸͵͵ that the name ǮTextus Receptusǯ came to be associated with the various editions of Etienneǯs text. Publishers Bonaventura and Abraham Elzevir included in their preface the Latin phrase776 meaning ǮSo [the reader] has the text which is now received by all, in which nothing is correctǯ, as an 
advertising gimmick trading off the popularity of the Erasmian text (which has also, though wrongly, become known as the ǮTextus ReceptusǯȌ, and its use in the ͳ͸ͳͳ AV.  This was misleading because there was no text which had been Ǯreceived by allǯ. Both the texts of Etienne and 
of Erasmus had been edited, revised, and republished many times since their first editions, and textual critics 

such as Theodore Beza had already been correcting them with older manuscripts from other text types,777 as 

their deficiencies and inaccuracies became increasingly recognized and as older Greek texts became available. 

Another Greek source text used by the KJV translators was Theodore Bezaǯs revision of the third edition of Estienneǯs text. Beza edited Estienneǯs text using Codex Claramontanus, a ͸th century Western text type manuscript containing Paulǯs letters and (ebrews.  The use of Claramontanus gave Beza access to earlier and 

more accurate readings of some passages.  

The KJV translators also used the text of Erasmus. In 1516, Erasmus produced a Greek New Testament text 

based this on just three manuscripts,778 and consulted three others for corroboration, 779 as well as the Latin 

Vulgate. Of these six texts, five belonged to the Byzantine text type780 and none of them were dated any earlier 

than the 11th century.  

                                                                    
776 ǮTextum ergo habes, nunc ab omnibus receptum in quo nihil immulatum aut corruptum damusǯ. 
777 Beza used Codex Claromontanus (6th century), and Codex Bezae (5th century), both of the Western text 

type. 

778 Manuscripts 2e (12th-13th centuries), 2ap (12th century), and 1r (12th century). 

779 Manuscripts 1eap (12th century), 4ap (15th century), and 7p (11th-12th centuries). 

780 Manuscript 1eap did not, but Erasmus considered it corrupt and did not use it very much. 
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One of these texts proved difficult to use,781 since it was not entirely Byzantine, and contained a commentary 

which Erasmus could not always distinguish from the text itself. This text was also missing the last six verses 

of Revelation, so Erasmus translated these verses from the Latin Vulgate into Greek, as he did with various 

other passages where the Greek texts he had were unclear.782 

The Greek text of Erasmus became extremely popular, and many different editions were published over the 

next 80 years, differing from each other in 100-200 places. The infamous forgery in 1 John 5:7 was not 

included until the 3rd edition of 1522, Erasmus having previously omitted it on the basis that it had no support 

from earlier Greek texts.783 The Erasmus text was one of the Greek sources of the 1611 AV.  The result of the translatorsǯ use of these three Greek textual sources was an English translation based on a 

collection of texts which, though largely Byzantine, also included eclectic readings from the Alexandrian, 

Caesarean, and Western text types, as well as some readings not found in any Greek manuscripts since 

Erasmus had created these readings by translating passages from the Latin Vulgate into Greek.  The text used for the ͳ͸ͳͳ therefore differs from the ǮMajority Textǯ in around ͳ,ͺ͵ͺ places.784 A range of 

other English Bible translations were used as points of comparison, and the committees were instructed to use phrases from these translations when they were closer to the original language text than the Bishopǯs 
Bible.  Certain readings of Wycliffeǯs translation were included in the AV, and the AV is also heavily dependent on Tyndaleǯs phrasing and wording; translation improvements of the Bishopǯs Bible were also added to the AV, 
and it also adopted some layout and formatting decisions of the Geneva Bible such as chapters divided into 

                                                                    
781 Manuscript 1r. 

782 The result was that Erasmusǯ text contained some readings not found in any Greek manuscript at all, they 

were his own creation from the Latin; later scholars noted that some of these renderings were not even 

correct Greek. 

783 He finally included it after being presented with a single Greek text which included the verse (though there 

is evidence that the text was prepared specifically for this purpose). 

784 According to Daniel Wallace, ǲSome Second Thoughts on the Majority Text,ǳ Bibliotheca Sacra. ͳͶ͸, no. ͷͺ͵ ȋͳͻͺͳȌ: ʹ͸ͻ–ͻͲ.; readers should note that the ǮMajority Textǯ is not the same as the ǮTextus Receptusǯ, it is a ʹͲth century reconstruction of the Byzantine text type. 
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verses, and italic text used for English words added to the translation for which no original equivalent existed 

in the original text. The Latin Vulgate was also used as a point of comparison, and the Vulgate reading ǮLuciferǯ in )saiah ͳͶ:ͳʹ 
was included in the AV as it had been in English Bible translations since Wycliffe. However, the AV also added a marginal note identifying the alternative reading ǮDay Starǯ. A good example of the extent to which the KJV 
translators incorporated texts from earlier translations is their rendering of 1 Corinthians 1:11. Here it is annotated with the words borrowed from previous English translations, with the original spelling ȋǮvsǯ for Ǯusǯ, Ǯmeanesǯ for Ǯmeansǯ, etc.Ȍ. ǮYou are also helping [Bishopǯs Bible] together [Geneva ͳͷͷ͹] by [Bishopǯs] prayer for vs [Tyndale], 

that [Tyndale] for the [Geneva 1560] gift [Great] bestowed vpon vs [Geneva 1557] by the meanes of 

many [Tyndale] persons [Great], thankes may bee giuen [Tyndale] by [Geneva 1557] many on our behalf [Tyndale].ǯ785 

Over time the 1611 AV was also revised. Minor revisions took place in 1629, 1638, 1653, and 1701, which 

changed little. Major revisions in 1762 and 1769 were made to standardize spelling and remove archaic words such as Ǯsithǯ, resulting in some ͹ͷ,ͲͲͲ changes.786 The 1769 edition is that which is printed today. 

Claims and facts about the ǲKing Jamesǳ Bible The June ʹͲͳͳ Special Edition of the Testimony Magazine, Ǯͳ͸ͳͳ-2011 Four hundred years of the King James Bibleǯ, contained a number of misleading articles.787 

1. Brother Andrew Perry, ǮA Reliable Translation? For and against the Accuracy of the KJVǯ.788 

                                                                    
785 Norman L Geisler and William E Nix, A General )ntroduction to the Bible ȋChicago: Moody Press, ͳͻͺ͸Ȍ, ͷͺ͸. 
786 Adam Nicolson, Power and Glory: Jacobean England and the Making of the King James Bible ȋ(arper Perennial, ʹͲͲ͵Ȍ,. ʹ͵ͻ. 
787 These comments have been sent to the editors or writers responsible. 

788 Andrew Perry, ǲA Reliable Translation? For and against the Accuracy of the KJV,ǳ The Testimony ͺͳ, no. ͻ͸ͳ ȋʹͲͳͳȌ: ͳ͹ͻ–ͺͶ. 
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Claim: Ǯ)t is sufficiently accurateǯ789 

Fact: It is less accurate than modern translations such as the NET, 790   and more biased by error.791 Claim: Ǯit translates mainly from the Byzantine ȋMajorityȌ text and a standard (ebrew consonantal textǯ792 

Fact: The Byzantine is the least reliable text type, and the article acknowledges modern translations use a 

better Hebrew text.793 Claim: Ǯit has useful features such as its italics and marginal notesǯ794 

Fact: The New English Translation has far more such notes (more detailed and more accurate).  

                                                                    
789 Andrew Perry, ǲA Reliable Translation? For and against the Accuracy of the KJV,ǳ The Testimony 81, no. 

961 (2011): 184. 

790 For example, Genesis 12:6; 36:24; 37:3; Exodus 34:13, Numbers 21:14; 23:22, Judges 5:2; 15:8, 19; 20:26, 

Job 26:13; 40:19, 2 Kings 22:14, Psalm 71:22; Song of Solomon 7:5, Isaiah 5:2; 13:21-22; 18:1, 2, 7, Jeremiah 

39:3, 13; 13:10-11, 18, 20, Daniel 7:9, Hosea 3:1, Nahum 2:3, Matthew 6:12, Mark 10:23, Romans 4:19, 1 John 

5:7, all contain significant errors in the KJV; the New English Translation Is accurate in each passage.  

791 In particular numerous use of the words satan, devil, soul, bishop, deacon, and hell. 

792 Andrew Perry, ǲA Reliable Translation? For and against the Accuracy of the KJV,ǳ The Testimony 81, no. 

961 (2011): 184. 

793 Andrew Perry, ǲA Reliable Translation? For and against the Accuracy of the KJV,ǳ The Testimony 81, no. 

961 (2011): 181; the article claims without evidence that Ǯthe differences have little practical effect for the 
native English speaker who has no (ebrew or Aramaicǯ. 
794 Ǯthe (ebrew text used by modern versions is better than that used by the KJV translatorsǯ, i Andrew Perry, ǲA Reliable Translation? For and against the Accuracy of the KJV,ǳ The Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 184. 
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In favour of the KJV brother Perry cites the capitalization of the divine name795 and the KJVǯs literal 
translations.796 Yet he acknowledges the KJVǯs poor translation of (ebrew797  and Greek,798 misleading text 

                                                                    
795 The NET uses a similar convention, and has notes providing a reliable explanation of the meaning. 

796 The article says ǮThe KJV is a literal translation in this senseǯ ȋp. ͳͺʹȌ, as opposed to a dynamic equivalence 
translation saying this is an advantage, then contradicts this completely by saying, ǮThe KJV is therefore not a Ǯsame-word-for-the-same-wordǯ ȋliteralȌ translationǯ ȋp. ͳͺ͵Ȍ, saying this is an advantage; the truth is that the 
KJV was a dynamic translation but not as dynamic as modern translations, dynamic translation is more reliably accurate than literal Ǯword for wordǯ translation, and modern dynamic translations are superior to 
the KJV as a result. 

797 ǮOne area in which the KJV is lexically weak is in its understanding of difficult Hebrew words.ǯ, Andrew 

Perry, ǲA Reliable Translation? For and against the Accuracy of the KJV,ǳ The Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 

182. 

798 Ǯ)n this regard the KJV is less accurate than modern versions; but the Bible student can make use of 

lexicons to spot errors and make corrections to the King James translation where appropriate.ǯ, Andrew Perry, ǲA Reliable Translation? For and against the Accuracy of the KJV,ǳ The Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 181; a 

good Bible translation does not require the reader to identify and correct errors using lexicons. 
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layout,799 archaic style,800 and inadequacy for non-native English speaker801 or for preaching even in English 

speaking countries.802 

2. Brother David Burges ǮUpstaged by Modernity? The Value of the King James Version in the 

Twenty-First Centuryǯ.803 Claim: Ǯthe KJV still has an unexcelled value for public readingǯ804 

Fact: No, its language is inaccessible to the public. 

                                                                    
799 ǮNevertheless, the KJV did not lay out poetry in verse form in the printed edition, and it chose to retain the verse and chapter divisions of the Bishopsǯ Bible. This constraint introduced inaccuracy into the 

translation,ǯ, Andrew Perry, ǲA Reliable Translation? For and against the Accuracy of the KJV,ǳ The Testimony 

81, no. 961 (2011): 183. 

800 Ǯthe style and tone of the KJV is probably too literary and too elevated compared with the common 

language of the market-place and the ordinary letters that we have in the Bible.ǯ, Andrew Perry, ǲA Reliable Translation? For and against the Accuracy of the KJV,ǳ The Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 183. 

801 ǮThe KJV is obviously not a version for use with speakers and readers for whom English is a second 
language.ǯ, Andrew Perry, ǲA Reliable Translation? For and against the Accuracy of the KJV,ǳ The Testimony 

81, no. 961 (2011): 184. 

802 Ǯthe English is old and not of a suitable grade22 for preaching.ǯ, Andrew Perry, ǲA Reliable Translation? 
For and against the Accuracy of the KJV,ǳ The Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 184. 

803 David Burges, ǲUpstaged by Modernity? The Value of the King James Version in the Twenty-First Century,ǳ 
The Testimony ͺͳ, no. ͻ͸ͳ ȋʹͲͳͳȌ: ͳͺͶ–ͺ͹. 
804 Ǯ)n the first place, the KJV still has an unexcelled value for public reading. As discussed elsewhere in this issue, it is a product of Ǯthe golden ageǯ of English literatureͷ and was specifically designed in translation 

for reading aloud in churches.ǯ, David Burges, ǲUpstaged by Modernity? The Value of the King James Version 

in the Twenty-First Century,ǳ The Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 186. 
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Claim: ǮAlec McCowan performed the KJV of the Gospel of Mark as a stage monologue, to packed houses… an eloquent answer to those who claim that the language of the KJV is too difficultǯ805 

Fact: Like applause at a reading of Shakespeare, this proves nothing about audience comprehension of the 

text. Claim: Ǯthe KJV remains the primary English translation for serious Bible studyǯ806 

Fact: No, a translation requiring constant correction by study aids is not useful; serious Bible study uses a 

reliable translation. Claim: Ǯthe range of study aids available for the KJV far exceeds that for any other versionǯ807 

Fact: No, KJV study aids are a small handful of outdated and biased works; modern translations have a wider 

range of the best modern lexicographical and translation aids. 

Here is a list of Old Testament lexicons and dictionaries which can be used with modern Bible translations. 

1. Johann Jakob Koehler, Ludwig; Baumgartner, Walter; Richardson, M. E. J.; Stamm, The Hebrew and Aramaic 

Lexicon of the Old Testament (electronic ed.; Leiden; New York: E.J. Brill, 1999). 

2. Bruce K. Harris, R. Laird; Archer, Gleason L., Jr.; Waltke, ed., Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament 

(electronic ed.; Chicago: Moody Press, 1999). 

3. G. Johannes Botterweck, Helmer Ringgren, and Heinz-Josef Fabry, Theological Dictionary of the Old 

Testament (Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing, 2004). 

                                                                    
805 David Burges, ǲUpstaged by Modernity? The Value of the King James Version in the Twenty-First Century,ǳ 
The Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 186. 

806 David Burges, ǲUpstaged by Modernity? The Value of the King James Version in the Twenty-First Century,ǳ 
The Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 186. 

807 David Burges, ǲUpstaged by Modernity? The Value of the King James Version in the Twenty-First Century,ǳ 
The Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 186. 
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4. Charles Augustus Brown, Francis; Driver, Samuel Rolles; Briggs, Enhanced Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew 

and English Lexicon (electronic ed.; Oak Harbor, WA: Logos Research Systems, 2000). 

5. James Swanson, Dictionary of Biblical Languages with Semantic Domains: Hebrew (Old Testament) 

(electronic ed.; Oak Harbor: Logos Research Systems, Inc., 1997). 

6. James Swanson, Dictionary of Biblical Languages with Semantic Domains: Aramaic (Old Testament) 

(electronic ed.; Oak Harbor: Logos Research Systems, Inc., 1997). 

7. Stephen A Kaufman, Joseph A Fitzmyer, The Comprehensive Aramaic Lexicon (Cincinnati, Ohio: Hebrew 

Union College, 1986-). 

8. Ernst Jenni and Claus Westermann, Theological Lexicon of the Old Testament (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson 

Publishers, 1997).  

Here is a list of New Testament lexicons and dictionaries which can be used with modern Bible translations. 

1. Walter Arndt, William; Danker, Frederick W.; Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and 

Other Early Christian Literature (3rd ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000). 

2. Roderick Liddell, Henry George; Scott, Robert; Jones, Henry Stuart; McKenzie, A Greek-English Lexicon 

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996). 

3. Neva F. Friberg, Timothy; Friberg, Barbara; Miller, Analytical Lexicon of the Greek New Testament (Grand 

Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2000). 

4. Gerhard Kittel, Gerhard; Bromiley, Geoffrey W.; Friedrich, ed., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament 

(electronic ed.; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964). 

5. James Swanson, Dictionary of Biblical Languages with Semantic Domains: Greek (New Testament) 

(electronic ed.; Oak Harbor: Logos Research Systems, Inc., 1997). 

6. James D. Spicq, Ceslas; Ernest, Theological Lexicon of the New Testament (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson 

Publishers, 1994). 

7. Eugene Albert Louw, Johannes P.; Nida, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Semantic 

Domains (electronic ed. of the 2nd edition.; New York: United Bible Societies, 1996). 
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8. Gerhard Balz, Horst Robert; Schneider, Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, Mich.: 

Eerdmans, 1990). 

9. Spiros Zodhiates, The Complete Word Study Dictionary: New Testament (electronic ed.; Chattanooga, TN: 

AMG Publishers, 2000). 

Look at the wealth of modern lexical tools available to us. Yet so many Christadelphians ignore all this, and 

use Gesenius, or Strong's, or Young's, or Vine's, tools which are massively out of date, sometimes wildly 

inaccurate, and theologically biased. Here's just one example. Let's look at the Hebrew word 'sheol' (grave), 

typically rendered 'hell' by the KJV (one of many reasons why it's such a bad translation). Here's what those 

old lexicons have to say. 

1. Gesenius: "a subterranean place, full of thick darkness (Job 10:21, 22), in which the shades of the dead 

are gathered together" 

2.  Strong: "underworld, grave, hell, pit. 1A the underworld. 1B Sheol—the OT designation for the abode of 

the dead. 1B1 place of no return. 1B2 without praise of God. 1B3 wicked sent there for punishment" 

3. Vine: "Second, ǲSheolǳ is used of a place of conscious existence after death" 

Totally inaccurate, full of theological falsehood. And these are the tools trusted by so many Christadelphians. 

Now let's look at two modern lexicons. What do they say about 'sheol'? 

1. TWOT: "The word does not occur outside of the OT, except once in the Jewish Elephantine papyri, where it means ǲgraveǳ" 
2. HALOT: "As for the latter what is supposed to correspond to Hebrew ʬׁםֹא is a Sumerian-Akkadian šuʾāru, 

yet even Baumgartner ThZ 2 (1946) 233-235 does not produce any clear instance of this word with the meaning ǲunderworldǳ" 

What a refreshing change; now we're reading truth. See how the etymology from a word meaning 

'underworld' is rejected, and it is proved that the only use of the word outside the Old Testament is in the 

Elephantine Papyri, 'where it means grave'. This is a great example of modern lexicons settling conclusively 

the meaning of a word in its socio-historical context, and proving that the traditional translations 'hell' and 

'underworld' are completely wrong (it is used of the 'underworld' of pagan theology in a couple of places in 

the Old Testament, but this is not the use by the Hebrew writers themselves).  
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We always try to use the best tools for our regular day work, so why do so many Christadelphians think it's 

OK to use bad tools for the important work of Bible study? Would anyone of us decide to throw away the 

computer at their workplace, and swap it for a 19th century typewriter? Of course we wouldn't. So why do 

Christadelphians do this when it comes to Bible study? Claim: Ǯuse of these aids, combined with the fact that the KJV approximates to a Ǯword-for-wordǯ translation, 
allows the student to gain closer access to the meaningǯ808 809 

Fact, No, KJV study aids are typically antiquated and require specialized knowledge to use reliably, thus 

fooling the average reader into thinking they can translate better than professionals, but getting them no 

closer to the original meaning (and sometimes further away). Claim: Ǯconcordances exist for some modern versions, few of these are exhaustiveǯ810 

Fact: Many exhaustive tools exist for modern versions, of far higher quality than those typically used with the 

KJV. 

Claim: Ǯthose versions using the Ǯdynamic equivalenceǯ approach to translation, their usefulness is necessarily limited by the freer use of languageǯ811 

                                                                    
808 David Burges, ǲUpstaged by Modernity? The Value of the King James Version in the Twenty-First Century,ǳ 
The Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 186. 

809 Contradicted by brother Perryǯs article in this same issue of The Testimony; ǮThe KJV is therefore not a 

Ǯsame-word-for-the-same-wordǯ ȋliteralȌ translationǯ. Andrew Perry, ǲA Reliable Translation? For and against the Accuracy of the KJV,ǳ The Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 183. 

810 Ǯ)n the first place, the KJV still has an unexcelled value for public reading. As discussed elsewhere in this issue, it is a product of Ǯthe golden ageǯ of English literatureͷ and was specifically designed in translation 

for reading aloud in churches.ǯ, David Burges, ǲUpstaged by Modernity? The Value of the King James Version 

in the Twenty-First Century,ǳ The Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 186. 

811 David Burges, ǲUpstaged by Modernity? The Value of the King James Version in the Twenty-First Century,ǳ 
The Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 186. 
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Fact: Dynamic equivalence is more accurate than literal translation, a point brother Perryǯs article actually 
made. It is ironic that the translators of the KJV argued they were not making a literal translation. On the 

contrary, in their preface they defend their decision not to do so. Ǯwe have not tied ourselves to an uniformity of phrasing, or to an identity of words, as some peradventure would wish that we had doneǯ Ǯif the word signified that same in both places ȋfor there be some words that be not the same sense everywhereȌ we were especially carefulǯ Ǯwhy should we be in bondage to them if we may be free, use one precisely when we may use 

another no less fit, as commodiously?ǯ 
Variety in the KJV's translation of the Hebrew is rightly very broad; davar (84 different English words), panim 

(34 words), sim (59 words), nasah (46 words), avar (48 words).  

Likewise, the Greek kataergo is translated with 17 different words, and the Greek logizomai has three 

appearances in Romans 4, all of which are translated differently.  

This is valid translation methodology. A literal translation would in many cases make nonsense of the text. 

When the Hebrew literally says 'long of nose', and 'his nose was hot', the text isn't talking about noses at all, so the KJV translators intelligently rendered the text according to its underlying sense, translating Ǯsense for senseǯ rather than Ǯword for wordǯ. The first phrase is an idiom which means 'longsuffering' ȋKJV 
'longsuffering'), and the second phrase is an idiom which means 'he became angry' (KJV 'his wrath was 

kindled'). 

3. Brother John Thorpe, ǮUnrevised For Centuriesǯ.812 Claim: Ǯthe assumption that the Alexandrian text exists and that it is Ǯbetterǯ than the Byzantine textǯ813 

                                                                    
812 John Thorpe, ǲUnrevised for Centuries: The Remarkable Longevity of the King James Version,ǳ The 

Testimony ͺͳ, no. ͻ͸ͳ ȋʹͲͳͳȌ: ͳ͹Ͷ–͹ͺ. 
813 John Thorpe, ǲUnrevised for Centuries: The Remarkable Longevity of the King James Version,ǳ The 

Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 175. 
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Fact: This is not an assumption, it is a fact. Over 100 years ago brother Roberts knew the Alexandrian text 

indisputably exists, and is superior to the later Byzantine text; he called Vaticanus, Sinaiticus, and Alexandrinus Ǯthe three most ancient originalǯ814 manuscripts. This was accepted by all of our communityǯs 
earliest and most knowledgeable Bible students. Claim: Ǯthe differences between the text used in the seventeenth century and that used in the modern day are very slightǯ815 

Fact: No, there are hundreds of differences, many significant. Claim:  ǮMore modern versions tend to be slanted by modern theological and critical concernsǯ816 

Fact: They are far less slanted by theological concerns than the KJV, and the critical issues are irrelevant to 

their translation accuracy. Claim: ǮThe KJV is part of a long-standing tradition of Bible translation ȋat one time known as Ǯthe English traditionǯȌ, which is under attack. )t is a tradition which does not seek to interpret the text (although some 

interpretation is always unavoidable) but to give as accurate a translation as possible of the best text available 

so that students of the Bible can analyse it and come up with their own conclusions.ǯ817 

Fact: This is very far from the truth. Hundreds of verses in the KJV contain theologically motivated interpretations and paraphrases by the translators; Ǯgave up the ghostǯ, Ǯ(oly Ghostǯ, Ǯsoulǯ, Ǯhellǯ, Ǯdevilǯ, 
                                                                    
814 ǮT)SC(ENDORFǯS NEW TESTAMENT.—ȋContaining footnote emendations on the basis of the three most 

ancient original M.SS.: The VAT)CAN, ALEXANDR)NE, and S)NA)T)C—the last but recently discovered by Tischendorf himself.Ȍ. Brother Ellis writes to say he can supply the brethren with this free through the post, at ͳs.ͳͲd.ǯ, Robert Roberts, ǲ)ntelligence: Tischendorfǯs New Tesatment,ǳ The Christadelphian ͸, no. ͸͸ ȋͳͺ͸ͻȌ: Ͷ͵ʹ. 
815 John Thorpe, ǲUnrevised for Centuries: The Remarkable Longevity of the King James Version,ǳ The 

Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 178. 

816 John Thorpe, ǲUnrevised for Centuries: The Remarkable Longevity of the King James Version,ǳ The 

Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 178. 

817 John Thorpe, ǲUnrevised for Centuries: The Remarkable Longevity of the King James Version,ǳ The 

Testimony 81, no. 961 (2011): 178. 
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Ǯdevilsǯ, Ǯchurchǯ, Ǯbishopǯ, Ǯdeaconǯ, and ǮSatanǯ are just a few examples. This is not literal translation or a translation attempting to Ǯgive as accurate a translation as possibleǯ, much less intended Ǯso that students of 
the Bible can analyse it and come up with their own conclusionsǯ. On the contrary, it shows the translators of 
the KJV felt completely free to make their translation fit their beliefs. Ironically, modern dynamic translations 

are a lot more accurate, reducing the use of these theological terms dramatically, or even abandoning them 

completely. 

Comments from our earliest commentators 

The Revised Version of 1881-85 was a great improvement on the many inaccuracies of the KJV, and was 

consequently welcomed enthusiastically by our earliest brothers. ǮMany words and phrases are more accurately rendered.ǯ818 ǮTaking it altogether it is calculated to promote enlightenment, and to confirm believers of the Bible in the credibility of these Divine records.ǯ819 

They were also pleased that the language had been brought up to date, and commented that it hadn't been done enough. Brother Shutttleworth called for Ǯthe complete expurgation of obsolete and antiquated wordsǯ. ǮThere were two things, however, which every one might have reasonably expected, viz., the 
complete expurgation of obsolete and antiquated words, and the removal of questionable grammar 

from every part: this has only been partially done, whereas it might just as well have been perfect in 

these particulars as not; and we should then have been excused such ungrammatical phrases as, ǲDo thy diligenceǳ ȋʹ Tim, ͵ :ͻȌ and again ǲWhich they have ungodly wroughtǳ ȋJude, ͳͷȌ—a literal enough 

rendering of the Greek no doubt, but at the same time the sense of the original and the grammar of 

the English might both have been preserved by substituting ǲimpiouslyǳ for ungodly; or if the strictly 
literal counterpart were important, then what should have hindered the giving effect to it by the 

lengthening of the term ungodly into ungodlily; in the same way as in another instance (1 Thes. 2:10), 

                                                                    
818 Robert Roberts, ǲThe Revised Version of the New Testament,ǳ The Christadelphian ͳͺ, no. ʹͲͷ ȋͳͺͺͳȌ: ʹͺͻ. 
819 F.R. Shuttleworth, ǲRemarks by Brother Shuttleworth,ǳ The Christadelphian ͳͺ, no. ʹͲͷ ȋͳͺͺͳȌ: ͵Ͳͳ. 
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we have the word holy lengthened into holily. No better opportunity could have occurred for the coining of a few fresh words where required as the exact equivalent of the Greek text.ǯ820 

It is ironic (and baffling), that our earliest commentators over 100 years ago were praising the Revised 

Version for being a more accurate translation than the KJV, and for removing outdated language, whereas so 

many modern Christadelphians claim the KJV is more accurate and wish to retain the outdated language. 

Conclusion 

When using a modern translation, even though it uses an eclectic text we know which text was used; the 

translation tells you in the forward, and in almost every case it is the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS), for 

the Old Testament, and the Nestle-Aland New Testament (27th edition), for the New Testament. Both these 

texts are readily available, and study aids are also available to tell us which manuscripts were used and how 

reliable they are. In contrast, readers of the KJV (based on an eclectic text), do not even know which 

manuscripts and texts it was translated from, and even if they do find out they will very likely not have access 

to it. 

The KJV Old Testament was translated from the 16th century Mikraot Gedolot of Jaakov Ben Hayyim, a 

Masoretic text. It was known even at the time for its numerous errors and misreadings. The KJV New 

Testament was translated from the 1633 edition of Theodore Beza's eclectic text, which had been edited nine 

times previously by Beza. This text relied heavily on half a dozen manuscripts no earlier than the 10th century, 

and contains many errors. 

Users of modern Bible translations have a formidable array of modern scholarly lexicons and Bible 

dictionaries at their disposal for the study of both the Old and New Testaments. In contrast, users of the KJV 

have a tiny handful of grossly out of date works crammed with theologically biased entries, typically recycling 

each others' errors, and little to no knowledge of how to use them or verify what they say. It is in this area 

(among other areas), that the KJV fails dismally and modern translations excel. 

                                                                    
820  
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The Original Christadelphian Approach to Science 

Jon Burke 

Abstract: The Christadelphian community originally had a high respect for science, and believed science and 

Scripture would always be in harmony. The way in which they dealt with apparent contradictions between 

science and Scripture, as well as claims that science proves the Bible wrong, is highly instructive. 

In the early Christadelphian community, the principle of the Ǯtwo booksǯ was used as the reason for interpreting Scripture using scientific knowledge. Brother John Thomas described his magazine ǮThe Advocateǯ as a Defence of the testimony of God through the two books. 821 Brother Jardine insisted that 

                                                                    
821 ǮThe Advocate: For the Testimony of God as it is Written in the Books of Nature and Revelation 

CONDUCTED BY JO(N T(OMAS, M.D. The invisible attributes of God, even his eternal power and divinity, since the creation of the world, are very evident; being known by his works.—PAUL. All scripture given 

by divine inspiration, is profitable for doctrine, for conviction, for correction, for instruction in 

righteousness: that the man of God may be perfect—completely fitted for every good work.—PAUL. Such is the title, by which this work will be designated, on the publication of the Fourth Volume. ǲThe Advocateǳ is its present name, and will continue so to be. The rest of its title is expletive of the subject-matter for which it pleads, viz. T(E TEST)MONY OF GOD. The grand divisions of this testimony are twofold—first the evidence he has given of his Eternal Power, and Divinity in what is termed Nature; and, secondly, that which is contained in the (istorical Books and the Law of Moses, the Prophets, the Psalms, and the Apostolic 

Writings. The First, or Natural division of the Testimony of God, contains all, and infinitely more, than can 

be found in the Encyclopædia of human discoveries:—hence, the principles and facts, which have resulted from the observations and experiments of accurate observers, will arrest the attention of T(E ADVOCATE from time to time. Our design in doing this, is, that the works of God may be brought to bear illustratively 

on his word; for, we are convinced, that nothing is better calculated to break the shackles of prejudice 

and superstition, than an enlightened acquaintance with the objects and ǲlaws of Nature,ǳ as Godǯs 

natural institutions are termed. The second division of the Testimony of God, relates equally to Man and the External World of Nature, only that it reveals the ultimate destiny of both; and the extraordinary arrangements, by which they are to be carried onward to that glorious result; which the inaudible, though expressive, ȋsee. ps. ͳͻ.Ȍ works of God do not.—T(E ADVOCATE will, therefore, exercise himself to the best of his ability and judgment, in setting forth the manifold wisdom of God as inscribed on the brilliant pages 
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Scripture and the creation formed a consistently harmonious witness, and that any apparent contradictions 

were due to misinterpretation of the Bible or the creation. 822 823  (e characterized science which derives knowledge from Godǯs creation as an Ǯinspiration of Godǯs spiritǯ, 824   

so there is no competition of authority between science and Scripture; both are ultimately derived from God 

Himself, both reveal truths which He communicates through His two books. Brother Robert Roberts, 

considered the established science of his day to be sufficiently reliable on which to base a non-Biblical case 

for the existence of God as the creator of the universe. In 1885 he wrote a hypothetical dialogue between a Christadelphian and an Ǯ)nterested Strangerǯ who was not a believer in God.  
Starting with the topic of the beginning of the universe, Roberts appealed repeatedly to the evidence of 

science in order to demonstrate that the universe had a beginning in time and must have had a cause, and 

that both the universe and the earth had passed through immense ages of time during which they had 

developed and changed gradually in order to be made fit for human habitation. His key points were as follows. 

                                                                    
of those two interesting volumes.ǯ, John Thomas, ǲThe Advocate: For the Testimony of God as )t )s Written in the Books of Nature and Revelation,ǳ The Apostolic Advocate. ͵, no. ʹ͸Ͳ-ʹ͸ͳ ȋͳͺ͵ͺȌ. 
822 ǮNATURE makes no false impressions, and just so the Bible.ǯ, W Jardine, ǲThe Bible as a Law of Life and )mmortality,ǳ Ambassador of the Coming Age ͳ, no. ͸ ȋͳͺ͸ͶȌ: ͻ͵. 
823 ǮThe inconsistency spoken of between nature and scripture, arises not from antagonism, but from the misinterpretations of both. )t is manǯs interpretation of the one set against manǯs interpretations of the other. 
It is not nature versus scripture, but false science against true theology, or false theology against scientific 

fact.ǯ, W Jardine, ǲThe Bible as a Law of Life and )mmortality,ǳ Ambassador of the Coming Age 1, no. 6 (1864): 

93. 

824 ǮEvery thing in art and science are but copies of the workings of Godǯs spirit in nature. And it is by the study 

of nature and by meditation, on the discoveries which have been made as communicated to him through books, that man acquires his knowledge in the science of life, and so inhales this inspiration of Godǯs spirit.ǯ, 
W Jardine, ǲThe Bible as a Law of Life and )mmortality,ǳ Ambassador of the Coming Age 1, no. 6 (1864): 93-4. 
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1. There was Ǯa time when the earth was a molten mass, incapable of sustaining life, either vegetable or animalǯ.825 

2. 'the starry heavens show us ȋthrough the telescopeȌ bodies in various stages of developmentǯ.826 

3. These are Ǯstages through which it is probable the earth has comeǯ.827 

4. That Ǯif the universe has been a progressive development, there must have been a time - inconceivably 

remote truly - but still a time when it began to travel from its invisible state of abstract power to its present state of concrete form and gloryǯ.828  Brother Robertsǯ approach here to the non-Christian Ǯ)nterested Strangerǯ was based completely on the 

science of his day; geology, astronomy, cosmology, and chemistry. Realizing that science provided him with 

reliable evidence to support a non-Bible based argument for a creator, he used that evidence in the full 

confidence that the science was accurate, confident that it was in no way contradictory to the Biblical account, 

despite the fact that none of the physical facts about the universe and the earth which he cited, could be found 

in Scripture. These early commentators also used the scientific findings of their day to make sense of apparent 

contradictions between the description of creation in Genesis, and scientific knowledge. In 1884, Roberts 

                                                                    
825 Ǯare we not justified in saying that if we go far enough back in the record of the earthǯs physical history, as written in the rocks, we come to a time when the earth was a molten mass, incapable of sustaining life, either vegetable or animal?ǯ, Robert Roberts, ǲA Page for the )nterested Stranger – No. ʹ,ǳ The Christadelphian ʹʹ, no. ʹͷͷ ȋͳͺͺͷȌ: ͶͲͷ. 
826 ǮWe cannot ascertain the physical history of the earth further back than the fire period from the earth itself: 

but the starry heavens show us (through the telescope) bodies in various stages of development, and 

therefore stages through which it is probable the earth has come. The nebulous matter in the milky way 

is very instructive on this point.ǯ, Robert Roberts, ǲA Page for the )nterested Stranger – No. ʹ,ǳ The 

Christadelphian 22, no. 255 (1885): 405. 

827 Robert Roberts, ǲA Page for the )nterested Stranger – No. ʹ,ǳ The Christadelphian 22, no. 255 (1885): 405. 

828 Ǯ(ere is the point: if the universe has been a progressive development, there must have been a time—
inconceivably remote truly—but still a time when it began to travel from its invisible state of abstract 

power to its present state of concrete form and glory.ǯ, Robert Roberts, ǲA Page for the )nterested Stranger – No. ʹ,ǳ The Christadelphian 22, no. 255 (1885): 405. 
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commented enthusiastically on correspondence received by ǮBrother Simons, of Outramǯ.829 Brother Simons, in answer to a question he had read in the Ecclesial Visitor ȋǮWhy God did not make everybody perfect at once, if (e had the power to do so, &c., &c.?ǯȌ, directed the questioner to the natural creation, as interpreted by 
geology, making the following arguments. 

1. Geology teaches us that there was a time on earth Ǯwhen animal life, if not totally, was nearly unknown, and only the lower order of vegetable life covering its faceǯ.830 

2. This lasted Ǯmany thousands of yearsǯ, during which Ǯthe earth was undergoing wonderful and necessary changes to fit it for a creation of a higher orderǯ.831 

3. When this stage was over Ǯit was replaced by a creation of a higher order, when animal and vegetable 
forms of a far more wonderful structure were brought into existence and most admirably adopted to the atmosphere, climate, and peculiarities of that creationǯ.832 

4. This also lasted Ǯmany thousands of years, before it was Ǯswept away, and a grander creation built on its ruinsǯ, and Ǯso on, stage after stageǯ.833 

Brother Simons was interpreting Scripture in such a way as to incorporate and harmonize with, the scientific 

discoveries which in his day were well established and which were being used to support the theory of 

evolution; the great age of the earth, the numerous geological changes through which it had passed, the 

physical evidence of numerous species emerging and passing away (each more complex than the former), 

and the increasing habitation of the earth by animals better and better adapted to the environment.  

                                                                    
829 ǮBrother Simons, of Outram, writes thus excellently on a subject which has perplexed many only because they do not take all the elements of the case into account.ǯ, Robert Simons, ǲWhy Man Was Not at Once Made Perfect,ǳ The Christadelphian ʹͳ, no. ʹ͵ͺ ȋͳͺͺͶȌ: ͳ͹͹. 
830 Robert Simons, ǲWhy Man Was Not at Once Made Perfect,ǳ The Christadelphian 21, no. 238 (1884): 177. 

831 Robert Simons, ǲWhy Man Was Not at Once Made Perfect,ǳ The Christadelphian 21, no. 238 (1884): 177. 

832 Robert Simons, ǲWhy Man Was Not at Once Made Perfect,ǳ The Christadelphian 21, no. 238 (1884): 177. 

833 Robert Simons, ǲWhy Man Was Not at Once Made Perfect,ǳ The Christadelphian 21, no. 238 (1884): 177. 
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Similarly, Brother Roberts interpreted Genesis in such a way as to harmonize with the established scientific 

evidence that the earth was of great age, and had a history prior to the six days of creation in Genesis 1 (though 

he did not believe humans had existed for more than 6,000 years).834 Whilst both brothers Simons and 

Roberts denied evolution as an explanation for the diversity of species, they did not deny the scientific 

evidence on which the theory was based.  

Instead, they both chose to read the Scriptural record in a way which harmonized with the evidence, 

suggesting a series of creations involving more and more complex life forms, each one extinguished from the 

earth before the next was introduced. Other issues in Genesis were treated in the same way. Roberts 

interpreted the Genesis flood as local, harmonizing his understanding of the text with the geological, 

archaeological, and biological evidence.835  

                                                                    
834 ǮThat the earth had a history anterior to the six daysǯ work, is certain, from both scripture and nature. Geology proves the existence of forms of life long before the Mosaic creation; and the Bible tacitly affirms a pre-Adamite order of things,ǯ, Robert Roberts, ǲWere There (uman Beings Before Adam?,ǳ The Ambassador of 

the Coming Age Ͷͺ, no. ͷ ȋͳͺ͸ͺȌ: ͳ͹ʹ. 
835 ǮConsidering the comparatively limited extent of the human family at the time, and that it was confined to one small district of the globe, it would seem reasonable to conclude from the principle already looked at-the divine sparingness of means-that the flood was co-extensive only with the Adamically-inhabited portion of the globe. There are facts that compel such a conclusion: and as all facts are of God, they must be in 

agreement. The animals of New Zealand are different front those of Australia. The animals of Australia, again, are different from those of Asia and Europe. These again differ entirely from those of the American continent: 
All differ from one another : and the fossil remains on all the continents show that this difference has 

always prevailed. Now if the flood were universal in the absolute sense, it is manifest that these facts could 

not be explained, for if the animals all over the earth were drowned, and the devastated countries were after-wards replenished from a Noachic centre, the animals of all countries would now show some similarity, instead of consisting of totally different species. The animals taken into the ark in that case would be the 

animals of the humanly populated district. Only a comparatively small district in relation to the face 

of the world at large.ǯ, Robert Roberts, ǲThe Visible (and of God,ǳ The Christadelphian ͳͺ, no. ʹͲͷ ȋͳͺͺͳȌ: ͵Ͳͺ. 
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Brother Jardine, writing on the scientific implications of Joshuaǯs Ǯlong dayǯ, are another example of 
harmonizing Biblical interpretation to scientific facts.836  

These earlier Christadelphian approaches to issues in Genesis reveal a strong preference for accepting 

established scientific facts, and interpreting Scripture in harmony with them. It was understood that both the 

Scriptures and the natural creation are works of God by which He has revealed Himself reliably, and that the 

two will always be in harmony when interpreted correctly. Most importantly, these earlier commentators 

saw no struggle for authority between science and scripture; ǮEvery thing in art and science are but copies of the workings of Godǯs spirit in natureǯ, as Jardine wrote.837   )t was also understood that truths revealed by the natural creation are as much Godǯs message as truths 
revealed by Scripture; though both require interpretation, in both cases it is ultimately God speaking, and these commentators considered the revelations of the book of Godǯs Work ȋthe natural creationȌ, to be just 
as authoritative as the revelations of the book of Godǯs Word ȋthe BibleȌ.  
Is the earth a sphere? 

A highly significant early example of interpreting Scripture harmoniously with established scientific facts, can be found in the curious case of brother Charles Walkerǯs answer to the question Ǯ)s it wrong to believe that 

                                                                    
836 Ǯ)n the one case, the standing of the sun was but an illusion of which we have a demonstration of a similar kind every day in the rising and setting of it. And not only did the sun stand still, but the moon too, which if Moses had not recorded it would have been added in this our day as the fact as well. The sun could not appear to stand still without the moon appearing to do so also, and we may add the stars besides. Neither are we to suppose that on that notable day the earth—this globe—stood still, as had that occurred it would inevitably have been destroyed, as illustrated in the law of motion in the sudden stoppage of a railway train. The laws of motion and gravitation forbid us to presume that scripture speaks scientific truth in recording that the sun stood still, and that the moon stood still; or, that in believing that they both stood still, we are to scientifically infer that the earth stood that they might appear to do so, that the illusion they stood might be produced, but they cannot forbid us believing the truth of the record for all that.ǯ, W Jardine, ǲThe Bible as a Law of Life and )mmortality,ǳ Ambassador of the Coming Age ͳ, no. ͸ ȋͳͺ͸ͶȌ: ͻͶ. 
837 Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian ͷͲ, no. ͷͻͲ ȋͳͻͳ͵Ȍ: ͵Ͷ͸. 
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the earth is a sphere?ǯ.838 As much as we may consider this question completely absurd, it was clearly of 

immense importance to brother Griffiths, who wrote to The Christadelphian magazine expressing his 

concerns on the matter.  

Brother Griffiths claimed the scientific conclusion that the earth was a revolving sphere denied the inspiration 

of Scripture,839 that the idea was Ǯpagan in originǯ,840 and that it was not possible to harmonize it with 

Scripture.841  

He associated it with Roman Catholic apostasy,842 denounced it as failing to follow Ǯthe plainly worded inspired narrative of creationǯ,843 and leading to people discovering Ǯthat the Bible and modern science are at varianceǯ.844   

                                                                    
838 Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian ͷͲ, no. ͷͻͲ ȋͳͻͳ͵Ȍ: ͵Ͷ͸–Ͷͺ. 
839 ǮThe veracity and verbal inspiration of the Scriptures are denied by many on the basis of the revolving 

globe-earth theoryǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The 

Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 346. 

840 ǮThe globe-earth theory is essentially pagan in its originǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That 
the Earth Is a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 346. 

841 Ǯno amount of ingenuity has yet succeeded in harmonizing it with the cosmogony of the Bible.ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 346. 

842 ǮThrough Copernicus and Galileo the theory has acquired a distinct Romish taint. We may blame the author of ǲLead Kindly Lightǳ for following the glimmer of Romeǯs magic lantern,1 instead of bringing his mental 

difficulties to be solved in the light of the word of God;ǯ , Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 346. 

843 Ǯwhat about those who allow themselves to be led by the vapourings of scientific theorists while pondering 

over the plainly worded inspired narrative of creation?ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 346. 

844 ǮThe wrong is there all the same, and its effects become manifest when he who has swallowed the morsel 

finds, as the logical outcome of an adopted bastard theory, that the Bible and modern science are at 
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Brother Griffith quoted a professor who apparently claimed the sphericity of the earth could never be 

decisively proved, 845 dismissed an astronomer supporting it as Ǯan evolutionist of the first orderǯ,846 and made 

repeated appeals to passages of Scripture which he believed contradicted the conclusion that the earth was a 

sphere rotating in space.847 848 849 Brother Walkerǯs reply is highly instructive as a model for addressing such controversies. (e first objected to Griffithsǯ accusation that those brothers holding the scientific view in question were unfaithful to the Word 
of God, observing that the spherical shape of the earth was readily available by simple observation and that 

many other Christians had found no difficulty in reconciling the view with Scripture.850Brother Walker 

                                                                    
variance, and verbal inspiration a farce. . . .ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 346. 

845 ǮThe late Prof. Woodhouse, of Cambridge University, once wrote, in reference to the globe-earth theory—

ǲWe shall never arrive at a time when we shall be able to pronounce it absolutely proved to be true . 

The nature of the subject excludes such a possibilityǳ ȋAstronomy, Vol. ͳ, p. ͳ͵Ȍ.ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 346. 

846 ǮThe ǲgreat astronomer,ǳ Sir Robert Ball — wherein does his greatness lie? Certainly not in his discovery 

or advocacy of scientific truth. He is an evolutionist of the first order, and a pronounced anti-

creationist.ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian 50, 

no. 590 (1913): 346. 

847 Ǯ)s it not a fact that the Bible teaches that there are but two great lights and but one sun?ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 346. 

848 Ǯ)s it not the teaching of Scripture that the earth, that is, the dry land, is a stationary body, founded upon the seas, and established upon the floods, and with its foundations in the deep?ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 346. 

849 Ǯ)s it not the plain testimony of Moses that sun, moon, and stars, were made and set in the heavens on the fourth day of Creation week?ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The 

Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 347. 

850 ǮWe would not discuss this matter were it not that our brother does himself and others an injustice in proclaiming the well settled belief of so many of his brethren a ǲwrongǳ and ǲbastard theoryǳ and so forth; 
and quite unfaithful to the Word of God. This is not the case at all. Speaking for ourselves: before we learned 
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likewise dismissed as irrelevant the Ǯpaganǯ origin of the view, and its support by Roman Catholic 

astronomers,851 pointed out that brother Griffithǯs out of context citing of a single professor who supported brother Griffithsǯ view failed address the fact that he was contradicted by the scholarly consensus,852 and 

observed that the vast majority of Bible believing astronomers held that the earth was spherical.853 

Addressing the Scriptural record, brother Walker denied that it should be interpreted as Griffith claimed,854 

noted that the Genesis account of creation was sufficiently ambiguous that it could be misinterpreted or 

                                                                    ǲthe truthǳ we were quite well convinced of the spherical figure of the earth from perfectly candid study of 
natural phenomena, and of navigation, which certainly ǲworksǳ on the spherical basis. And we have found nothing in the Scriptures to unsettle this conviction in the least. Quite the contrary. )n fact, the ǲenormous distances and magnitudesǳ which appear to be a stumbling block to our brother, are to us only the fitting 

suggestions of the Infinite and Eternal. And this is the impression of many of the brethren, as it was of the late Dr. Thomas and brother Roberts.ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The 

Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 347. 

851 ǮAdmitted that ǲthe globe-earth theoryǳ is of ǲpaganǳ origin, it is not therefore untrue. Much natural 

truth is of ǲpaganǳ discovery. We do not reject it on that account; and as to Galileo and the ǲRomish taint,ǳ 
we have always understood that the whole weight of Papal authority was thrown against ǲthe globe-earth theory,ǳ which it has since been compelled to accept as true.ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 347. 

852 With regard to the remarks of Professor Woodhouse, we are inclined to think a great many of his brother 

professors would have differed from his conclusion. It would largely depend upon just what he meant by ǲabsolutely proved;ǳ and as he is dead we cannot ask him.ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 347. 

853 So far as we understand, the prevailing type of ǲScripture-revering Astronomersǳ is that of believers in 

the spherical earth.ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The 

Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 347. 

854 ǮNo; the Bible does not absolutely limit the number of ǲgreat lightsǳ to two; nor does it affirm that there is 

absolutely only one sun in the universe. It tells us that this is so with reference to the earth (which is obvious enough to the most elementary observationȌ, but it also tells us that God made ǲthe stars also,ǳ without telling 
us what the stars are. Later, an apostle speaks of ǲone star differing from another star in glory,ǳ without 
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misunderstood,855 observed that the purpose of the creation account was not to teach astronomy to the 

Hebrews (who did not know even the extent of the earth), but to reveal to them the true creator in 

contradiction to the claims made for the pagan gods around them.856  

He also noted the problems caused by interpreting the Genesis 1 creation record literally.857 Showing his trust 

in the consensus of scientific findings, brother Walker denied strongly the claim that the issue under 

                                                                    defining the extent of the ǲgloryǳ of any.ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ 
The Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 347-8. 

855 ǮMosesǯ testimony is not so ǲplainǳ that it cannot be misinterpreted or misunderstood.ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 348. 

856 Mosesǯ testimony was given to )srael in what might be called the infancy of the world, when men did not 

know the extent of the earth, let alone that of the sun, moon, and stars . And, as we believe, it was given 

(by God through Moses), not so much to instruct Israel in cosmogony in detail, as to impress upon them 

the idea that The Most High God is the Possessor of Heaven and Earth (Gen. 14:22). And this against the 

claims of the gods of the nations, as was abundantly proved in )sraelǯs history.ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 348. 

857 ǮAs to ǲthe fourth day,ǳ we do not know of any ǲdayǳ in the literal sense apart from the sun and its motion. And, therefore, if the ǲdaysǳ of Genesis ͳ. are to be taken as literal days, we feel bound to admit the sun as the origin of the ǲlight,ǳ and ǲevening and morningǳ that were the characteristics of ǲthe first day.ǳ (ow can you have ǲevening and morningǳ without the sun? We must settle up ǲthe plain testimonyǳ of verse ͷ with that of 
verses 14–19. As we said before (The Christadelphion, ͳͻͳͲ, p. ʹ͸ͻȌ, ǲ)f we understand Moses as saying that the sun came into existence on Ǯthe fourth day,ǯ we make him contradict himself; we make him present us 
with day and night, evening and morning, without the sun upon which these things depend.ǳǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 348. 
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discussion was based on mere speculation, or that it was an Ǯunproved assumptionǯ, by appealing to standard 
scientific textbooks and established observable facts.858 859  

Conclusion 

It is remarkable that both the forums of argument made by Brother Griffiths, and the answers supplied by 

brother Walker, are virtually the same as those in the disputes over other scientific theories, later in the 20th 

century. We have much to learn from our past. 

 

                                                                    
858 ǮNo; there are ǲnatural factsǳ underlying the ǲspeculation.ǳ Such are the ascertained velocity of light, 
the eclipses of Jupiterǯs moons, the fact that the best telescopes will not resolve the stars into discs as in the 
case of the planets; the fact of the existence of the planet Neptune as simultaneously discovered by Adams 

and Le Verrier; the facts of parallax and spectrum analysis. ǲNatural factsǳ are the essence of modern 

astronomy.ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian 50, 

no. 590 (1913): 348. 

859 ǮWithout committing ourselves exactly to the figures named, we may say that what our brother calls an ǲunproved assumptionǳ is with us a well-settled conviction, for reasons which may be found in any good 

work on astronomy, Sir Robert Ballǯs ǲStory of the (eavens,ǳ for example.ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to 
Believe That the Earth Is a Sphere?,פ The Christadelphian 50, no. 590 (1913): 348. 
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Prove All Things Ǯagapaō and phileō: Use and abuse in the Gospelsǯ 
Phil Evans 

Abstract 

It is commonly believed that the Greek words agapaō and phileō refer to two different qualities of love, the former 

self-sacrificial and divinely oriented love, the latter fraternal and familial love. This article finds that lexical 

evidence from the New Testament contradicts such a distinction. 

Introduction 

Love is one of the central themes of the holy Scriptures. The glorious hope of everlasting life that we share is 

a gift from our Heavenly Father, whose love was the prime motivation in sacrificing His Son for us (John 3:16). 

A recognition of this fact naturally leads us to demonstrate love to one another. The Apostle John says as much 

in his First Epistle: ǲ)n this is love, not that we have loved God but that he loved us and sent his Son to be the propitiation for our sins. Beloved, if God so loved us, we also ought to love one another.ǳ 

(1 John 4:10-11)  Many of us have a passing familiarity with two of the common Greek words behind our English term ǲloveǳ in 
the New Testament: agapaō and phileō. 860  Common wisdom is that two different kinds of love are intended 

whenever these words appear: 

 agapaō denotes a divine, self-sacrificial love, exemplified in Godǯs offering of his Son 

 phileō denotes an Ǯinferiorǯ human love, more akin to a warm, friendly affection 

                                                                    
860 A third word is storgē. Although it does not appear in the New Testament, we find a related adjective, 

philostorgos, in Romans 12:10 where it refers to a kind affection. 
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Our Lordǯs threefold questioning of Peter in John ʹͳ:ͳͷ-ͳͻ is frequently appealed to as the Ǯproof-textǯ 
supporting this distinction. 861 Armed with this, the temptation then is to assume that every New Testament occurrence of ǲloveǳ neatly conforms to one of these definitions. )t is not uncommon, for example, to hear exhortations to Ǯmove onǯ from a phileō love in order that we might agape one another, with the assumption that this is the Ǯpreferredǯ love that God wishes us to show. 

The aim of this study is to demonstrate that: 

1. These common characterisations of agapaō as Ǯdivine loveǯ and phileō as Ǯhuman loveǯ are not so 
clearly delineated in the Biblical text as is often assumed. 

2. The ideas expressed by the two terms enjoy substantial overlap ȋespecially in Johnǯs gospelȌ, and in 
many instances are virtually synonymous. 

3. Johnǯs usage of agapaō and phileō in the ʹͳst chapter of his gospel can more likely be attributed to 
stylistic reasons rather than any real distinction in meaning. 

Human or Divine? 

If we insist that agape always refers to divine love, we start to encounter problems as soon as Matthew 

Chapter 5, where Jesus says: ǲFor if you love ȋagapaōȌ those who love ȋagapaōȌ you, what reward do you have? Do not even the tax collectors do the same?ǳ 
(Matthew 5:46) The context of this passage is the exhortation to love oneǯs enemies. Jesus explains that this requires an 

attitude that goes beyond mere reciprocation, and uses the hated tax collectors as an example of how not to 

                                                                    
861 ǲJesus uses the word for love which is characteristic, in the New Testament, of the highest love there is, the love with which God loved the world, the love which prompts a man to lay down his life for his friends.ǳ Norris, 
Alfred. Peter Fisher of Men. The Christadelphian, 1982. 
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demonstrate this. Yet the word for ǲloveǳ used in both instances is agapaō, which in this context can hardly 
refer to the love of God. 862 

The following passages show the other six instances where agapaō is used in a negative sense:  
ĀWoe to you Pharisees! For you love ȋagapaōȌ the best seat in the synagogues and greetings in the marketplaces.ǳ 
(Luke 11:43)  

ĀAnd this is the judgment: the light has come into the world, and people loved ȋagapaōȌ the darkness rather 
than the light because their works were evil.ǳ 
(John 3:19) 

Ā…for they [the Pharisees] loved ȋagapaōȌ the glory that comes from man more than the glory that comes from God.ǳ 
(John 12:43)  

ĀFor Demas, in love ȋagapaōȌ with this present world, has deserted me and gone to Thessalonica…ǳ 

(2 Timothy 4:10) 

ĀForsaking the right way, they have gone astray. They have followed the way of Balaam, the son of Beor, who loved ȋagapaōȌ gain from wrongdoing.ǳ 
(2 Peter 2:15) 

ĀDo not love ȋagapaōȌ the world or the things in the world. )f anyone loves ȋagapaōȌ the world, the love of the Father is not in him.ǳ 
(1 John 2:15) 

                                                                    
862 The parallel account can be found in Luke ͸:͵ʹ, where ǲtax collectorsǳ has been replaced by ǲsinnersǳ. This 
strengthens the argument that agapaō is not always divine love. 
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Each of these examples demonstrates the difficulty in restricting the Greek word agapaō to a ǲgoodǳ love or a 
sacrificial love or a divine love. 

Johnǯs usage 

In considering the theme of love in the New Testament, the Apostle John tends to become a focus, and for good reason. Considering agapaō alone, Johnǯs writings include one-third (68) of the total occurrences, 37 of which appear in his gospel. Phileō likewise receives the most generous usage by John, occurring 13 times in 

his gospel (more than the three synoptic gospels together). We have already seen that the commonly-

assumed distinction between the two words cannot always be upheld across the gospels as a whole. But what of Johnǯs writings specifically? The following table surveys the various ways in which he uses both words: 
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These examples show that John uses both words more-or-less synonymously, a point agreed on by virtually 

all modern commentators. 863 864 865 866 867 868 869 870 871 To insist upon a rigid definition for either term is an 

over-simplification, and often cannot be supported by the text. 

                                                                    
863 ǲTo make firm distinctions between phileō love and agapaō love is incorrect, for the meanings of the two words overlap…)n Jn ʹͳ:ͳͷ–27, some people make a distinction between the two words for love, agapaō and 

phileō. But these words do not have distinctly separate meanings, and John is famous for using virtual 

synonyms without any difference in meaning; he often switches between words merely for the sake of variety.ǳ Mounce, William D. Mounceǯs Complete Expository Dictionary of Old & New Testament Words. Grand 

Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 2006. 

864 ǲA basic error of many exegetes is to emphasize the differences of meaning between synonymous terms found in a list; for instance, the terms for ǲloveǳ in John ʹͳ:ͳͷ–17, the types of sacrifice in Hebrews 10:8 or 

the terms for prayer in Philippians 4:6. We must at all times be aware of the possibility that the reason for the 

employment of different terms or phrases may be stylistic rather than theological; repetition may have been 

used for emphasis, and the differences between the terms should not be stressed.ǳ Osborne, Grant R. The 

Hermeneutical Spiral: A Comprehensive Introduction to Biblical Interpretation. Downers Grove, Ill.: 

InterVarsity Press, 2006. 

865 ǲSometimes a lot has been made of these differences, but the fact is that agapaō and phileō are used synonymously in the Fourth Gospel.ǳ Kruse, Colin G. John: An Introduction and Commentary. Nottingham: 

Inter-Varsity, 2003. 

866 ǲThere is no reason, on the grounds of Johannine usage, for seeing a difference in meaning between the two verbs.ǳ Morris, Leon. The Gospel according to John. Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerdmans Publishing 

Co., 1995. 

867 ǲMany scholars, however, including J. (. Bernard, J. Moffatt, C. K. Barrett, L. Morris, and G. Stählin, have 

doubted whether any distinction is intended in such places as Jn. 21:15–17, where Jesus used both terms 

while questioning Peter about his loyalty. Morris demonstrated convincingly that such variation is a 

consistent feature of Johnǯs style (Studies in the Fourth Gospel [1969], pp. 293–͵ͳͻȌ.ǳ Bromiley, Geoffrey 
William. International Standard Bible Encyclopedia. Grand Rapids, Mich.: W.b. Eerdmans, 1979. 

868 ǲ)t is difficult to see why a writer of such simple Greek as John should have used the two words in this 

context unless he intended a distinction to be drawn between their meanings. The existence of any clear 
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This is not to say that both words are completely synonymous in every instance, but rather that their 

meanings substantially overlap. The point is that simply appealing to the underlying Greek word in order to 

determine meaning is fallacious. Meaning is determined by context, which should be uppermost in our minds 

when studying any word. 872 

 

 

                                                                    
distinction, here or elsewhere, is, however, seriously disputed by scholars, and is not noticed by ancient commentators…ǳ Wood, D. R. W., and I. Howard Marshall. New Bible Dictionary. Leicester, England; Downers 

Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1996. 

869 ǲThe suggestion that a distinction in meaning should be seen comes primarily from a number of British 
scholars of the 19th century, especially Trench, Westcott, and Plummer. It has been picked up by others such 

as Spicq, Lenski, and Hendriksen. But most modern scholars decline to see a real difference in the meaning of the two words in this contextǳ Biblical Studies Press. The NET Bible First Edition Notes. Biblical Studies Press, 

2006. 

870 ǲ)t is difficult to find any significance in the pattern of theses words' usages. Some scholars, having drawn 
hard and fast differences between the words, have imposed these differences upon various texts of Scripture 

and thereby produced strained and awkward interpretations. Only on occasion do these words bear particular meanings distinct from one another.ǳ Zodhiates, Spiros. The Complete Word Study Dictionary: New 

Testament. Chattanooga, TN, U.S.A.: AMG Publishers, 1993. 

871 ǲThough some persons have tried to assign certain significant differences of meaning between ἀγαɎəῶa, ἀγəɎηa and φιλɚῶa, φιλία, it does not seem possible to insist upon a contrast of meaning in any and all 
contexts. For example, the usage in Jn 21:15–17 seems to reflect simply a rhetorical alternation designed to avoid undue repetition.ǳ Louw, Johannes P., and Eugene Albert Nida. Greek-English Lexicon of the New 

Testament: Based on Semantic Domains. New York: United Bible Societies, 1996. 

872 ǲThe best English example is simply the verb love. One may use it for sexual intercourse, platonic love, 

emotional love, the love of God, and more. The context defines and delimits the word, precisely as it does the 

verbs for love in the pages of holy Scripture.ǳ Carson, D. A. The Difficult Doctrine of the Love of God. Wheaton, 

Ill.: Crossway Books, 2000. 
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ǲDo you love me?ǳ 

This leads us finally to a consideration of the well-known exchange between the Apostle Peter and Jesus in 

John 21:15-19. The relevant verses are as follows: 

Āͳͷ When they had finished breakfast, Jesus said to Simon Peter, ǲSimon, son of John, do you love me more than these?ǳ (e said to him, ǲYes, Lord; you know that ) love you.ǳ (e said to him, ǲFeed my lambs.ǳ  ͳ͸ (e said to him a second time, ǲSimon, son of John, do you love me?ǳ (e said to him, ǲYes, Lord; you know that ) love you.ǳ (e said to him, ǲTend my sheep.ǳ  
17 He said to him the third time, ǲSimon, son of John, do you love me?ǳ Peter was grieved because he said to him the third time, ǲDo you love me?ǳ and he said to him, ǲLord, you know everything; you know that ) love you.ǳ Jesus said to him, ǲFeed my sheep.āā 

The pattern of Greek words is shown in the table below: 

Jesusǯ question  Peterǯs response agapaō   phileō agapaō   phileō phileō   phileō A great deal has been made of Johnǯs usage of these words here. Those who note the shift and assume it to be 
theologically significant usually interpret the passage in a way similar to the following: 

Jesus asks Peter if he loves him unreservedly with a divine, self-sacrificing love. Peter replies that he does 

love his Master, but only with a natural, human affection. Jesus asks the question again, with Peterǯs response 
remaining the same. By the third time, Jesus has realised that Peter is not ready to commit to the divine 

standard of love that he desires, and so he relents and agrees to a compromise with Peter, recognising that 

his disciple, whilst faithful, is still a Ǯwork in progressǯ. 873 

                                                                    
873 ǲ[Peter] will keep his profession of loyalty at the lowest level a man can claim, but the highest of which he can be sure.ǳ Norris, Alfred. Peter Fisher of Men. The Christadelphian, 1982. 
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This interpretation should be rejected on a number of grounds: 

1. )t relies on the assumption that agapaō and phileō are intended to convey different meanings which, 
as demonstrated, is not correct in the context of Johnǯs gospel. 
2. )t does not propose any reason for Jesus questioning Peter three times. )f Jesusǯ intention was simply to force Peter to capitulate and profess the Ǯcorrectǯ kind of love, then he has failed without comment. 
3. The conversation most likely took place in Aramaic, not Greek. Therefore the choice of words here are Johnǯs rather than those of the original participants in the conversation. 874 

4. John uses three other pairs of words in this passage: boskō and poimainō ȋǮfeedǯ and Ǯtake care ofǯ the sheepȌ, arnia and probata ȋǮlambsǯ and ǮsheepǯȌ, and oida and ginōskō ȋboth rendered Ǯyou knowǯ in v. ͳ͹Ȍ. 
These other pairs are rarely the subject of detailed theological exposition, so it is curious why agapaō and phileō should be. 875 

                                                                    
874 The objection is sometimes raised that every word in scripture must be significant ȋthe Ǯverbal plenaryǯ 
model of inspiration). Sometimes this can cause more harm than good, causing us to look for special meanings 

in every word, and read into the text ideas which were never intended. Certainly the scriptures are divinely-

inspired, but they were also written by human authors. Whatever our view of inspiration, we must recognise 

that scripture was not written in a vacuum. It was written by authors who used different vocabulary, syntax and style to convey one inspired message. Osborne ȋʹͲͲ͸Ȍ echoes this: ǲThe Bible was not revealed via ǲthe tongues of angels.ǳ Though inspired of God, it was written in human language and within human cultures.ǳ 
875 ǲBut in this context, it is difficult to see a fundamental theological or linguistic or syntactical reason for the changes. We seem to be in the realm of slight variation for the sake of vague things like ǲfeelǳ or ǲstyle.ǳ )n any case, my point is that it is rather strange to insist on a semantic distinction between the two words for ǲto 

loveǳ in this context, and not on small distinctions between other pairs of words in the same context.ǳ Carson, 
D. A. Exegetical Fallacies. Carlisle, U.K.; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Paternoster ; Baker Books, 1996. 
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5. The claim is sometimes made that the Biblical writers invested agapaō with special theological 
meaning, because no other term existed to adequately express the love of God. 876 However, diachronic877  

study has disproved this, showing that the word was in common usage in Greek literature from the 4th century 

CE onwards. 878 879 

6. Johnǯs very own summary in verse ͳ͹ discounts the possibility of a variance in meaning. ǲPeter was grieved because he said to him the third time, ǲDo you love ȋphileōȌ me?ǳǳ This is technically untrue - Jesus had only used this word once, not three times, giving further evidence for Johnǯs synonymous usage of the 
terms. 

Conclusion 

If we accept that Johnǯs usage of agapaō and phileō in this chapter are not intended to impart some deep 
theological insight into the love of God, how then are we to understand the passage?  

                                                                    
876 ǲMoreover, it was argued, the reason the [agapaō] word group became extremely popular in the Septuagint 
and subsequently in the New Testament is that writers in the biblical tradition realized they needed some 

word other than those currently available to convey the glorious substance of the love of the God of Judeo-

Christian revelation; so they deployed this extremely rare word group and filled it with the content just 

described, until it triumphed in frequency as well as in substance.ǳ Carson, D. A. The Difficult Doctrine of the 

Love of God. Wheaton, Ill.: Crossway Books, 2000. 

877 Diachronic study is the study of how languages change over time. )ts Ǯoppositeǯ is synchronic study, which 
examines a language at a particular point in time. 

878 Joly, Robert. Le vocabulaire chrétien de lǯamour est-il original? Philein et agapan dans le grec antique. 

Bruxelles: Presses universitaires de Bruxelles, 1968. 

879 ǲAgape describes many types of love, having a range of meaning similar to that of the English word ǲlove,ǳ 
so one should not place exegetical weight on an authorǯs use of agape/agapao as opposed to other words 

available to him—it was simply the general, all-encompassing word for love.ǳ Pratt, Richard L., Jr. I & II 

Corinthians. Vol. 7. Holman New Testament Commentary. Nashville, TN: Broadman & Holman Publishers, 

2000. 
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Perhaps an historical over-emphasis on word meanings in this instance has blinded us to a simple 

explanation. As many commentators note, the incident is a parallel of Peterǯs earlier threefold denial of his Lord, even 
down to some of the finer narrative details. 880  Having bravely followed Jesus on that fateful night (when all 

others had fledȌ, Peterǯs lapse in faith must have left a mark on his conscience that is difficult to for us to fathom. Matthew and Luke both record that he ǲwept bitterlyǳ. 881   Johnǯs own emphasis in verse ͳ͹ is not on 
the shift in words used, but rather the number of times Jesus asked Peter the same question. He appears to be deliberately mirroring Peterǯs earlier failure. 882 By the third question, Peter would doubtless have 

recognised the connection. 

Bro. Whittaker (1984) rejects this view, seeing it as inconceivable that ǲJesus would torture his apostle in this fashionǳ, adding that ǲthis is not the Jesus of the gospelsǳ. 883 (owever, far from seeing this as ǲtortureǳ, could 
it not equally demonstrate the gentle compassion of Jesus in allowing Peter to make amends for his past 

failings? Here is an opportunity for him to confess a love for his Lord not once, but three times. And in so doing, Peter is given the opportunity to Ǯundoǯ the guilt and shame which must have been his companions for 
many restless nights after the betrayal. 

In conclusion, none of this is to say that there is nothing special about the love of God. On the contrary, 

scripture teaches us that there is great deal that is special about it. But to appeal to a single word as exclusively 

expressing all the qualities of divine love is illegitimate, and should be avoided in our study of scripture. 

                                                                    
880 For example, the charcoal fire in John 18:18. 

881 Matthew 26:75; Luke 22:62 

882 ǲ)magine again the scene as the evangelist framed it: a charcoal fire and three questions about Peterǯs 

relationship to Jesus. It hardly takes a genius to relate this event to that of the denial. Facing up to oneself is a traumatic experience.ǳ Borchert, Gerald L. The New American Commentary Volume 25 B - John 12-21. 

Nashville: B & H Pub. Group, 2002. 

883 Whittaker, Harry. Studies in the Gospels. Biblia, 1984. 
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Review: Who Needs Theology?  

Dave Burke 

What is theology, why do we need it, and how should we practise it? These are the key questions addressed by Grenz and Olsonǯs Who Needs Theology? An Invitation to the Study of God.  The authors explain their motivation by observing that ǮMany Christians today not only are uninformed about basic theology but even seem hostile to it.ǯ884 They believe this is largely the result of Ǯpopular and pervasive 

misunderstandings of theologyǯ,885 and express their desire for Ǯa revival of sound theological interest and reflection among Godǯs peopleǯ886 in Ǯa world that desperately needs bright, articulate Christians.ǯ887  

This article will review the themes, methods and sources presented in the book, and conclude with some 

thoughts about their implications for Christian living and evangelism. 

Grenz and Olson note that theological illiteracy leaves the church vulnerable to heresy and secular attack,888 

but because so many Christians assume theology is the sole responsibility of pastors and professional 

scholars they rarely see the need for personal theological engagement. The authors hope to counter this trend 

by demystifying theology in a way that demonstrates its relevance and practical application for the layman.  

The message of Who Needs Theology is predicated on two basic tenets: (1) everyone is a theologian, and (2) 

not all theologies are equal.889 While recognising that theology is the study of God and its purpose is to develop 

                                                                    
884 Stanley J. Grenz and Roger E. Olson, Who Needs Theology? An )ntroduction to the Study of God. Downers Grove, )L: )nterVarsity Press, ͳͻͻ͸, Kindle Location ʹ͹. 
885 Grenz and Olson, Who Needs Theology, Kindle Location ʹ͹. 
886 Grenz and Olson, Who Needs Theology, Kindle Location ʹ͹. 
887 Grenz and Olson, Who Needs Theology, Kindle Location ʹ͹. 
888 ǮWe are also concerned that individual Christians who lack theological literacy and acumen will be tossed about by every wind of doctrine that comes sweeping through our media-dominated culture.ǯ Grenz and Olson, 
Who Needs Theology, Kindle Location ʹ͹. 
889 ͚“o ǁheŶ ǁe saǇ ͞Ŷot all theologies aƌe eƋual,͟  ǁe do Ŷot ŵeaŶ that pƌofessioŶal theologǇ is ďetteƌ thaŶ 

ŵiŶisteƌial theologǇ oƌ that ŵiŶisteƌial theologǇ is ďetteƌ thaŶ laǇ theologǇ. What ǁe do ŵeaŶ is that those thƌee 

aƌe pƌefeƌaďle to folk theologǇ. AŶd aŵoŶg theŵselǀes theǇ aƌe eƋuallǇ ǀaluaďle eǀeŶ though theǇ iŶǀolǀe diffeƌeŶt 
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a greater understanding of (im, Grenz and Olson also define theology as Ǯfaith seeking understandingǯ 
through a process of reflection.890 Since everyone is capable of theological reflection, anyone can be a 

theologian. Qualitative differences between theologies arise from varying levels of reflection. The authors illustrate this in an early chapter with a Ǯspectrum of reflectionǯ891, as follows:892 

folk theology    lay theology    ministerial theology    professional theology    academic theology 

The rest of the book is devoted to methods and tools with which theology can be defended and applied. 

Chapters 3 and 4 provide a justification for theology, explaining what it is and why we should defend it. This 

is necessary because theology is often poorly understood by the layman.893 Grenz and Olson show that 

                                                                    
leǀels of skill iŶ ƌefleĐtioŶ oŶ ChƌistiaŶ faith aŶd its ŵeaŶiŶg.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ, Who Needs TheologǇ, KiŶdle 

LoĐatioŶ Ϯϴϱ. 

890 ǮEarlier we defined theology as faith seeking understanding. By reflection we mean the seeking with the mind that begins with a certitude about God and Godǯs Word and attempts to discover what truly is implied there about believing and living. )t does include a recognition of the possibility that we may have been believing wrongly or incompletely.ǯ Grenz and Olson, Who Needs Theology, Kindle Locations ͳͻ͵-ͳͻͶ. 
891 ǮTheologies, then, lie along a spectrum of reflection. At one extreme end is what we will call ǲfolk theology,ǳ while at the other end lies its opposite, ǲacademic theology.ǳ Between these lie various levels of theology—some less and some more reflective in their approaches to understanding Christian faith.ǯ Grenz and Olson, 
Who Needs Theology, Kindle Location ͳͻͶ. Note that folk theology is considered the lowest on this scale. 
892 ChƌistadelphiaŶ theologǇ is tǇpiĐallǇ laǇ theologǇ ǁith a sŵatteƌiŶg of folk theologǇ. OĐĐasioŶallǇ it ƌeaĐhes the 

leǀel of ŵiŶisteƌial theologǇ, ďut Ŷot ofteŶ. 

893 ͚Foƌ soŵe, theologǇ ĐoŶsists iŶ dƌǇ deďates aďout uŶiŵpoƌtaŶt, uŶkŶoǁaďle oƌ ŶoŶseŶsiĐal poiŶts of doĐtƌiŶe. 

TheologiaŶs ǁoŶdeƌ aďout useless ŵatteƌs suĐh as: CaŶ God ŵake a ƌoĐk so heaǀǇ that he hiŵself ĐaŶŶot lift it? 

Oƌ, Hoǁ ŵaŶǇ aŶgels ĐaŶ staŶd oŶ the head of a piŶ? TheǇ sƋuaďďle ǁith eaĐh otheƌ aďout poteŶtiallǇ daŶgeƌous 

poiŶts of doĐtƌiŶe suĐh as, Did God pƌedestiŶe the eleĐt to salǀatioŶ aŶd the ƌepƌoďate to ĐoŶdeŵŶatioŶ ďefoƌe 

ĐƌeatiŶg the ǁoƌld? To ŵaŶǇ ChƌistiaŶs, suĐh theologiĐal deďate—aŶd theƌefoƌe theologǇ aŶd theologiaŶs iŶ 

geŶeƌal—ĐaŶ oŶlǇ hiŶdeƌ theiƌ ŵoƌe iŵpoƌtaŶt task, ŶaŵelǇ, shaƌiŶg the gospel ǁith the lost.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. 

Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϯϲϴ-ϯϳϮͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 
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theology is as ancient as the gospel itself, and was practised by the earliest believers.894 Theology is an aspect 

of discipleship and a form of spiritual discipline,895 shaping every facet of Christian life.896 

So why does theology need defending? Because it is controversial, the authors say.897 Why is it controversial? 

Partly because it gives rise to a clash of theological cultures898  but primarily because it involves the detailed 

                                                                    
894 ͚ Jesus hiŵself iŶǀited his disĐiples to eŶgage iŶ theologǇ. He ƌeŵiŶded his disĐiples of the aŶĐieŶt ĐoŵŵaŶdŵeŶt 

to loǀe God ǁith theiƌ ŵiŶds ;Mt ϮϮ:ϯϳ; Mk ϭϮ:ϯϬ; Lk ϭϬ:ϮϳͿ. AŶd Paul ƌeiteƌated the Loƌd's adŵoŶitioŶ. He spoke 

aďout the iŵpoƌtaŶĐe of takiŶg "Đaptiǀe eǀeƌǇ thought to ŵake it oďedieŶt to Chƌist" ;Ϯ Coƌ ϭϬ:ϱͿ. These ďiďliĐal 

stateŵeŶts ŵake Đleaƌ that the life of disĐipleship is all-eŶĐoŵpassiŶg.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? 

;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϰϯϭ-ϰϯϯͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

895 ͚IŶdiǀidual thoughts aƌe ŵeƌelǇ the sǇŵptoŵs of a deepeƌ ƌealitǇ. LǇiŶg ďeŶeath theŵ aƌe the Đoƌe ĐoŶǀiĐtioŶs-

the ďelief stƌuĐtuƌe, the ǁoƌldǀieǁ-that goǀeƌŶ Ŷot oŶlǇ thoughts ďut also eŶtiƌe liǀes. DisĐipleship ŵeaŶs alloǁiŶg 

Chƌist to ďe Loƌd of these. …TheologiĐal ƌefleĐtioŶ is a ĐƌuĐial aspeĐt of disĐipliŶiŶg the ŵiŶd. As people seek 

aŶsǁeƌs to the gƌeat ƋuestioŶs aďout the ChƌistiaŶ ďelief sǇsteŵ, theǇ eŶgage iŶ the task of ďƌiŶgiŶg theiƌ 

ĐoŶǀiĐtioŶs iŶto ĐoŶfoƌŵitǇ ǁith God's oǁŶ tƌuth.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϰϯϳ-

ϰϰϭͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

896 ͚TheologǇ doesŶ't oŶlǇ eŶhaŶĐe peƌsoŶal gloƌifǇiŶg of God, hoǁeǀeƌ. It fuŶĐtioŶs iŶ the ChƌistiaŶ ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ iŶ 

the saŵe ŵaŶŶeƌ, ĐoŵiŶg to eǆpƌessioŶ iŶ eǀeƌǇ aspeĐt of ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ life. Most sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ, theologǇ shapes 

Đoƌpoƌate ǁoƌship. …Good theologǇ leads to good ǁoƌship, aŶd good ǁoƌship gloƌifies God.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who 

Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϰϰϲ-ϰϰϵͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

897 ͚WheŶ BethaŶǇ College iŶ West ViƌgiŶia ďegaŶ as a ChƌistiaŶ eduĐatioŶal iŶstitutioŶ iŶ the ŶiŶeteeŶth ĐeŶtuƌǇ, 

its ƌeǀiǀalist fouŶdeƌ ǁƌote iŶto its Đhaƌteƌ that it ǁould Ŷeǀeƌ haǀe a pƌofessoƌship of theologǇ aŶd that its ŵaiŶ 

teǆtďook ǁould alǁaǇs ďe the Biďle. Whetheƌ theǇ haǀe goŶe so faƌ as to ďaŶ theologǇ iŶ the Đhaƌteƌ oƌ Ŷot, 

Ŷuŵeƌous otheƌ Biďle Đolleges aŶd ChƌistiaŶ iŶstitutioŶs of higheƌ leaƌŶiŶg haǀe also shuŶŶed seƌious, ƌefleĐtiǀe 

studǇ of theologǇ iŶ theiƌ ĐuƌƌiĐula.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϰϱϳ-ϰϲϬͿ. KiŶdle 

EditioŶ. 

898 ͚The ĐoŶtƌoǀeƌsǇ aƌises ǁheŶ laǇpeople aŶd pastoƌs eŶĐouŶteƌ pƌofessioŶal theologiaŶs pƌaĐtiĐiŶg the theologǇ 

desĐƌiďed aŶd defiŶed iŶ the pƌeǀious Đhapteƌs—ǁith a feǁ added diŵeŶsioŶs. We aƌe Ŷot ĐhaŶgiŶg the defiŶitioŶ 

deǀeloped iŶ Đhapteƌ thƌee; ƌatheƌ, ǁe aƌe Ŷoǁ suggestiŶg that the defiŶitioŶ itself iŵplies soŵe aĐtiǀities to ǁhiĐh 
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scrutiny—and even criticism—of long-established doctrines.899 Grenz and Olson list four main arguments 

raised by those who typically object to theology: 

(1) The killjoy objection900 

(2) The divisiveness charge901 

(3) The speculation accusation902  

                                                                    
ŵaŶǇ "oƌdiŶaƌǇ" ChƌistiaŶs aŶd pastoƌs oďjeĐt.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϰϲϵ-ϰϳϭͿ. 

KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

899 ͚TheologǇ, ǁhetheƌ laǇ, ŵiŶisteƌial oƌ pƌofessioŶal, alǁaǇs ďegiŶs ǁith soŵe ďodǇ of ďeliefs aŶd foĐuses oŶ theŵ 

iŶ a ĐƌitiĐal aŶd ĐoŶstƌuĐtiǀe ǁaǇ, eǆaŵiŶiŶg theiƌ ǀaliditǇ aŶd atteŵptiŶg to aƌtiĐulate theŵ iŶ aŶ iŶtelligiďle 

ŵaŶŶeƌ to ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ Đultuƌe. …It is espeĐiallǇ the joď of pƌofessioŶal theologiaŶs to eǆaŵiŶe ĐƌitiĐallǇ aŶd to 

aƌtiĐulate aŶeǁ alƌeadǇ aĐĐepted ďeliefs-aŶd this is ǁhat gets theŵ iŶ tƌouďle ǁith ŵaŶǇ good ChƌistiaŶ people. 

…[T]heologǇ has plaǇed a ĐoŶtƌoǀeƌsial ƌole ďeĐause of its tasks of ĐƌitiĐal ƌefleĐtioŶ aŶd ĐoŶstƌuĐtiǀe aƌtiĐulatioŶ 

of fuŶdaŵeŶtal ďeliefs.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϰϴϮ-ϰϵϯͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

900 ͚EǀeƌǇ theologiaŶ is faŵiliaƌ ǁith ǀeƌsioŶs of the KilljoǇ OďjeĐtioŶ. AŵoŶg theŵ aƌe stateŵeŶts oƌ ƋuestioŶs 

suĐh as: "AƌeŶ't God aŶd his Woƌd ŵeaŶt to ďe eŶjoǇed? AŶd doesŶ't theologǇ just eǆaŵiŶe theŵ to death aŶd 

take all the life out of the ChƌistiaŶ's ƌelatioŶship ǁith God?"͛ GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle 

LoĐatioŶs ϱϭϭ-ϱϭϯͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

901 ͚The tƌuth iŶ the oďjeĐtioŶ does Ŷot ŵake the oďjeĐtioŶ ĐoŵpletelǇ ǀalid, hoǁeǀeƌ. While it is tƌue that "Jesus 

uŶites," it is also tƌue that "Jesus diǀides." Jesus hiŵself said, "Do Ŷot suppose that I haǀe Đoŵe to ďƌiŶg peaĐe to 

the eaƌth. I did Ŷot Đoŵe to ďƌiŶg peaĐe, ďut a sǁoƌd" ;Mt ϭϬ:ϯϰͿ. … The ŵaiŶ aŶsǁeƌ to the DiǀisiǀeŶess Chaƌge 

agaiŶst theologǇ is that the pƌiŵaƌǇ puƌpose of theologǇ is Ŷeitheƌ to diǀide Ŷoƌ to uŶite, ďut to disĐoǀeƌ aŶd pƌoteĐt 

tƌuth. MaƌtiŶ Lutheƌ oŶĐe deĐlaƌed, "PeaĐe if possiďle, ďut tƌuth at aŶǇ Đost!" aŶd that ŵust ďe theologǇ's ŵotto.͛  

GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϱϳϭ-ϱϳϴͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

902 ͚UŶfoƌtuŶatelǇ, ŵaŶǇ ChƌistiaŶs haǀe the iŵpƌessioŶ that the ŵaiŶ oĐĐupatioŶ of theologiaŶs is useless 

speĐulatioŶ. This aĐĐusatioŶ has tǁo pƌoŶgs. OŶ the oŶe side it Đhaƌges that theologǇ delǀes too deeplǇ iŶto 

ŵǇsteƌies that aƌe siŵplǇ ďeǇoŶd huŵaŶ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg. OŶ the otheƌ side it Đhaƌges that iŶ this pƌeoĐĐupatioŶ 

ǁith the uŶkŶoǁaďle, theologǇ loses touĐh ǁith pƌaĐtiĐal, eǀeƌǇdaǇ ƌealitǇ.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ.  Who Needs 

TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϱϳϴ-ϱϴϬͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 
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(4) The stalemate indictment903 

 

While sympathising with some of the underlying concerns, the authors show that these objections are 

unwarranted. Good theology does not rob believers of their joy in the Word, it unites more than it divides, it 

is not based on mere speculation, and it helps the church to progress and mature.904 

Chapters 5 and 6 address the tasks, traditions and tools of theology. Here Grenz and Olson discuss the origins 

of Christian theology and its underlying belief system. In the early years of the church theology was used 

primarily as a means of defining orthodoxy and refuting heresy.905 This is the critical task of theology. 

Alongside it runs the constructive task: systematising Christian belief in the light of Scripture.906  

                                                                    
903 ͚“peĐifiĐallǇ, this ĐoŵplaiŶt aƌgues that afteƌ the foƌŵatiǀe stages of ChƌistiaŶ theologǇ iŶ the fiƌst feǁ ĐeŶtuƌies, 

the disĐipliŶe of theologǇ ďeĐaŵe ŵaiŶlǇ ĐƌitiĐal aŶd has failed to aĐhieǀe pƌogƌess thƌough ĐoŶstƌuĐtiǀe solutioŶs 

to pƌoďleŵs. To this ǁaǇ of thiŶkiŶg, theologiaŶs aƌe ǀeƌǇ adept at ĐƌitiĐiziŶg ChƌistiaŶ ďeliefs ďut haƌdlǇ eǀeƌ go 

ďeǇoŶd that to pƌoǀidiŶg helpful Ŷeǁ solutioŶs to old theologiĐal dileŵŵas iŶ suĐh a ǁaǇ that these solutioŶs 

ďeĐoŵe the ĐoŶseŶsus ǁithiŶ the ĐhuƌĐhes.͚  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϲϬϭ-ϲϬϯͿ. 

KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

904 ͚But ǁe doŶ't ǁish to leaǀe the iŵpƌessioŶ that ǁe ǁould defeŶd eǀeƌǇ theologiaŶ oƌ ǁaǇ iŶ ǁhiĐh theologǇ 

past oƌ pƌeseŶt goes aďout its tasks. That ǁould ďe eŶtiƌelǇ ǁƌoŶg. All ǁe ǁaŶt to defeŶd heƌe-aŶd thƌoughout the 

ďook-is the disĐipliŶe aŶd pƌaĐtiĐe of theologǇ itself. We do oďjeĐt to speĐifiĐ theologiaŶs aŶd theiƌ ǁaǇs of doiŶg 

theologǇ. …But ǁe oďjeĐt just as stƌoŶglǇ to aŶǇ suggestioŶ that theologǇ itself—ǁheŶ ƌightlǇ pƌaĐtiĐed—is 

spiƌituallǇ deadeŶiŶg, uŶŶeĐessaƌilǇ diǀisiǀe, ŵeƌelǇ speĐulatiǀe oƌ iŶeffeĐtiǀe.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs 

TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϲϰϳ-ϲϱϭͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

905 ͚TheologǇ's ĐƌitiĐal task, theŶ, iŶĐludes eǆaŵiŶiŶg ChƌistiaŶ teaĐhiŶgs aŶd ďeliefs foƌ ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ ǁith autheŶtiĐ 

ChƌistiaŶ souƌĐes of tƌuth. …Eǀeƌ siŶĐe CleŵeŶt aŶd IƌeŶaeus, toǁaƌd the eŶd of the fiƌst aŶd seĐoŶd ĐeŶtuƌies 

ƌespeĐtiǀelǇ, the ĐhuƌĐh has fouŶd it ŶeĐessaƌǇ to tƌaiŶ people to iŶspeĐt ChƌistiaŶ teaĐhiŶgs aŶd ideas aŶd deĐide 

ǁhetheƌ theǇ aƌe souŶd oƌ Ŷot. These aƌe theologiaŶs.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs 

ϲϳϲ-ϲϵϲͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

906 ͚The seĐoŶd ŵajoƌ task of theologǇ, the ĐoŶstƌuĐtiǀe task, is to set foƌth the uŶitǇ aŶd ĐoheƌeŶĐe of the ďiďliĐal 

teaĐhiŶg aďout God, ouƌselǀes aŶd the ǁoƌld iŶ the ĐoŶteǆt iŶ ǁhiĐh God Đalls us to ďe disĐiples. This goes ǁell 
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The tools of theology are defined by Grenz and Olson as follows: (a) biblical message, (b) theological heritage, 

and (c) thought-forms of contemporary culture. Together they comprise a continuum of knowledge and 

experience spanning the entire history of the church.  

We interpret the biblical message in light of theological heritage,907 articulating it in the language of our 

time908 and employing it to set the agenda for our modern society.909 Thus theology remains rooted in the 

past without losing relevance to the present.910 

                                                                    
ďeǇoŶd ĐƌitiĐallǇ eǆaŵiŶiŶg aŶd ĐategoƌiziŶg ChƌistiaŶ ďeliefs to atteŵptiŶg to ĐoŶstƌuĐt aŶd uŶifǇ ChƌistiaŶ 

doĐtƌiŶes aŶd ƌelate theŵ faithfullǇ aŶd ƌeleǀaŶtlǇ to ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ Đultuƌe.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs 

TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϳϱϱ-ϳϱϳͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

907 ͚Ouƌ heƌitage is a ƌefeƌeŶĐe poiŶt iŶ that it ĐoŶtaiŶs eǆaŵples of pƌeǀious atteŵpts to fulfill the theologiĐal 

ŵaŶdate fƌoŵ ǁhiĐh ǁe todaǇ ĐaŶ leaƌŶ. LookiŶg at the past aleƌts us to soŵe of the pitfalls ǁe should aǀoid, soŵe 

of the laŶd ŵiŶes that Đould tƌip us up, aŶd soŵe of the Đul-de-saĐs oƌ ďliŶd alleǇs that aƌe Ŷot ǁoƌth ouƌ 

eǆploƌatioŶ.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϵϲϭ-ϵϲϯͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ.. 

908 ͚TheologǇ seeks to assist the people of God iŶ a tǇpe of tƌaŶslatioŶ task. We atteŵpt to set foƌth ChƌistiaŶ ďeliefs 

iŶ laŶguage that people todaǇ ĐaŶ uŶdeƌstaŶd. TheologǇ asks, "What ĐoŶĐepts iŶ ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ Đultuƌe foƌŵ 

appƌopƌiate ǀehiĐles to eǆpƌess the ďiďliĐal tƌuth that the ĐhuƌĐh has alǁaǇs sought to pass fƌoŵ geŶeƌatioŶ to 

geŶeƌatioŶ aŶd fƌoŵ loĐatioŶ to loĐatioŶ?"͛ GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϵϵϵ-ϭϬϬϮͿ. 

KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

909 ͚“eĐoŶd, a ƌeleǀaŶt theologǇ speaks to the pƌoďleŵs, loŶgiŶgs aŶd ethos of ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ Đultuƌe. The soĐial 

ĐoŶteǆt iŶ ǁhiĐh ǁe liǀe pƌesses upoŶ us ĐeƌtaiŶ speĐifiĐ issues, ǁhiĐh at theiƌ Đoƌe aƌe theologiĐal. We aǀoid 

gƌappliŶg ǁith these oŶlǇ to ouƌ peƌil. GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϬϬϯ-ϭϬϬϱͿ. KiŶdle 

EditioŶ. 

910 ͚Who Ŷeeds theologǇ? The ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ ĐhuƌĐh does. WhǇ? “o that ǁe ĐaŶ iŶdeed ďe God's people iŶ ouƌ 

ǁoƌld. What kiŶd of theologǇ do ǁe Ŷeed? OŶe that is tƌulǇ sĐƌiptuƌal, ĐoŵpletelǇ ChƌistiaŶ aŶd totallǇ ƌeleǀaŶt. 

OŶe that eŵďodies the ďiďliĐal ŵessage as pƌoĐlaiŵed ďǇ the oŶe people of God iŶ a ŵaŶŶeƌ that iŶteƌfaĐes ǁith 

life iŶ ouƌ speĐifiĐ ĐoŶteǆt. OŶlǇ this kiŶd of a theologǇ ĐaŶ pƌoǀide us the iŶtelleĐtual ƌesouƌĐes ǁe Ŷeed to liǀe out 

ouƌ ĐalliŶg as Chƌist's disĐiples iŶ ouƌ ǁoƌld.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϬϮϱ-ϭϬϮϴͿ. 

KiŶdle EditioŶ. 
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Chapter 7 looks at contextualisation and method. Contextualisation is necessary for constructive theology 

because we are bringing an ancient message to a modern world. This necessitates engagement with 

contemporary language, culture, and social context.911 As a result, theology cannot be said to arise solely from 

Scripture; it is the product of a synthesis between the Word and our conceptual world.912 This is not mere 

syncretism, for the process of contextualisation remains firmly grounded in the unchanging truths of the 

biblical witness.913 

It is wrong to assume from this that the Bible contains a standalone systematic theology.914 We require a more 

nuanced approach. If we focus on the message of Scripture to the exclusion of our own world we risk losing 

                                                                    
911 ͚While ŶeĐessaƌilǇ ďiďliĐal, theologǇ is also Ŷeǀeƌ the pƌoduĐt of “Đƌiptuƌe aloŶe. The goal of theologiĐal 

ĐoŶstƌuĐtioŶ is Ŷot ŵeƌelǇ to saǇ ǁhat the Biďle saǇs. ‘atheƌ, ouƌ task is to ĐoŶstƌuĐt ďiďliĐal tƌuth iŶ a speĐifiĐ 

ĐoŶteǆt. This leads us to aŶ additioŶal featuƌe of the theologǇ ǁe Ŷeed: Ouƌ theologǇ ŵust ďe ĐoŶteǆtuallǇ 

ĐoŶstƌuĐtiǀe.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϬϱϵ-ϭϬϲϬͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

912 ͚We doŶ't siŵplǇ lift stateŵeŶts out of Joshua, Jeƌeŵiah, JohŶ aŶd Jaŵes, thiŶkiŶg this is the eŶd of theologǇ. 

‘atheƌ, ǁe seek to uŶdeƌstaŶd the ƌeǀelatioŶ of God ŵediated thƌough the ďiďliĐal ǁƌiteƌs foƌ ouƌ ĐoŶteǆt aŶd ouƌ 

ǁoƌld. IŶdeed, tƌǇ as ǁe ǁill, theƌe is Ŷo alteƌŶatiǀe. We ĐaŶ't aǀoid liǀiŶg iŶ the ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ ĐoŶteǆt; ǁe ĐaŶ't 

shed the thought-foƌŵs, ĐoŶĐepts, ƋuestioŶs aŶd aspiƌatioŶs of ouƌ ǁoƌld.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? 

;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϬϳϰ-ϭϬϳϲͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

913 ͚“hould ǁe staƌt ǁith the Biďle? The aŶsǁeƌ to "Wheƌe do ǁe ďegiŶ?" ĐaŶ oŶlǇ ďe "With the Biďle." IŶdeed, the 

Biďle-ĐeŶteƌed ŵethod seeŵs ĐoƌƌeĐt. Afteƌ all, as theologiaŶs ǁe should alǁaǇs ďegiŶ ǁith “Đƌiptuƌe.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd 

OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϬϵϭ-ϭϬϵϮͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

914 ͚CoŶsideƌ this: What do ǁe fiŶd ǁheŶ ǁe ƌead the Biďle? A ďook of doĐtƌiŶe, a disĐouƌse outliŶiŶg oŶe siŶgle, 

tiŵeless doĐtƌiŶal sǇsteŵ? HaƌdlǇ! “Đƌiptuƌe ĐoŶsists of Ŷaƌƌatiǀes, pithǇ saǇiŶgs, poetiĐ ƌefleĐtioŶs. EǀeŶ the 

teaĐhiŶg seĐtioŶs, suĐh as Paul's letteƌs, ǁhile Ŷot deǀoid of doĐtƌiŶal ĐoŶteŶt, aƌe ŵoƌe ĐoŶĐeƌŶed ǁith applǇiŶg 

ďelief to life thaŶ ǁith pƌoǀidiŶg a leŶgthǇ eǆpose of ChƌistiaŶ doĐtƌiŶe.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? 

;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϬϵϱ-ϭϬϵϳͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 
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sight of its application to contemporary life.915 On the other hand, if we start with culture we risk importing a 

focal point which has little to do with the biblical world.916  To avoid these extremes Grenz and Olson propose a Ǯtrialogueǯ in which Scripture, heritage and culture all 
intersect.917 At the heart of this trialogue lies a Ǯscarlet threadǯ918 which binds the three together by means of 

                                                                    
915 ͚GoiŶg to the Biďle fiƌst is a helpful pƌoposal, Ǉet it poses oŶe gƌaǀe daŶgeƌ. IŶ ouƌ Ƌuest to ƌead aŶd ďe faithful 

to “Đƌiptuƌe, ǁe ŵaǇ oǀeƌlook ouƌ Đultuƌe. We ŵaǇ Ŷot giǀe suffiĐieŶt atteŶtioŶ to the ƋuestioŶs people todaǇ aƌe 

askiŶg. As a ƌesult, ouƌ doĐtƌiŶe—as ďiďliĐal as it ŵaǇ appeaƌ to ďe—ŵaǇ iŶ the eŶd ďe iƌƌeleǀaŶt to the ǁoƌld iŶ 

ǁhiĐh God Đalls us to liǀe as disĐiples.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϭϬϲ-ϭϭϬϴͿ. KiŶdle 

EditioŶ. 

916 ͚We doŶ't ǁaŶt to ƌush headloŶg iŶto the Đultuƌe-fiƌst appƌoaĐh, foƌ it too poses a gƌaǀe daŶgeƌ. It ĐaŶ lead us 

iŶto the eƌƌoƌ of giǀiŶg too ŵuĐh ǁeight to the ƋuestioŶs aŶd ĐoŶĐeƌŶs of ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ ŵeŶ aŶd ǁoŵeŶ. 

…[F]oĐusiŶg too ĐloselǇ oŶ ouƌ Đultuƌe ŵaǇ lead us to take ouƌ theologiĐal ageŶda fƌoŵ ouƌ ǁoƌld ƌatheƌ thaŶ fƌoŵ 

the Biďle. …[T]he foĐus oŶ Đultuƌe ŵaǇ ďliŶd us to plaĐes ǁheƌe ouƌ soĐietǇ aŶd the Biďle aƌe at odds. We ŵaǇ fail 

to ďƌiŶg a thoƌoughlǇ ďiďliĐal ĐƌitiƋue to ouƌ Đultuƌe. …We ŵaǇ fall iŶto the tƌap of "Đultuƌal aĐĐoŵŵodatioŶ." IŶ 

the atteŵpt to ďe ƌeleǀaŶt ǁe ŵaǇ lose the gospel.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϭϮϭ-

ϭϭϮϲͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

917 ͚Hoǁ do ǁe ĐoŶstƌuĐt a ĐoŶteǆtual theologǇ? Ouƌ aŶsǁeƌ is: BǇ ďƌiŶgiŶg ouƌ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of “Đƌiptuƌe, ouƌ 

ĐogŶisaŶĐe of ouƌ heƌitage aŶd ouƌ ƌeadiŶg of ouƌ Đultuƌal ĐoŶteǆt iŶto a Đƌeatiǀe tƌialogue.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who 

Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϭϯϱ-ϭϭϯϲͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

918 ͚What tƌaŶsfoƌŵs ouƌ theologǇ fƌoŵ a juǆtaposiŶg of looselǇ ƌelated doĐtƌiŶes iŶto a sǇsteŵatiĐ theologǇ foƌ ouƌ 

tiŵes is aŶ oƌgaŶiziŶg theŵe, a sĐaƌlet thƌead that ƌuŶs thƌough all of ChƌistiaŶ doĐtƌiŶe. TheologǇ ďeĐoŵes 

sǇsteŵatiĐ ďǇ ŵeaŶs of ǁhat ǁe ŵight Đall its "iŶtegƌatiǀe ŵotif."͛ GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle 

LoĐatioŶs ϭϭϲϵ-ϭϭϳϬͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 
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an Ǯintegrative motif.ǯ919 The authors identify this thread as the concept of community,920 which they find 

central to the biblically-informed categories of theology, anthropology, Christology, pneumatology, 

ecclesiology, and eschatology. The last two chapters ȋͺ and ͻȌ reflect upon the application of theology to the believerǯs life and the 
experience of becoming a reflective Christian. Grenz and Olson reiterate that theology is not a purely 

intellectual discipline, nor a mere collection of truths.  

Instead it is a process of engagement that organises doctrine and integrates it with our modern experience.921 

This process is accessible to all believers. Anyone can become a theologian provided they possess—or strive 

to attain—the following prerequisites: 

(a) knowledge of God922 

                                                                    
919 ͚ What is aŶ iŶtegƌatiǀe ŵoth “ǇsteŵatiĐ theologiaŶs ideallǇ oƌdeƌ theiƌ pƌeseŶtatioŶ of the ChƌistiaŶ faith aƌouŶd 

oŶe speĐifiĐ ĐoŶĐept. This ĐoŶĐept aĐts as the ĐeŶtƌal oƌgaŶizatioŶal featuƌe of the sǇsteŵatiĐ theologǇ. It is the 

theŵe aƌouŶd ǁhiĐh the ǀaƌious doĐtƌiŶes aƌe stƌuĐtuƌed.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle 

LoĐatioŶs ϭϭϳϬ-ϭϭϳϮͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

920 ͚As ŵodeƌŶitǇ ǁith its foĐus oŶ ƌadiĐal iŶdiǀidualisŵ ǁaŶes, ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ thiŶkeƌs aƌe ƌedisĐoǀeƌiŶg 

ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ. IŶdeed, the ĐeŶtƌal goal of Đultuƌe is the atteŵpt to ĐoŶstƌuĐt aŶd sustaiŶ ďoŶds of ĐoŵŵoŶalitǇ aŵoŶg 

iŶdiǀidual ŵeŵďeƌs of that soĐietǇ. Theƌefoƌe ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ offeƌs a pƌoŵisiŶg ĐeŶtƌal theŵe aƌouŶd ǁhiĐh to 

uŶdeƌstaŶd the seeŵiŶglǇ dispaƌate doĐtƌiŶes of ouƌ faith.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle 

LoĐatioŶs ϭϭϵϭ-ϭϭϵϮͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

921 ͚…The ChƌistiaŶ theologiĐal task is to use the tools of the Đƌaft ;the ďiďliĐal ŵessage, ouƌ theologiĐal heƌitage 

aŶd ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌǇ ĐultuƌeͿ to ĐoŶstƌuĐt aŶ iŶteƌpƌetiǀe fƌaŵeǁoƌk that ǀieǁs all ƌealitǇ fƌoŵ the peƌspeĐtiǀe that 

God has eŶĐouŶteƌed us iŶ Jesus of Nazaƌeth. Ouƌ goal iŶ eŶgagiŶg iŶ this task is to see the ǁoƌld thƌough "ChƌistiaŶ" 

eǇes. We desiƌe to uŶdeƌstaŶd aŶd eǆpeƌieŶĐe all ƌealitǇ iŶ aĐĐoƌdaŶĐe ǁith solid ChƌistiaŶ ďeliefs.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. 

Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϮϳϮ-ϭϮϳϰͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

922 ͚Fiƌst, ďeiŶg a ChƌistiaŶ theologiaŶ at aŶǇ leǀel ƌeƋuiƌes that a peƌsoŶ ďe ŵoƌe iŶteƌested iŶ kŶoǁiŶg God thaŶ 

iŶ aŵassiŶg ideas aďout God. ...The fiƌst aŶd ŵost ďasiĐ pƌeƌeƋuisite to ďeiŶg a theologiaŶ at aŶǇ leǀel, theŶ, is a 

heaƌt foƌ God.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϯϳϳ-ϭϯϴϬͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 
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(b) a keen desire for greater understanding923 

(c) application and discipline924 

 The authors recommend a list of resources covering the three sources ȋor ǮtoolsǯȌ of theology: Scripture, the 

theological heritage of the church, and contemporary culture. They urge an approach grounded in critical, 

constructive thinking, with a strong focus on objectivity.925 The unspoken message is that good theology 

requires intellectual honesty.  

                                                                    
923 ͚“eĐoŶd, ďeiŶg a theologiaŶ ƌeƋuiƌes that Ǉou ďeĐoŵe dissatisfied ǁith Ǉouƌ pƌeseŶt leǀel of uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg. You 

ŵust desiƌe to deepeŶ Ǉouƌ ĐoŵpƌeheŶsioŶ of the ChƌistiaŶ faith aŶd ďe Đoŵŵitted to gƌoǁiŶg toǁaƌd ŵatuƌe 

thiŶkiŶg aďout God, Ǉouƌself aŶd the ǁoƌld.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϯϴϱ-ϭϯϴϲͿ. 

KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

924 ͚Thiƌd, ďeĐoŵiŶg a theologiaŶ ƌeƋuiƌes that Ǉou ďe ǁilliŶg to ǁoƌk. TheologǇ is Ŷot easǇ. IŶdeed, as ǁith aŶǇ 

eŶdeaǀouƌ uŶdeƌtakeŶ ǁith a goal of eŶƌiĐhŵeŶt, "Ŷo paiŶ, Ŷo gaiŶ!" Not oŶlǇ ǁill eŶgageŵeŶt iŶ theologǇ 

soŵetiŵes lead Ǉou to leaǀe ďehiŶd Đoŵfoƌtaďle ďut iŶadeƋuate aŶsǁeƌs, it ǁill also lead Ǉou thƌough ĐhalleŶgiŶg 

ƌeadiŶg, thiŶkiŶg aŶd appliĐatioŶ.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϰϬϱ-ϭϰϬϲͿ. KiŶdle 

EditioŶ. 

925 ͚As Ǉou ĐoŶĐeŶtƌate oŶ ǁhiĐh ďeliefs aƌe esseŶtial aŶd ǁhiĐh aƌe Ŷot, ďegiŶ to ƌefleĐt oŶ the Đƌiteƌia Ǉou aƌe 

usiŶg. Aƌe Ǉou applǇiŶg ŵeƌelǇ suďjeĐtiǀe tests, suĐh as ǁhat ďeliefs Ǉou fiŶd Đoŵfoƌtaďle oƌ faŵiliaƌ? Oƌ aƌe Ǉouƌ 

Đƌiteƌia ŵoƌe oďjeĐtiǀe? That is, aƌe Ǉou eǀaluatiŶg ďeliefs oŶ the ďasis of theiƌ ĐoŶŶeĐtioŶ to the ďiďliĐal ŵessage—

the gospel itself, the theologiĐal heƌitage of ChƌistiaŶitǇ aŶd theiƌ aďilitǇ to speak to people todaǇ? Vaƌious Đƌiteƌia 

ŵaǇ haǀe a pƌopeƌ plaĐe, ďut the ŵoƌe sophistiĐated leǀels of theologiĐal ƌefleĐtioŶ ƌelǇ oŶ the latteƌ ;the oďjeĐtiǀeͿ 

ŵoƌe thaŶ the foƌŵeƌ ;the suďjeĐtiǀeͿ.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϰϵϱ-ϭϰϵϴͿ. 

KiŶdle EditioŶ. 
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In conclusion Grenz and Olson encourage the pursuit of theology in community,926 a recommendation which harks back to the Ǯscarlet threadǯ of their creative trialogue. )t is a poignant reminder that theology cannot be 
separated from our daily life in Christ.927 

  

                                                                    
926 ͚OŶe fiŶal Ŷote: Do Ŷot tƌǇ to eŶgage iŶ theologiĐal ƌefleĐtioŶ aloŶe. CoŶǀeƌse ǁith otheƌ ĐoŶĐeƌŶed ChƌistiaŶs 

aŶd leadeƌs aďout Ǉouƌ disĐoǀeƌies. We leaƌŶ fƌoŵ eaĐh otheƌ. AŶd otheƌs ĐaŶ ĐautioŶ us aǁaǇ fƌoŵ poteŶtiallǇ 

daŶgeƌous paths.͛  GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϱϭϮ-ϭϱϭϯͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 

927 ͚TheologǇ is ĐƌuĐial to the eŶtiƌe task of liǀiŶg ChƌistiaŶlǇ iŶ ďoth ĐhuƌĐh aŶd ǁoƌld. LiǀiŶg ChƌistiaŶlǇ iŶǀolǀes 

askiŶg aŶd atteŵptiŶg to aŶsǁeƌ ƋuestioŶs aďout God aŶd the ǁoƌld. Thus liǀiŶg ChƌistiaŶlǇ iŶǀolǀes theologǇ.͛  

GƌeŶz aŶd OlsoŶ. Who Needs TheologǇ? ;KiŶdle LoĐatioŶs ϭϱϮϬ-ϭϱϮϭͿ. KiŶdle EditioŶ. 
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Review: How To Read Genesis ǲ(ow To Read Genesisǳ, Tremper Longman ))). 
Russell Downs 

Tremper Longman III (author of How to Read Genesis) is both an evangelical Christian and a scholar in Biblical 

studies. Tensions inevitably arise between his critical scholarly examination of the text, and his personal 

commitment to specific theological preconceptions. From a Christadelphian perspective this is interesting, 

because we face a similar challenge when engaging scholarship.  

The book is an informal introduction to Genesis and does not delve into enough detail to be really satisfying. 

Although evolution is typically at the forefront of modern considerations of Genesis, it does not take a 

prominent place in the book and is mentioned only in passing. 

Longman makes the point that Genesis was not written to take sides in any 21st century dispute. The ancient 

context was a controversy between the monotheism of Israel and the universal paganism of the surrounding 

nations, and the primeval history of Genesis was a polemic against those religions. This understanding is 

common to modern scholarship, and it is worth noting that it was proposed in our community by Brother 

Charles Walker, as early as 1910.928 

Longman disagrees both with the Documentary Hypothesis and the traditional idea that Moses was the single 

author of the Pentateuch. Nevertheless, he is undecided on both the authorship and dating of the Pentateuch, 

beyond suggesting that Moses was the primary contributor. He suggests some parts of the Pentateuch pre-

dated Moses, while others were redacted much later. However he considers Genesis as a literary whole, 

comprising three sections: 

1. Primeval history, Genesis 1-11. 

2. The patriarchal narratives, Genesis 12-36. 

                                                                    
928 ǮMosesǯ testimony was given to )srael in what might be called the infancy of the world, when men did not 

know the extent of the earth, let alone that of the sun, moon, and stars. And, as we believe, it was given ȋby God through MosesȌ, not so much to instruct )srael in cosmogony in detail, as to impress upon them the idea that The Most (igh God is the Possessor of (eaven and Earth ȋGen. ͳͶ:ʹʹȌ. And this against the 

claims of the gods of the nations, as was abundantly proved in )sraelǯs history.ǯ, Charles C Walker, ǲ)s )t Wrong to Believe That the Earth )s a Sphere?,ǳ The Christadelphian ͷͲ, no. ͷͻͲ ȋͳͻͳ͵Ȍ: ͵Ͷͺ. 
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3. The Joseph story, Genesis 37-50. 

The most useful parts of his book are on primeval history, in particular his perspective on the similarities and 

differences between the early Genesis stories and ancient creation myths and the flood, as well as his 

summary of the light shone on the patriarchs by the Nuzi documents.  

He does not attempt an answer of whether the actual flood was global or local, but suggests the flood as a 

historical event (global or local), was the source of both the ancient non-Hebrew accounts such as that found 

in the Atrahasis Epic, and the Biblical record itself, since there are common features that cannot be denied. 

However, he notes the non-Hebrew accounts, although much earlier, reflected the polytheistic religion that 

developed in Mesopotamia, while the later inspired Hebrew account is a historically authentic record of the 

flood. 

With refreshing honesty he admits that the early ambitious claim of support for the Bible narrative by the 

Nuzi documents have been tempered by closer examination. This makes more credible his claim that the Nuzi 

documents still offer some support for the Biblical record. 

It would have been better if he had called his book "How to read the primeval history of Genesis", and not 

attempted to cover the other sections, since his sections on the patriarchs and Joseph are brief and offer little 

insight beyond what an attentive Sunday School student already knows. Alternatively, he may have greatly 

expanded those two sections and written what would have been a very different book. 

I initially excused his use of the New Living Translation as being consistent with his light approach. If no 

doctrinal points were to be built on it then no harm would be done, and it would render the book more 

readable. However I was disappointed to see citation of Hebrews 2:14-15 "... and only by dying could he break 

the power of the devil ..." used to support the evangelical Devil. Admittedly he was writing for evangelicals 

who are already committed to that view. But it was not good enough I think. 

I very much looked forward to his final chapter "The Christological Difference". What he said was sound 

enough, but was too shallow to satisfy my questions. It would have been better to have either treated the 

topic at greater depth, or simply not included it at all. 

Despite its weaknesses I enjoyed the book, and the perspectives that he offered. A more detailed analysis may 

have been more useful, but his work does allow a look at the forest without the distraction of too many trees. 
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The Seventh Day Adventists' Transition to Mainstream Christianity 

Dave Burke 

The Seventh Day Adventists (hereafter SDAs) are a Restorationist Christian sect with a membership of ~16 

million worldwide.929 From its beginnings during the Second Great Awakening, the SDA church upheld 

doctrines and practices at odds with Christian orthodoxy, tolerating doctrinal pluralism while claiming a 

prophetic ministry and defining themselves as God's faithful remnant in opposition to the apostasy of 

Christendom.930 These characteristics led mainstream Christians to brand the sect heretical and cultic. Today, 

however, SDAs are widely considered evangelical and criticism is largely restricted to the fundamentalist 

fringe.931  

 BeVier (1992, pp. 80-95) claims, 'The Seventh-day Adventists have long sought acceptance by Evangelical 

Christianity.'932 Yet the reality is very different. Rather than moving towards evangelical Christianity, SDAs 

found evangelicals reaching out to them as it became clear that SDA theology was not strictly monolithic. 

                                                                    
929 “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtist Woƌld ChuƌĐh “tatistiĐs. ‘etƌieǀed OĐtoďeƌ ϭϮ, ϮϬϭϭ, fƌoŵ: 

http://ǁǁǁ.adǀeŶtist.oƌg/ǁoƌld-ĐhuƌĐh/faĐts-aŶd-figuƌes 

930 'A feǁ faithful ŵeŶ aƌose fƌoŵ tiŵe to tiŵe to pƌoĐlaiŵ Ŷeǁ tƌuth aŶd eǆpose loŶg-Đheƌished eƌƌoƌ, ďut the 

ŵajoƌitǇ, like the Jeǁs iŶ Chƌist͛s daǇ, oƌ the papists iŶ the tiŵe of Lutheƌ, ǁeƌe ĐoŶteŶt to ďelieǀe as theiƌ fatheƌs 

ďelieǀed, aŶd to liǀe as theǇ liǀed.' White, E. G. ϭϵϰϳ. The “toƌǇ of ‘edeŵptioŶ. ;ϯϱϰͿ. ‘eǀieǁ aŶd Heƌald PuďlishiŶg 

AssoĐiatioŶ: HageƌstoǁŶ, MD. 

931 '“eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtists Ƌuite ŶatuƌallǇ ďeĐoŵe aŶŶoǇed at ďeiŶg ďƌaŶded a Đult ǁheŶ theǇ ďelieǀe iŶ the TƌiŶitǇ, 

the full diǀiŶitǇ of Chƌist, his iŶĐaƌŶatioŶ aŶd ƌesuƌƌeĐtioŶ, the Ŷeed foƌ salǀatioŶ, the iŶdǁelliŶg of the HolǇ “piƌit 

aŶd so oŶ. UŶlike ŵaŶǇ otheƌ ChƌistiaŶ offshoots, theǇ haǀe Ŷot ƌedefiŶed these teƌŵs iŶ theiƌ oǁŶ ǁaǇ aŶd theiƌ 

theologǇ, oŶ the ǁhole, is stƌaightfoƌǁaƌd ŵaiŶstƌeaŵ ChƌistiaŶ.' Baƌƌett, D. V. ϭϵϵϲ. “eĐts, 'Cults' aŶd AlteƌŶatiǀe 

‘eligioŶs. ;ϳϮͿ. Cassell PLC: LoŶdoŶ. 

932 BeVieƌ, W. ϭϵϵϮ, 'CuƌƌeŶt TƌeŶds of the EǀeƌĐhaŶgiŶg Cults', MiĐhigaŶ TheologiĐal JouƌŶal, ǀol. ϯ, Ŷo. ϭ, pp. ϴϬ–

ϵϱ. 
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Seventh Day Adventism remains one of very few heterodox sects to be successfully 'rehabilitated' into 

mainstream Christianity.933 

This article will examine the causes of the SDAs' advancement from fringe sect to mainstream denomination, 

showing that the transition was not facilitated by explicit theological changes but by the longstanding breadth 

of the SDAs' doctrinal spectrum.  

To understand how and why SDAs achieved rapprochement with evangelicals it is necessary to review their 

history. Officially founded as a distinct body in 1863, SDAs originated as an offshoot of William Miller's 

Adventist group (known as the Millerites) which collapsed into schism when a date predicted for the Second 

Advent passed without incident.934  

The resulting pool of disillusioned believers finally coalesced into three rival groups; the smallest led by 

Hiram Edson, who claimed to have received a vision which at least partly vindicated Miller's prophecy.935 This 

was quickly taken up by the community's more adaptable scholars. Sabbath observance was adopted during 

the final year of the Millerite movement, shortly before or after the Great Disappointment or concurrently 

with Edson's vision (depending on the source).936 Edson retained it and formed alliances with similarly 

                                                                    
933 Otheƌs iŶĐlude the Caŵpďellites ;Ŷoǁ kŶoǁŶ as ChuƌĐhes of ChƌistͿ aŶd Heƌďeƌt W. AƌŵstƌoŶg's Woƌldǁide 

ChuƌĐh of God ;Ŷoǁ kŶoǁŶ as GƌaĐe CoŵŵuŶioŶ IŶteƌŶatioŶalͿ. 

934 'Williaŵ Milleƌ ;ϭϳϴϮ–ϭϴϰϵͿ, a laǇ Biďle studeŶt ;lateƌ a Baptist pƌeaĐheƌͿ, pƌediĐted that Chƌist ǁould ƌetuƌŶ to 

eaƌth soŵe tiŵe ďetǁeeŶ Ϯϭ MaƌĐh ϭϴϰϯ aŶd Ϯϭ MaƌĐh ϭϴϰϰ. OŶe of Milleƌ͛s folloǁeƌs postpoŶed the date to ϮϮ 

OĐtoďeƌ ϭϴϰϰ. WheŶ Chƌist did Ŷot ƌetuƌŶ oŶ that daǇ, hoǁeǀeƌ, theƌe ǁas ͚gƌeat disappoiŶtŵeŶt .͛' FeƌgusoŶ, “. B., 

& PaĐkeƌ, J. ϮϬϬϬ. Neǁ diĐtioŶaƌǇ of theologǇ ;eleĐtƌoŶiĐ ed.Ϳ ;ϲϯϳͿ. IŶteƌVaƌsitǇ Pƌess: DoǁŶeƌs Gƌoǀe, IL. 

935 'A feǁ, hoǁeǀeƌ, ĐoŶtiŶued to ďelieǀe that the eŶd ǁas Ŷeaƌ. OŶe of these, Hiƌaŵ EdsoŶ, saǁ a ǀisioŶ of Chƌist 

eŶteƌiŶg the seĐoŶd ĐoŵpaƌtŵeŶt of heaǀeŶ. This pƌoǀed to EdsoŶ that Milleƌ͛s pƌophetiĐ ĐalĐulatioŶs ǁeƌe 

ĐoƌƌeĐt, though the eǀeŶt foƌetold ǁas Ŷot the “eĐoŶd AdǀeŶt, ďut the opeŶiŶg of aŶ iŶǀestigatiǀe judgŵeŶt iŶ 

heaǀeŶ to deteƌŵiŶe ǁho aŵoŶg the dead aƌe ǁoƌthǇ of ƌesuƌƌeĐtioŶ.' Douglas, J. D., CaiƌŶs, E. E., & ‘uaƌk, J. E. 

ϭϵϳϴ. The Ŷeǁ iŶteƌŶatioŶal diĐtioŶaƌǇ of the ChƌistiaŶ ĐhuƌĐh. ;ϴϵϵͿ. )oŶdeƌǀaŶ PuďlishiŶg House: GƌaŶd ‘apids. 

936 'Aďout the tiŵe that EdsoŶ gaiŶed this Ŷeǁ ǀieǁ of the saŶĐtuaƌǇ ĐleaŶsiŶg, aŶ iŵpoƌtaŶt theologiĐal ĐhaŶge 

ǁas takiŶg plaĐe iŶ a ĐoŵpaŶǇ of AdǀeŶtists iŶ WashiŶgtoŶ, Neǁ Haŵpshiƌe. A Ŷuŵďeƌ of theŵ, uŶdeƌ the 

eŶdeaǀoƌs of ‘aĐhel Oakes, a “eǀeŶth DaǇ Baptist, ďegaŶ to keep the seǀeŶth-daǇ “aďďath.' NiĐhol, F. D. ϭϵϱϭ. ElleŶ 
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minded post-Millerite groups at a series of conferences held between 1848-50. It was from his faction that 

the church now known as Seventh Day Adventists emerged. 

Edson's contribution notwithstanding, the name most commonly associated with Seventh Day Adventism is 

that of Ellen Gould White, who claimed to receive divine visions and was largely responsible for refining the 

church's distinctive features.937 Historically female Christian leaders have tended to emerge within the 

context of a charismatic theology and an egalitarian ethos.938 White's experience was the exact opposite.  

Born to Methodist parents and raised within a strictly patriarchal society she founded a conservative, non-

charismatic church which upheld traditional Protestant views on the involvement of women in ministry. 

Despite never possessing an official title or role, White's spiritual authority and exhaustive literary output 

transformed her into a de facto leader, with an influence that was overwhelming and permanent. Under her 

guidance the church began to formalise its theology. White's prophetic gift empowered her to make ex 

cathedra statements, but the relationship between her visions and the Bible required constant justification.939  

                                                                    
G. White aŶd heƌ ĐƌitiĐs: AŶ aŶsǁeƌ to the ŵajoƌ Đhaƌges that ĐƌitiĐs haǀe ďƌought agaiŶst Mƌs. ElleŶ G. White.  

;ϭϳϮͿ. ‘eǀieǁ aŶd Heƌald PuďlishiŶg AssoĐiatioŶ: WashiŶgtoŶ, D.C. 

937 'Milleƌ͛s pƌeaĐhiŶg aŶd Mƌs. White͛s testiŵoŶǇ of heƌ oǁŶ ƌeǀelatioŶs foƌŵed the ďegiŶŶiŶg of the “eǀeŶth-daǇ 

AdǀeŶtist ChuƌĐh, ǁhiĐh stƌesses a stƌoŶg pƌophetiĐ aŶd esĐhatologiĐal Ŷote aŶd health ƌefoƌŵ.' Douglas, J. D., 

CaiƌŶs, E. E., & ‘uaƌk, J. E. ϭϵϳϴ. The Ŷeǁ iŶteƌŶatioŶal diĐtioŶaƌǇ of the ChƌistiaŶ ĐhuƌĐh. ;ϭϬϰϯͿ. )oŶdeƌǀaŶ 

PuďlishiŶg House: GƌaŶd ‘apids. 

938 Eǆaŵples iŶĐlude the MoŶtaŶist seĐt of the late ϮŶd CeŶtuƌǇ, ĐhaƌisŵatiĐ gƌoups ǁithiŶ the “ǁiss AŶaďaptist 

ĐoŵŵuŶities of the ϭϲth CeŶtuƌǇ, aŶd the ŵodeƌŶ HoliŶess PeŶteĐostal ŵoǀeŵeŶt, ǁhiĐh ďegaŶ iŶ the late ϭϵth 

CeŶtuƌǇ. 

939 '“he eǀeƌ poiŶted to the “Đƌiptuƌes as the oŶe souƌĐe of tƌuth aŶd light, the Book that should ďe the ChƌistiaŶ's 

fiƌst aŶd Đhiefest souƌĐe of spiƌitual iŶstƌuĐtioŶ.͞ ...If the Biďle should shoǁ the ǀisioŶs ǁeƌe Ŷot iŶ haƌŵoŶǇ ǁith it, 

the Biďle ǁould staŶd aŶd the ǀisioŶs ǁould ďe giǀeŶ up.͟ ' NiĐhol, F. D. ϭϵϱϭ. ElleŶ G. White aŶd heƌ ĐƌitiĐs: AŶ 

aŶsǁeƌ to the ŵajoƌ Đhaƌges that ĐƌitiĐs haǀe ďƌought agaiŶst Mƌs. ElleŶ G. White. ;pp. ϴϳ-ϴϴͿ. ‘eǀieǁ aŶd Heƌald 

PuďlishiŶg AssoĐiatioŶ: WashiŶgtoŶ, D.C. 
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The SDAs' antipathy towards organised religion precluded the use of creeds,940 a prejudice which also 

reflected the fear that any catechistic document restricted future guidance via divine revelation. It was 

exemplified by Ellen White's husband James, who declared his opposition to creedal theology at the Michigan 

Conference of 1861.941 He spoke for the majority, and their voices carried the day. Thus, when an official 

ecclesiology was adopted at the General Conference of 1863 it did not result in an SDA creed, leaving SDAs 

with the problem of defining orthodoxy without a written rule of faith. The solution was to accept Ellen 

White's visions as uniquely authoritative and her writings as de facto canon law, thereby sidestepping the 

dispute over creeds while acknowledging a body of literature that could largely perform the same function. 

The full implications of this approach would not be appreciated until 1955. 

Towards the late 1860s SDAs were united on four points which distinguished them from evangelicals: (a) the 

authenticity of Ellen White's prophetic gift, (b) observance of the Sabbath (a perpetual institution), (c) a 

spiritual 'investigative judgement' prior to the Second Advent,942 and (d) perception of themselves as God's 

faithful remnant. Relations with other churches were poor to non-existent.  

However, in 1871 the SDAs entered communion with the Seventh Day Baptists (hereafter SDBs), a Sabbath-

observant group which was doctrinally mainstream in every other way. This was the Seventh Day Adventists' 

first serious interfaith dialogue. 

The SDAs and SDBs held a series of meetings over five years, and in 1876 James White reported a positive 

outcome: 

                                                                    
940 'J. N. Loughďoƌough deĐlaƌed that ͞the fiƌst step of apostasǇ is to get up a Đƌeed, telliŶg us ǁhat ǁe shall ďelieǀe. 

The seĐoŶd is to ŵake that Đƌeed a test of felloǁship. The thiƌd is to tƌǇ ŵeŵďeƌs ďǇ that Đƌeed. The fouƌth is to 

deŶouŶĐe as heƌetiĐs those ǁho do Ŷot ďelieǀe that Đƌeed. AŶd fifth, to ĐoŵŵeŶĐe peƌseĐutioŶ agaiŶst suĐh.͟ ' 

Douglass, H. E. ϭϵϵϴ. MesseŶgeƌ of the Loƌd: The PƌophetiĐ MiŶistƌǇ of ElleŶ G. White. ;ϰϮϲͿ. PaĐifiĐ Pƌess PuďlishiŶg 

AssoĐiatioŶ: Naŵpa, ID. 

941 '͞But suppose the Loƌd, thƌough the gifts, should giǀe us soŵe Ŷeǁ light that did Ŷot haƌŵoŶize ǁith ouƌ Đƌeed; 

theŶ, if ǁe ƌeŵaiŶ tƌue to the gifts, it kŶoĐks ouƌ Đƌeed all oǀeƌ at oŶĐe. MakiŶg a Đƌeed is settiŶg the stakes, aŶd 

ďaƌƌiŶg up the ǁaǇ to all futuƌe adǀaŶĐeŵeŶt... A Đƌeed aŶd the gifts thus staŶd iŶ diƌeĐt oppositioŶ to eaĐh otheƌ. 

Noǁ ǁhat is ouƌ positioŶ as a people? The Biďle is ouƌ Đƌeed.͟ ' Iďid. ;ϰϮϳͿ. 

942 Deƌiǀed fƌoŵ Hiƌaŵ EdsoŶ's ǀisioŶ of ϭϴϰϰ. 
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(a) the two churches agreed on the atoning life, death and resurrection of Jesus Christ 

(b) they disagreed on immortal soulism (SDAs rejected it; SDBs accepted it) 

(c) they agreed on the continuation of Holy Spirit gifts within the church 

(d) there was tension between the SDBs' strict Trinitarianism and the SDAs' fluid Christology, but this could 

be negotiated 

United on essentials, the two groups enjoyed full communion for an indeterminate period.943 Little known 

and largely overlooked, these events prove SDAs were sharing ecumenical fellowship without any doctrinal 

amendments at least 80 years before evangelicals made their first overtures.944 

Near the turn of the century, outsiders' perceptions of Seventh Day Adventism were still negative or 

ambivalent at best. Many SDAs had come from unconventional churches and imported their personal beliefs 

to White's new movement. Christology was a case in point, with Trinitarianism, Arianism, semi-Arianism and 

Unitarianism all tolerated under a broad doctrinal umbrella.  

White never used the word 'Trinity' and her writings lack any technical expression of the triune relationship. 

This ambiguity invited reinterpretation. Depending on the reader's preference White could be defended as 

Trinitarian, Arian, or even semi-Arian (at least until 1899). Modern SDA scholars describe her Christology as 

                                                                    
943 'We ƌeĐoŵŵeŶd, hoǁeǀeƌ, that theƌe ďe Ŷo ĐoŶtƌoǀeƌsǇ ďetǁeeŶ the tǁo ďodies. The diffeƌeŶĐes ďetǁeeŶ us 

aƌe of suĐh a Ŷatuƌe, aŶd ǁe haǀe iŶ ĐoŵŵoŶ so ďƌoad a field of laďoƌ ǁith those ǁho diffeƌ ǁith us ƌespeĐtiŶg the 

fuŶdaŵeŶtals, upoŶ ǁhiĐh haŶgs the destiŶǇ of a ǁoƌld lǇiŶg iŶ ǁiĐkedŶess, that “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtists aŶd 

“eǀeŶth-daǇ Baptists ĐaŶŶot affoƌd a ĐoŶtƌoǀeƌsǇ oŶ doĐtƌiŶes ǁhiĐh Ŷeitheƌ ƌegaƌd as tests of ChƌistiaŶ ĐhaƌaĐteƌ.' 

White, J. ϭϴϳϲ, 'The Tǁo Bodies: the ƌelatioŶ ǁhiĐh the “. D. Baptists aŶd the “. D. AdǀeŶtists sustaiŶ to eaĐh otheƌ.' 

‘eǀieǁ aŶd Heƌald, ǀol. ϰϴ, Ŷo. ϭϱ, p. ϭϭϲ. ‘etƌieǀed OĐtoďeƌ ϭϮ, ϮϬϭϭ, fƌoŵ: 

http://ǁǁǁ.adǀeŶtistaƌĐhiǀes.oƌg/doĐs/‘H/‘HϭϴϳϲϭϬϭϮ-Vϰϴ-ϭϱ__B.pdf 

944 The “DAs' doĐtƌiŶe of a 'faithful ƌeŵŶaŶt' ǁas Ŷeǀeƌ as eǆĐlusiǀe as it is ĐoŵŵoŶlǇ poƌtƌaǇed; “DBs ǁeƌe 

ĐoŶsideƌed paƌt of the ƌeŵŶaŶt despite theiƌ theologiĐal diffeƌeŶĐes. 



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ͵ͻͳ 

a work in progress.945 By contrast many other prominent leaders of the original SDA church were 

unequivocally non-Trinitarian,946 including White's husband.  

Evangelicals seized upon this as evidence that Adventists were heretical. But since the SDA church had no 

formal creed during the heterodox years while White's own views were still in flux, can any Christology from 

this period be regarded as definitive? Today SDA historians accept that Adventist Christology was never 

homogeneous947 but gradually evolved into a Trinitarian consensus.948 

                                                                    
945 'Heƌ ŵatuƌe ǀieǁ deǀeloped thƌough a ϰϬ-Ǉeaƌ pƌoĐess that ĐaŶ ďe eǆteŶsiǀelǇ doĐuŵeŶted.' MooŶ, J. A. ϮϬϬϯ. 

'The AdǀeŶtist TƌiŶitǇ Deďate. Paƌt Ϯ: The ‘ole of ElleŶ G. White', AŶdƌeǁs UŶiǀeƌsitǇ “eŵiŶaƌǇ “tudies, ǀol. ϰϭ, Ŷo. 

Ϯ, pp Ϯϳϱ-ϮϵϮ. 

946 'The eǀideŶĐe as pƌeseŶted heƌe iŶdiĐates that pƌioƌ to ϭϴϵϴ the pƌeǀailiŶg opiŶioŶ iŶ the “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtist 

ChuƌĐh oŶ the Ŷatuƌe of God ǁas aŶti-TƌiŶitaƌiaŶ. It has ďeeŶ shoǁŶ that a ǁhole seƌies of ǁƌiteƌs took this positioŶ. 

Those eaƌlǇ AdǀeŶtist ǁƌiteƌs ǁho eǆpƌessed theŵselǀes oŶ the suďjeĐt agƌeed oŶ ĐeƌtaiŶ fuŶdaŵeŶtal issues. 

Chƌist ǁas ĐoŶsisteŶtlǇ ƌegaƌded as suďoƌdiŶate to the Fatheƌ aŶd the HolǇ “piƌit as a ŵeƌe iŶflueŶĐe.' GaŶe, E. ‘. 

The AƌiaŶ oƌ AŶti-TƌiŶitaƌiaŶ Vieǁs PƌeseŶted iŶ “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtist Liteƌatuƌe aŶd the ElleŶ G. White AŶsǁeƌ. 

ϭϵϲϯ. ‘etƌieǀed OĐtoďeƌ ϭϮ, ϮϬϭϭ, fƌoŵ: http://ǁǁǁ.sdaŶet.oƌg/atissue/tƌiŶitǇ/gaŶe-thesis/e-gaŶeϭϲ.htŵ 

947 'IŶ ϭϴϰϲ Jaŵes White disŵissed the doĐtƌiŶe of the TƌiŶitǇ as "the old uŶsĐƌiptuƌal tƌiŶitaƌiaŶ Đƌeed." A ĐeŶtuƌǇ 

lateƌ, the deŶoŵiŶatioŶ he Đo-fouŶded ǀoted its fiƌst offiĐial eŶdoƌseŵeŶt of a stateŵeŶt of "FuŶdaŵeŶtal Beliefs" 

that iŶĐluded ƌefeƌeŶĐe to the TƌiŶitǇ. That a ŵajoƌ theologiĐal shift oĐĐuƌƌed is Ŷo loŶgeƌ suďjeĐt to deďate.' MooŶ, 

J. A. ϮϬϬϯ. 'The AdǀeŶtist TƌiŶitǇ Deďate. Paƌt Ϯ: The ‘ole of ElleŶ G. White', AŶdƌeǁs UŶiǀeƌsitǇ “eŵiŶaƌǇ “tudies, 

ǀol. ϰϭ, Ŷo. Ϯ, pp Ϯϳϱ-ϮϵϮ. 

948 'The deǀelopŵeŶt of the doĐtƌiŶe of the Godhead iŶ “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtisŵ ŵaǇ ďe diǀided iŶto siǆ peƌiods: 

;ϭͿ AŶtitƌiŶitaƌiaŶ DoŵiŶaŶĐe, ϭϴϰϲ-ϭϴϴϴ; ;ϮͿ DissatisfaĐtioŶ ǁith AŶtitƌiŶitaƌiaŶisŵ, ϭϴϴϴ-ϭϴϵϴ; ;ϯͿ Paƌadigŵ “hift, 

ϭϴϵϴ-ϭϵϭϯ; ;ϰͿ DeĐliŶe of AŶtitƌiŶitaƌiaŶisŵ, ϭϵϭϯ-ϭϵϰϲ; ;ϱͿ TƌiŶitaƌiaŶ DoŵiŶaŶĐe, ϭϵϰϲ-ϭϵϴϬ; aŶd ;ϲͿ ‘eŶeǁed 

TeŶsioŶs, ϭϵϴϬ to the PƌeseŶt.' MooŶ, J. A. ϮϬϬϯ.'The AdǀeŶtist TƌiŶitǇ Deďate. Paƌt ϭ: HistoƌiĐal Oǀeƌǀieǁ', AŶdƌeǁs 

UŶiǀeƌsitǇ “eŵiŶaƌǇ “tudies, ǀol. ϰϭ, Ŷo. ϭ, pp ϭϭϯ-ϭϮϵ. 
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Remarkably the process was triggered by Ellen White herself, independent of her peers and against the 

popular mood.949 In 1899 Adventist publishers released White's latest book, Desire of Ages. Church leaders 

were stunned to find it replete with overtly Trinitarian statements.950 Her references to the deity of the Holy 

Spirit were particularly challenging and prompted a backlash among conservative SDAs, but once started 

there was no stopping the trend.951 Trinitarianism gained ground because White endorsed it and Adventists 

trusted her judgement. 

Around the same time, a radical new Christian movement arose from the ranks of Baptist and Presbyterian 

clergy. Its adherents would later call themselves Fundamentalists;952 they sought to turn the tide of 

                                                                    
949 '...it is Ƌuite ƌeŵaƌkaďle to oďseƌǀe the ƌiĐh aŶd pƌofouŶd aŶti-AƌiaŶ ChƌistologǇ issuiŶg foƌth fƌoŵ heƌ peŶ 

staƌtiŶg as a geŶtle floǁ iŶ the ϭϴϳϬ's, ďeĐoŵiŶg stƌoŶgeƌ iŶ the ϭϴϴϬ's aŶd sǁelliŶg to a toƌƌeŶt iŶ the ϭϴϵϬ's ǁheŶ 

all aƌouŶd heƌ ǁeƌe iŶflueŶtial ŵeŶ ǁith diffeƌiŶg ǀieǁs.' Weďsteƌ, C. ϭϵϴϰ. CƌossĐuƌƌeŶts iŶ AdǀeŶtist ChƌistologǇ. 

‘etƌieǀed OĐtoďeƌ ϭϮ, ϮϬϭϭ, fƌoŵ: http://ǁǁǁ.sdaŶet.oƌg/atissue/ďooks/ǁeďsteƌ 

950 'M. L. AŶdƌeaseŶ, ǁho had ďeĐoŵe aŶ AdǀeŶtist just fouƌ Ǉeaƌs eaƌlieƌ at the age of eighteeŶ, aŶd ǁho ǁould 

eǀeŶtuallǇ teaĐh at the ĐhuƌĐh's Noƌth AŵeƌiĐaŶ seŵiŶaƌǇ, Đlaiŵed that the Ŷeǁ ĐoŶĐept ǁas so diffeƌeŶt fƌoŵ the 

pƌeǀious uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg that soŵe pƌoŵiŶeŶt leadeƌs douďted ǁhetheƌ ElleŶ White had ƌeallǇ ǁƌitteŶ it.' MooŶ, J. 

A. ϮϬϬϯ.'The AdǀeŶtist TƌiŶitǇ Deďate. Paƌt ϭ: HistoƌiĐal Oǀeƌǀieǁ', AŶdƌeǁs UŶiǀeƌsitǇ “eŵiŶaƌǇ “tudies, ǀol. ϰϭ, 

Ŷo. ϭ, pp ϭϭϯ-ϭϮϵ. AŶdƌeaseŶ ĐoƌƌeĐtlǇ oďseƌǀed heƌ ChƌistologǇ had ďeeŶ ŵodified, though his aĐĐouŶt oǀeƌstates 

the Đase. White's siŵplistiĐ aƌtiĐulatioŶ iŶ Desiƌe of Ages is iŵpƌeĐise, ƌefleĐtiŶg liŵited kŶoǁledge. ;'ElleŶ White 

ǁas Ŷot a tƌaiŶed theologiaŶ aŶd, theƌefoƌe, ǁe ĐaŶŶot look foƌ sǇsteŵatiĐ tƌeatŵeŶt of spiƌitual tƌuth.' ;Weďsteƌ, 

ϭϵϴϰͿͿ. It is likelǇ she Ŷeǀeƌ fullǇ uŶdeƌstood Đƌeedal TƌiŶitaƌiaŶisŵ ďut ŵeƌelǇ eǆpƌessed ǁhat she ďelieǀed it to 

ďe. 

951 'These aŶd siŵilaƌ stateŵeŶts dƌoǀe soŵe to a fƌesh eǆaŵiŶatioŶ of the ďiďliĐal eǀideŶĐe aďout the Godhead. 

Otheƌs, disďelieǀiŶg that theǇ Đould haǀe ďeeŶ ǁƌoŶg foƌ so ŵaŶǇ Ǉeaƌs, studied to ďolsteƌ the old aƌguŵeŶts. ElleŶ 

White's testiŵoŶǇ, hoǁeǀeƌ, ďǇ ĐalliŶg atteŶtioŶ to “Đƌiptuƌes ǁhose sigŶifiĐaŶĐe had ďeeŶ oǀeƌlooked, Đƌeated a 

paƌadigŵ shift that Đould Ŷot ďe ƌeǀeƌsed.' Iďid. 

952 'BǇ ϭϵϭϴ the teƌŵ ͞fuŶdaŵeŶtals͟ had ďeĐoŵe ĐoŵŵoŶ usage, ďut ͞fuŶdaŵeŶtalist͟ aŶd ͞fuŶdaŵeŶtalisŵ͟ 

ǁeƌe ĐoiŶed iŶ ϭϵϮϬ ďǇ Cuƌtis Lee Laǁs, Baptist editoƌ of the WatĐhŵaŶ-EǆaŵiŶeƌ... DuƌiŶg a ĐoŶfeƌeŶĐe iŶ Buffalo, 

Neǁ Yoƌk, iŶ ϭϵϮϬ, Laǁs aŶd his assoĐiates aĐĐepted the title.' Douglas, J. D., CaiƌŶs, E. E., & ‘uaƌk, J. E. ϭϵϳϴ. The 

Ŷeǁ iŶteƌŶatioŶal diĐtioŶaƌǇ of the ChƌistiaŶ ĐhuƌĐh. ;ϯϵϲͿ. )oŶdeƌǀaŶ PuďlishiŶg House: GƌaŶd ‘apids. 
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modernism, higher criticism, and liberal Christianity.953 Originally amillennial, the movement became 

overwhelmingly premillennial after two World Wars and the rebirth of the Jewish state, widely interpreted 

as fulfilling Bible prophecy. Key features included Young Earth Creationism, anti-evolutionism, Biblical 

inerrancy, strict morality, and a disdain for higher education. 

The SDA Church proved an indispensable ally in the war against secularism. Ellen White had expounded a 

theory of Christian education, instituted charitable sanatoriums, and urged the benefits of healthy living 

through a strict regime of exercise and diet which prohibited popular stimulants.954 Adventists supported 

Prohibition,955 confessed Biblical inerrancy, practised Biblical literalism, and maintained international 

charity networks.956 Fundamentalists shared the same values.957 

                                                                    
953 'The ƌoots of fuŶdaŵeŶtalisŵ go ďaĐk iŶto the ŶiŶeteeŶth ĐeŶtuƌǇ ǁheŶ eǀolutioŶ, ďiďliĐal ĐƌitiĐisŵ, aŶd the 

studǇ of Đoŵpaƌatiǀe ƌeligioŶs ďegaŶ to ĐhalleŶge old assuŵptioŶs aďout the authoƌitǇ of the ďiďliĐal ƌeǀelatioŶ.' 

Iďid. 

954 'Fƌoŵ the ǀeƌǇ iŶĐeptioŶ of the “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtist ChuƌĐh, teŵpeƌaŶĐe has ďeeŶ a ŵajoƌ foĐus aŶd the 

ChuƌĐh has plaǇed a keǇ ƌole iŶ stƌuggliŶg agaiŶst the iŶƌoads of alĐoholiĐ ďeǀeƌages, toďaĐĐo, aŶd otheƌ dƌugs.' 

HistoƌiĐ “taŶd foƌ TeŵpeƌaŶĐe PƌiŶĐiples aŶd AĐĐeptaŶĐe of DoŶatioŶs “tateŵeŶt IŵpaĐts “oĐial ChaŶge. ‘etƌieǀed 

oŶ OĐtoďeƌ ϭϰ, ϮϬϭϭ, fƌoŵ: http://ǁǁǁ.adǀeŶtist.oƌg/ďeliefs/stateŵeŶts/ŵaiŶ-statϮϲ.htŵl 

955 'IŶ ϭϵϬϵ a GeŶeƌal CoŶfeƌeŶĐe BulletiŶ ƌeĐoŵŵeŶded that ͞ouƌ ŵiŶisteƌs, teaĐheƌs, phǇsiĐiaŶs, Ŷuƌses, aŶd 

people geŶeƌallǇ, eŶgage iŶ a ǀigoƌous ĐaŵpaigŶ iŶ ďehalf of total aďstiŶeŶĐe, ďǇ ŵeaŶs of leĐtuƌes, 

deŵoŶstƌatioŶs, aŶd the distƌiďutioŶ of health aŶd teŵpeƌaŶĐe liteƌatuƌe, aŶd that ǁheŶeǀeƌ ĐoŶsisteŶt ouƌ 

people, ďǇ ǀoiĐe, peŶ, aŶd ǀote, plaĐe theŵselǀes oŶ ƌeĐoƌd as faǀoƌaďle to its ƌestƌiĐtioŶ aŶd eŶtiƌe pƌohiďitioŶ.͟ ' 

Milleƌ, J. ϮϬϭϭ. 'AdǀeŶtists, PƌohiďitioŶ, aŶd PolitiĐal MoǀeŵeŶt.' LiďeƌtǇ, Noǀeŵďeƌ/DeĐeŵďeƌ. ‘etƌieǀed oŶ 

OĐtoďeƌ ϭϱ, ϮϬϭϭ, fƌoŵ: http://ǁǁǁ.liďeƌtǇŵagaziŶe.oƌg/iŶdeǆ.php?id=ϭϳϵϭ 

956 'Foƌ eǆaŵple, duƌiŶg the ƌelief seƌǀiĐes Ŷeeded at the eŶd of Woƌld Waƌ II, ďetǁeeŶ ϭϵϰϲ aŶd ϭϵϰϵ, the GeŶeƌal 

CoŶfeƌeŶĐe ƌelief oƌgaŶizatioŶs ͞pƌoǀided ŵoƌe thaŶ ϯ,ϯϬϬ,ϬϬϬ pouŶds of food aŶd ϭ,ϭϬϬ,ϬϬϬ pouŶds of ĐlothiŶg͟ 

to Euƌope aloŶe.' Douglass, H. E. ϭϵϵϴ. MesseŶgeƌ of the Loƌd: The PƌophetiĐ MiŶistƌǇ of ElleŶ G. White. ;ϯϲϳͿ. 

PaĐifiĐ Pƌess PuďlishiŶg AssoĐiatioŶ: Naŵpa, ID. 

957 The ƌeseŵďlaŶĐe ďetǁeeŶ FuŶdaŵeŶtalists aŶd “eǀeŶth DaǇ AdǀeŶtists ǁas ŵoƌe thaŶ supeƌfiĐial. “eĐulaƌ aŶd 

ƌeligious ďegaŶ desĐƌiďiŶg “DAs as a FuŶdaŵeŶtalist seĐt, aŶd this laďel is still applied ďǇ soŵe todaǇ. 
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In at least two key contexts Fundamentalist apologists reached for Adventist literature without hesitation 

and consequently absorbed some aspects of SDA theology. Against evolution they brandished the work of 

SDA scholar and amateur geologist George McCready Price, modern pioneer of Young Earth Creationism and 

'flood geology.'958  

Price was a leading influence on Henry Madison Morris,959 founder of the Creation Research Society and 

Institute for Creation Research. In defence of premillennialism Fundamentalists relied on Le Roy Edwin 

Froom, an SDA historian of prodigious ability. Froom's magnum opus was The Historic Faith of Our Fathers 

(1950), a four-volume study of eschatology defending the historicist model of prophetic interpretation as the 

original Christian prophetic paradigm.960 

Seventh Day Adventism became increasingly institutionalised in the post-war era, a development which 

brought many benefits. Bradford (2006, p. 176) argues that the founding of Adventist colleges during the 

1940s steered the church away from Fundamentalism,961 facilitated the training of professionally qualified 

                                                                    
958 'DuƌiŶg the fiƌst tǁo thiƌds of the tǁeŶtieth ĐeŶtuƌǇ, duƌiŶg ǁhiĐh ŵost ChƌistiaŶ fuŶdaŵeŶtalists aĐĐepted the 

eǆisteŶĐe of loŶg geologiĐal ages, the leadiŶg ǀoiĐe aƌguiŶg foƌ the ƌeĐeŶt ĐƌeatioŶ of life oŶ eaƌth iŶ siǆ liteƌal daǇs 

ǁas Geoƌge MĐCƌeadǇ PƌiĐe ;ϭϴϳϬ-ϭϵϲϯͿ, a sĐieŶtifiĐallǇ self-taught ĐƌeatioŶist aŶd teaĐheƌ.' Geoƌge MĐCƌeadǇ 

PƌiĐe aŶd ͚ Flood GeologǇ .͛ ‘etƌieǀed oŶ OĐtoďeƌ ϭϰ, ϮϬϭϭ, fƌoŵ: http://ǁǁǁ.ĐouŶteƌďalaŶĐe.oƌg/histoƌǇ/floodgeo-

fƌaŵe.htŵl 

959 'Fƌoŵ the eaƌlǇ ϭϵϲϬs thƌough the ϭϵϵϬs the ŵost iŶflueŶtial ǀoiĐe iŶ ĐƌeatioŶist ĐiƌĐles ǁas that of HeŶƌǇ M. 

Moƌƌis ;ď. ϭϵϭϴͿ, a Baptist Điǀil eŶgiŶeeƌ fƌoŵ Teǆas... At fiƌst, he ƌeŵaiŶed uŶdeĐided aďout ǁhetheƌ to attƌiďute 

the fossil ƌeĐoƌd to pƌe-EdeŶiĐ aĐtiǀities oƌ, folloǁiŶg PƌiĐe, to Noah͛s flood. EǀeŶtuallǇ he settled oŶ the latteƌ—

aŶd deǀoted the ƌest of his life to pƌoŵotiŶg flood geologǇ, ǁhiĐh aďout ϭϵϳϬ he ƌeŶaŵed ĐƌeatioŶ sĐieŶĐe.' 

CƌeatioŶ “ĐieŶĐe - HeŶƌǇ M. Moƌƌis. ‘etƌieǀed oŶ OĐtoďeƌ ϭϰ, ϮϬϭϭ, fƌoŵ: 

http://ǁǁǁ.ĐouŶteƌďalaŶĐe.oƌg/histoƌǇ/ŵoƌƌis-ďodǇ.htŵl  

960 “iǆtǇ-oŶe Ǉeaƌs lateƌ, Fƌooŵ's ǁoƌk still ĐoŵŵaŶds ƌespeĐt aŵoŶg ŵaiŶstƌeaŵ ChƌistiaŶs aŶd seĐulaƌ sĐholaƌs. 

961 'The aĐĐƌeditatioŶ of “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtist eduĐatioŶal iŶstitutioŶs ďeĐaŵe a poǁeƌful iŶflueŶĐe iŶ eǆtƌiĐatiŶg 

the ĐhuƌĐh out of its FuŶdaŵeŶtalist ŵould.' Bƌadfoƌd, G. ;ϮϬϬϲͿ. Moƌe ThaŶ a Pƌophet. ;ϭϳϲͿ. BiďliĐal PeƌspeĐtiǀes: 

BeƌƌieŶ “pƌiŶgs, MiĐhigaŶ. 



DEFENCE & CONF)RMAT)ON 

Page ͵ͻͷ 

clergy, and offered new opportunities for evangelism.962 This may have increased the perception of 

legitimacy. 

In 1949 Adventist elder Tobias Edgar Unruh was moved by a radio program featuring evangelical pastor 

Donald Grey Barnhouse and sent him a copy of Ellen White's book, Steps to Christ. Barnhouse published a 

brutally negative review and the two men corresponded until 1955, when Barnhouse commissioned 

evangelical apologist Walter R. Martin to write a book about Adventism. Martin had denounced SDAs as 

heretical with a single terse paragraph in his popular polemic The Rise of the Cults (1955) but agreed to confer 

with Adventist elders before delivering his next broadside.  

Meetings took place between 1955-56. Martin, Unruh and Froom were the principal attendees; Barnhouse 

attended later, along with Walter E. Read and Roy A. Anderson (both highly placed members of SDA 

leadership).963 All were aware their dialogue would prove controversial, but none could have predicted the 

outcome: in response to more than forty questions posed by their evangelical counterparts the SDA leaders 

consistently gave answers which fell within the parameters of traditional Christian orthodoxy. When 

Barnhouse and Martin suggested this was an idiosyncratic rendition of SDA theology the Adventists conceded 

some differences of opinion within their church, yet still insisted they spoke for the overwhelming majority. 

It was a gross exaggeration, but the evangelicals did not press further.964 

                                                                    
962 'OŶĐe it ǁas agƌeed that the Đollege ǁould seek aĐĐƌeditatioŶ, it folloǁed that theǇ Ŷeeded to haǀe studeŶts 

fƌoŵ otheƌ aĐĐƌedited ĐhuƌĐh iŶstitutioŶs. These studeŶts iŶ tuƌŶ ǁould haǀe to ďe taught ďǇ ǁell-Ƌualified 

teaĐheƌs. The dooƌ ǁas opeŶed foƌ higheƌ eduĐatioŶ aŶd the “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtist ĐhuƌĐh ďegaŶ to ŵake ĐoŶtaĐt 

ǁith the ǁideƌ ǁoƌld of leaƌŶiŶg. The fouŶdiŶg of The “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtist TheologiĐal “eŵiŶaƌǇ ŵeaŶt that the 

ĐhuƌĐh ǁould haǀe ďetteƌ aĐadeŵiĐ eduĐatioŶ foƌ its ŵiŶistƌǇ.' Iďid. 

963 '...Walteƌ E. ‘ead, “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtist GeŶeƌal CoŶfeƌeŶĐe field seĐƌetaƌǇ aŶd ĐhaiƌŵaŶ of the “eǀeŶth-daǇ 

AdǀeŶtist GeŶeƌal CoŶfeƌeŶĐe BiďliĐal ‘eseaƌĐh Coŵŵittee; aŶd ‘oǇ A. AŶdeƌsoŶ, aŶ eǆpeƌieŶĐed eǀaŶgelist aŶd 

the diƌeĐtoƌ of the “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtist MiŶisteƌial AssoĐiatioŶ, aŶd editoƌ of MiŶistƌǇ ŵagaziŶe.' Iďid. ;ϭϴϱͿ. 

964 'MaƌtiŶ aŶd BaƌŶhouse Ŷoted that theƌe ǁeƌe soŵe AdǀeŶtist ďooks still ďeiŶg sold iŶ “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtist 

ďook shops that ǁeƌe saǇiŶg soŵe thiŶgs diffeƌeŶt to ǁhat theǇ ǁeƌe ďeiŶg told. Fƌooŵ, AŶdeƌsoŶ, aŶd ‘ead 

ƌeplied that this ǁas ďeĐause the ĐhuƌĐh does giǀe soŵe ŵeasuƌe of fƌeedoŵ of eǆpƌessioŶ aŶd that ǁhat theǇ had 

shaƌed ǁas held ďǇ all eǆĐept a "luŶatiĐ fƌiŶge". This ǁas a seƌious ŵisƌepƌeseŶtatioŶ, although the aŶsǁeƌs giǀeŶ 
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In 1956 Barnhouse published an article in Eternity magazine, which declared Seventh Day Adventists 

orthodox by evangelical standards. Evangelical responses were broadly divided along soteriological lines: 

since SDA is Arminian, Arminians tended to agree with Barnhouse while Calvinists did not. But the long term 

impact was favourable and confirmed the opinions of evangelicals who already saw SDAs as fellow 

believers.965  

Though not overwhelmingly negative, the Adventist reaction was strong enough to divide conservatives (who 

opposed communion with evangelicals) and progressives (who supported it). Froom and his colleagues were 

widely accused of selling out.966 Yet they had answered in good faith and could show that the theology 

presented to Barnhouse and Martin was generally consistent with SDA teaching.  

In any case, since the church had no written creed and Ellen White was now dead, who had the authority to 

say their theology was heretical  or not? SDAs universally regarded White's exegesis as the benchmark of 

orthodoxy, but as factional lines were drawn they discovered her writings could be invoked to support a range 

of views. 

                                                                    
ǁeƌe geŶeƌallǇ held ďǇ “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtists. Yet theƌe ǁeƌe a sigŶifiĐaŶt Ŷuŵďeƌ of “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtists ǁho 

did Ŷot hold to the positioŶs that ǁeƌe pƌeseŶted.' Iďid. ;ϭϴϲͿ. 

965 IŶ a ƌeǀieǁ of Fƌooŵ's esĐhatologiĐal ŵasteƌpieĐe thƌee Ǉeaƌs pƌioƌ to the BaƌŶhouse/UŶƌuh ŵeetiŶgs, Baptist 

histoƌiaŶ ‘oďeƌt T. HaŶdǇ had desĐƌiďed Fƌooŵ as, 'aŶ eǀaŶgeliĐal ChƌistiaŶ, a PƌotestaŶt ĐoŶseƌǀatiǀe.' ;HaŶdǇ 

ϭϵϱϮ, pp. ϱϱϭ-ϱϱϯͿ. This deŵoŶstƌates the ƌespeĐt alƌeadǇ ĐoŵŵaŶded ďǇ “DA sĐholaƌship aŵoŶg eǀaŶgeliĐals, 

ďut ŵoƌe iŵpoƌtaŶtlǇ the ƌeĐogŶitioŶ of “DAs as eǀaŶgeliĐals oŶ the ďasis of ĐoŵŵoŶ theologǇ. 

966 “DAs had appaƌeŶtlǇ foƌgotteŶ theiƌ ĐhuƌĐh's ĐoŵŵuŶioŶ ǁith the “eǀeŶth DaǇ Baptists, ǁho ǁeƌe distiŶguished 

oŶlǇ fƌoŵ ŵaiŶstƌeaŵ ChƌistiaŶs ďǇ theiƌ “aďďath oďseƌǀaŶĐe. BaƌŶhouse aŶd Fƌooŵ ǁeƌe Ŷot doiŶg aŶǇthiŶg that 

had Ŷot alƌeadǇ ďeeŶ doŶe ǁith ElleŶ White's appƌoǀal iŶ ϭϴϳϲ, Ǉet theiƌ ĐoŶteŵpoƌaƌies fouŶd it shoĐkiŶg. Peƌhaps 

“DAs had uŶǁittiŶglǇ iŵďiďed the FuŶdaŵeŶtalists' iŶtoleƌaŶĐe of eĐuŵeŶisŵ, eǀeŶ as the FuŶdaŵeŶtalists 

iŵďiďed the “DAs' YouŶg Eaƌth CƌeatioŶisŵ, 'flood geologǇ' aŶd pƌeŵilleŶŶialisŵ. 
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In 1957 Froom, Read and Anderson produced a book entitled Questions on Doctrine (hereafter QOD), an 

expanded version of their answers to Barnhouse and Martin,967 intended for a wider evangelical audience.968 

It contained an 'official statement of fundamental beliefs' and a proviso emphasising the authority of General 

Conferences.969 Taken together they gave the impression that SDAs possessed a formal creed ratified by 

church councils. This may have been intentional. Strictly speaking, however, there was no 'official statement 

of fundamental beliefs' until the '27 Fundamentals' drafted by the General Conference of 1980. The 'official 

statement' provided in QOD was a list of acceptable parameters from the standard SDA church manual970 

which had never been treated as a creedal document.971  

                                                                    
967 Despite stƌoŶg oppositioŶ fƌoŵ soŵe eǀaŶgeliĐal leadeƌs, MaƌtiŶ suppoƌted BaƌŶhouse's ĐoŶĐlusioŶ that “DAs 

ǁeƌe ŵaiŶstƌeaŵ. He lateƌ ƌeplied to his ĐƌitiĐs iŶ The Tƌuth Aďout “eǀeŶth DaǇ AdǀeŶtists ;ϭϵϲϬͿ, ƌeiteƌatiŶg his 

ďelief iŶ the “DAs' oƌthodoǆǇ oŶ the pƌoǀiso that theǇ suďsĐƌiďed to the doĐtƌiŶes pƌeseŶted iŶ QOD. This appƌoaĐh 

ǁas ǁell ƌeĐeiǀed aŶd pƌoǀed a tippiŶg poiŶt foƌ laƌge Ŷuŵďeƌs of uŶdeĐided eǀaŶgeliĐals. WheŶ BillǇ Gƌahaŵ 

iŶǀited “DAs to his pƌeaĐhiŶg Đƌusades, it ǁas offiĐial: “DAs had Đoŵe iŶ fƌoŵ the Đold. 

968 It also seƌǀed as aŶ apologetiĐ to ĐoŶseƌǀatiǀe “DAs outƌaged ďǇ theiƌ ŶegotiatioŶ ǁith eǀaŶgeliĐals. But 

although ŶoŵiŶallǇ saŶĐtioŶed ďǇ the “DA GeŶeƌal CoŶfeƌeŶĐe, QOD pƌoǀed so ĐoŶtƌoǀeƌsial it ǁas ǁithdƌaǁŶ 

fƌoŵ pƌiŶt iŶ ϭϵϲϯ. Foƌŵal appƌoǀal of QOD ǁas gƌaŶted iŶ ϭϵϴϯ ďǇ W. ‘iĐhaƌd Lesheƌ, ǀiĐe-pƌesideŶt of the GeŶeƌal 

CoŶfeƌeŶĐe, aŶd iŶ ϮϬϬϯ it ǁas fiŶallǇ ƌepuďlished ďǇ AŶdƌeǁs UŶiǀeƌsitǇ, aŶ “DA Đollege. 

969 '...ďeĐause of the ǀeƌǇ Ŷatuƌe of the “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtist ChuƌĐh oƌgaŶizatioŶ Ŷo stateŵeŶt of “eǀeŶth-daǇ 

AdǀeŶtist ďelief ĐaŶ ďe ĐoŶsideƌed offiĐial uŶless it is adopted ďǇ the GeŶeƌal CoŶfeƌeŶĐe iŶ ƋuadƌeŶŶial sessioŶ, 

ǁheŶ aĐĐƌedited delegates fƌoŵ the ǁhole ǁoƌld field aƌe pƌeseŶt. The aŶsǁeƌs iŶ this ǀoluŵe aƌe aŶ eǆpaŶsioŶ of 

ouƌ doĐtƌiŶal positioŶs ĐoŶtaiŶed iŶ the offiĐial stateŵeŶt of FuŶdaŵeŶtal Beliefs alƌeadǇ ƌefeƌƌed to. HeŶĐe this 

ǀoluŵe ĐaŶ ďe ǀieǁed as tƌulǇ ƌepƌeseŶtatiǀe of the faith aŶd ďeliefs of the “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtist ChuƌĐh.' 

QuestioŶs OŶ DoĐtƌiŶe, ϭϵϱϳ. ;pp. ϴ-ϵͿ. ‘eǀieǁ aŶd Heƌald PuďlishiŶg AssoĐiatioŶ: WashiŶgtoŶ, D.C. 

970 The authoƌs ǁeƌe opeŶ aďout the souƌĐe of the list, ďut theiƌ desĐƌiptioŶ ŵade it souŶd ŵoƌe authoƌitatiǀe thaŶ 

it ƌeallǇ ǁas. 

971 At the ϭϵϴϬ GeŶeƌal CoŶfeƌeŶĐe a geŶuiŶelǇ offiĐial list of 'Ϯϳ FuŶdaŵeŶtals' ǁas fiŶallǇ dƌafted ;a Ϯϴth poiŶt 

ǁas added iŶ ϮϬϬϱͿ. “DAs ĐoŶsideƌ the 'Ϯϴ FuŶdaŵeŶtals' a desĐƌiptiǀe doĐuŵeŶt ƌatheƌ thaŶ a pƌesĐƌiptiǀe Đƌeed. 

The pƌeaŵďle states, '“eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtists aĐĐept the Biďle as theiƌ oŶlǇ Đƌeed aŶd hold ĐeƌtaiŶ fuŶdaŵeŶtal 

ďeliefs to ďe the teaĐhiŶg of the HolǇ “Đƌiptuƌes... ‘eǀisioŶ of these stateŵeŶts ŵaǇ ďe eǆpeĐted at a GeŶeƌal 
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Despite widespread acceptance, QOD was bitterly opposed by influential SDA theologian M. L. Andreasen, 

who tried to prevent its publication and sparked an internecine war between conservatives and progressives 

which raged for decades.972 

The acceptance of SDAs by evangelicals was never a foregone conclusion and benefited from some timely 

coincidences. Beginning with Unruh's chance hearing of Barnhouse's radio presentation; facilitated by the 

unexpected dominance of progressives within SDA leadership; made easier by the SDAs' lack of a formal 

creed; legitimised by the involvement of highly influential evangelicals. Put simply, it happened at a time 

when circumstances were ideal for success.  

                                                                    
CoŶfeƌeŶĐe “essioŶ ǁheŶ the ĐhuƌĐh is led ďǇ the HolǇ “piƌit to a fulleƌ uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of Biďle tƌuth oƌ fiŶds ďetteƌ 

laŶguage iŶ ǁhiĐh to eǆpƌess the teaĐhiŶgs of God's HolǇ Woƌd.' FuŶdaŵeŶtal Beliefs. ‘etƌieǀed oŶ OĐtoďeƌ ϭϲ, 

ϮϬϭϭ, fƌoŵ: http://ǁǁǁ.adǀeŶtist.oƌg/ďeliefs/fuŶdaŵeŶtal/iŶdeǆ.htŵl 

972 'The ĐhuƌĐh is still diǀided aŶd the theologǇ ŵapped out ďǇ M. L. AŶdƌeaseŶ is a good eǆaŵple of the iŵpƌopeƌ 

use of [White's] ǁƌitiŶgs. MaŶǇ of the ideas of AŶdƌeaseŶ ǁeƌe lateƌ takeŶ to theiƌ logiĐal ĐoŶĐlusioŶ ďǇ aŶ 

AustƌaliaŶ, ‘oďeƌt BƌiŶsŵead, ǁho Đaused haǀoĐ aŶd diǀisioŶ iŶ the ĐhuƌĐh duƌiŶg the ϭϵϲϬs... Both sides assuŵed 

Ǉou Đould do Ǉouƌ theologǇ thƌough [White's] ǁƌitiŶgs aŶd that she ǁould alǁaǇs ďe fouŶd to ďe ĐoŶsisteŶt iŶ heƌ 

theologiĐal eǆpƌessioŶs... The fƌustƌatiŶg faĐt ǁas that ďoth sides fouŶd poǁeƌful Ƌuotes to ĐoŶfƌoŶt the 

oppositioŶ.' Bƌadfoƌd, G. ;ϮϬϬϲͿ. Moƌe ThaŶ a Pƌophet. ;pp. ϭϴϳ-ϭϴϵͿ. BiďliĐal PeƌspeĐtiǀes: BeƌƌieŶ “pƌiŶgs, 

MiĐhigaŶ. 
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Progressive SDAs, pro-SDA evangelicals, and anti-SDA evangelicals all agree (albeit for different reasons)973 

that core SDA theology974 has remained unchanged since the early years of the church. This can be 

demonstrated from QOD, conservative evangelical critiques of SDA theology,975 and progressive evangelical 

justifications for regarding SDAs as Christian.976  

                                                                    
973 Pƌogƌessiǀe “DAs Ŷeeded to pƌoǀe theǇ had Ŷot ĐhaŶged doĐtƌiŶes to suit eǀaŶgeliĐals. Pƌo-“DA eǀaŶgeliĐals 

Ŷeeded to eǆplaiŶ ǁhǇ theǇ had aĐĐepted “DAs ǁithout iŶsistiŶg oŶ ĐhaŶge. This ǁas Ŷot diffiĐult, as soŵe of the 

“DAs' distiŶĐtiǀe doĐtƌiŶes ǁeƌe gaiŶiŶg aĐĐeptaŶĐe ǁithiŶ ŵaiŶstƌeaŵ ChƌistiaŶitǇ ;e.g. ĐoŶditioŶal ŵoƌtalitǇ, lateƌ 

eŶdoƌsed ďǇ AŶgliĐaŶ sĐholaƌs JohŶ “tott aŶd Philip Hughes, aŵoŶg otheƌsͿ, aŶd ElleŶ White ǁas Ŷeitheƌ the fiƌst 

Ŷoƌ the last ŵodeƌŶ ChƌistiaŶ to Đlaiŵ soŵe foƌŵ of “piƌit guidaŶĐe. AŶti-“DA eǀaŶgeliĐals Ŷeeded to shoǁ “DAs 

ǁeƌe still uŶoƌthodoǆ ďeĐause theǇ had Ŷot ĐhaŶged theiƌ doĐtƌiŶes. The oŶlǇ disseŶteƌs ǁeƌe ĐoŶseƌǀatiǀe “DAs, 

ǁho iŶsisted theiƌ ǀeƌsioŶ of oƌthodoǆǇ had alǁaǇs ďeeŶ Ŷoƌŵatiǀe ďut ǁas Ŷoǁ ďeiŶg aďaŶdoŶed. Yet all the 

eǀideŶĐe ǁas agaiŶst theŵ. 

974 IŶĐludiŶg ĐoŶditioŶal iŵŵoƌtalitǇ, “aďďath oďseƌǀaŶĐe aŶd the pƌophetiĐ iŶspiƌatioŶ of ElleŶ White. But 

eǀaŶgeliĐals Ŷoǁ took a ŵoƌe leŶieŶt attitude toǁaƌd these teaĐhiŶgs. 

975 'MaŶǇ AdǀeŶtists todaǇ ǁould like to ďe thought of as eǀaŶgeliĐal ChƌistiaŶs, aŶd iŶ ƌeĐeŶt Ǉeaƌs theƌe has ďeeŶ 

ĐoŶsideƌaďle iŶteƌŶal disĐussioŶ oŶ ĐeŶtƌal doĐtƌiŶal issues. But the doĐtƌiŶe of the ƌeŵŶaŶt ĐhuƌĐh, still offiĐial 

AdǀeŶtist teaĐhiŶg, ǁould seeŵ to ŵake ideŶtifiĐatioŶ ǁith ŵaiŶ-stƌeaŵ eǀaŶgeliĐalisŵ iŵpossiďle.' FeƌgusoŶ, “. 

B., & PaĐkeƌ, J. ϮϬϬϬ. Neǁ diĐtioŶaƌǇ of theologǇ ;eleĐtƌoŶiĐ ed.Ϳ ;ϲϯϳͿ. IŶteƌVaƌsitǇ Pƌess: DoǁŶeƌs Gƌoǀe, IL. But 

although the 'ƌeŵŶaŶt' doĐtƌiŶe is still ĐuƌƌeŶt it has Ŷot pƌeǀeŶted ĐoŵŵuŶioŶ  ǁith eǀaŶgeliĐals, as Ŷoted eaƌlieƌ 

iŶ this papeƌ. 

976 '“iŶĐe “DA does aĐĐept the fouŶdatioŶal doĐtƌiŶes of histoƌiĐ ChƌistiaŶitǇ ;the TƌiŶitǇ, Chƌist's tƌue deitǇ, His 

ďodilǇ ƌesuƌƌeĐtioŶ, etĐ.Ϳ ǁe do Ŷot ďelieǀe that it should ďe Đlassified as a ŶoŶ-ChƌistiaŶ Đult. ...a poƌtioŶ of it is 

defiŶitelǇ out of the ŵaiŶstƌeaŵ of histoƌiĐ ChƌistiaŶ theologǇ ;e.g., “aďďataƌiaŶisŵ, ĐoŶditioŶal iŵŵoƌtalitǇ oƌ 

soul sleep, aŶŶihilatioŶ of the ǁiĐkedͿ. Though ǁe ǁould adaŵaŶtlǇ disagƌee ǁith AdǀeŶtists ƌegaƌdiŶg these 

aďoǀe ŵeŶtioŶed doĐtƌiŶes, it should ďe added that oŶe Đould hold these ǀieǁs aŶd ƌeŵaiŶ a ďelieǀiŶg ChƌistiaŶ.' 

ChƌistiaŶ ‘eseaƌĐh IŶstitute, “eǀeŶth DaǇ AdǀeŶtisŵ. ‘etƌieǀed oŶ OĐtoďeƌ ϭϳ, ϮϬϭϭ, fƌoŵ: 

http://ǁǁǁ.eƋuip.oƌg/aƌtiĐles/seǀeŶth-daǇ-adǀeŶtisŵ 
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Where apparent ideological shifts had occurred, internal factors were invariably responsible: (a) lack of a 

formal creed, (b) toleration of heterodoxy,977 (c) the evolution of Ellen White's own interpretations,978 and 

(d) official adoption of teachings with significant apologetic value,979 at a time when Adventists needed them 

most. 

Notwithstanding the many competing interpretations of SDA history, careful consideration leads to the 

conclusion that their transition from fringe sect to mainstream denomination was primarily the result of 

defining orthodoxy rather than changing it, with evangelical encouragement playing a later, supportive role 

as the influence of Ellen White seemed to recede and a more nuanced reading of SDA theology came to the 

fore.  

In the end, ecumenical fellowship between evangelicals and Adventists was not driven by doctrinal 

modification, but by a mutual desire for common understanding. Christadelphia can profit by reflecting on the SDAsǯ experience and acting upon its lessons—not by pursuing fellowship with mainstream Christianity, 

as the SDAs did, but by strengthening and revitalising our community through a formal recognition of 

legitimate diversity. 

                                                                    
977 This fƌeƋueŶtlǇ ƌesulted iŶ sĐhisŵ ǁheŶ doĐtƌiŶe ǁas foƌŵalised, giǀiŶg the appeaƌaŶĐe of theologiĐal 

iŶŶoǀatioŶ. But iŶ suĐh Đases the ĐhuƌĐh ǁas siŵplǇ gƌaŶtiŶg speĐial status to oŶe of seǀeƌal ǁidelǇ aĐĐepted ǀieǁs, 

Ŷot ƌeplaĐiŶg old theologǇ ǁith Ŷeǁ. 

978 The eŵeƌgeŶĐe of White's eǆpliĐit TƌiŶitaƌiaŶisŵ iŶ ϭϴϵϵ ǁas oŶlǇ ĐoŶtƌoǀeƌsial ďeĐause “DAs had ĐoŶsisteŶtlǇ 

ƌead theiƌ oǁŶ ChƌistologǇ iŶto heƌ adŵittedlǇ aŵďiguous ǁƌitiŶgs, alǁaǇs assuŵiŶg she ďelieǀed as theǇ did. 

979 E.g. YouŶg Eaƌth CƌeatioŶisŵ, ǁhiĐh ďeĐaŵe a ŵaƌk of oƌthodoǆǇ eƋual to “aďďath oďseƌǀaŶĐe aŶd ƌeŵaiŶs 

ĐuƌƌeŶt despite atteŵpts ďǇ pƌogƌessiǀe “DAs to aĐĐoŵŵodate eǀolutioŶ. IŶ ϮϬϬϰ aŶ “DA Đoŵŵittee set up to 

eǆaŵiŶe the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ “Đƌiptuƌe aŶd sĐieŶĐe affiƌŵed, 'We affiƌŵ the histoƌiĐ “eǀeŶth-daǇ AdǀeŶtist 

uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of GeŶesis ϭ that life oŶ eaƌth ǁas Đƌeated iŶ siǆ liteƌal daǇs aŶd is of ƌeĐeŶt oƌigiŶ.' ;'AŶ AffiƌŵatioŶ 

of CƌeatioŶ', The IŶteƌŶatioŶal Faith & “ĐieŶĐe CoŶfeƌeŶĐes ϮϬϬϮ-ϮϬϬϰ ƌepoƌt of the OƌgaŶiziŶg Coŵŵittee to the 

GeŶeƌal CoŶfeƌeŶĐe EǆeĐutiǀe Coŵŵittee thƌough the offiĐe of the GeŶeƌal CoŶfeƌeŶĐe PƌesideŶt, “epteŵďeƌ ϭϬ, 

ϮϬϬϰ. ‘etƌieǀed oŶ OĐtoďeƌ ϭϳ, ϮϬϭϭ, fƌoŵ: http://ǁǁǁ.adǀeŶtist.oƌg/ďeliefs/stateŵeŶts/ŵaiŶ-statϱϰ.htŵlͿ. 


