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| sthe Bible Reliable?

Introduction

This essay is meant to capture and respotiek tessential elements of liberal biblical intetption. It
is specifically a response to Kenneth G. Davis’ bbok’'t Know Much about the BihleDavis is not a
theologian, but a researcher and popular author. His wwakefore, proposes nothing original, but rather
encapsulates the essence of contemporary liberabtheolt is my hope that through this essay readers will
become more familiar with the pervasiveness ofdibdrought, and that in so doing they will show more
discernment. | will examine the underlying world-viefdileral interpretation and discuss the way this
world-view affects their methodology. | will thentajue this methodology and demonstrate that it is neither
academically responsible, nor by any means theviioadl of biblical interpretation.

By liberal | mean scholars and writetsoveome to the text with a humanistic or naturalisticid
view. By humanist | mean those writers who belithad the value of the Bible rests predominantly intwha
man can know about himself and his society, rather Wiaat he can know about God. By naturalistic | mean
those writers who deny the existence of any supernavueats, or immanence of God in the world.

These two world-views have permeated hioeoh, and have duped non-discerning Christians. The
problem is not small, nor is it relegated to a fewysmwers. On the contrary, these two world-vienestae
consensus among pastors and seminary teachers ia albthline denominations: United Methodist,
American Baptist, Evangelical Lutheran, Episcopal, amstBiterian USA.

Through this essay | hope that readerdwilible to identify the presuppositions and methodology of
liberal interpretation, and that they will understarat tine gospel and the faith proposed by liberal theolsgian
is not compatible with Christian teaching.

Liberal Theology/Vogue Theology

It is likely that Davis uses the term B@iher than BC so that he may not offend non-Ganst Yet
one must also assume that he prefers the terminogshaps he prefers the term because it’'s in vogue. Or
perhaps he prefers it because it makes more sensehimtgsist world-view.

Davis claims that the Babylonian exile was “nobad” as the biblical authors claimed, nor as bad as
other trials the Israelites faced. One can onlgimg however, the criticism that would be showered upon
someone who said life was not as bad in India undesiBrile as it could have been, or that the exile of
slaves to the United States from Africa was notaabds slaves have claimed. In our modern era onenban o
get away with such critical statements when theyappdied to the Bible. It is politically incorrect tananish
the suffering of any group of people in history, exceptpineple of the Bible—they are fair game.

Davis says of the book of Job, that “Likech of the Bible Job brings out more questions than
answers.” Surely the bulk of humanity who have readtuk would disagree with Davis, for ever since it's
writing the book has delivered great comfort to affticpeeople. The book has remained greatly popular
through millennia because of the answers it offefsetaple in time of distress. But more important than
refuting Davis’ conclusion is the observation thas ttonclusion typifies his consistent methodology. By h
own admission, Davis believes that “much of the Bibkes more questions than answers.

Another example of this methodology is his introductimdesus. Davis asks, “Was Jesus married?
Did he have children? The Bible doesn'’t tell us.” Trhplication is that billions of people have put theith
in a man that they don’t even know as well as theplgedown the street. He says the Bible doesn't tell us
the answers, but there is no way anyone can honmesillythe New Testament and wonder whether it leaves
any doubt that Jesus was not married and didn’t have eild?rior to the age of liberal theology no one
would have asked this question.

Similarly Davis says, “Christians then [in anci¢intes] as now agreed on few things. Here again he
views the world as full of disagreement rather thaneagest—full of questions rather than answers. But
when one reads the New Testament and the writingseedEarly Christian Fathers, he does not get the sense
that Christians agreed on few things. Paul capturegaigel in a nutshell: “that which we preached to you,
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that Jesus was crucified, died and buried, and that hena$e third day and appeared to hundreds of
eyewitnesses.” These things which Christians agraeday seem few in number when summarized in this
way, but they are not insignificant.

It is vital for readers of liberal theology to realitom the outset that seeking more questions than
answers is an underlying method of liberal theologidsslike the historic Christian approach of coming to
Scripture for answers, liberals believe that theeBiblinstead fodder for more questions. In fact, question
fascinate them. What's more, liberal theologiamsrant bothered by a lack of answers. Indeed, answers
would only frustrate them in their effort to expose enpossible questions. One can see that, when faded wit
the same facts, this approach to Scripture will produstywaifferent results than the traditional approach of
study.

Davis says that, “The Gospels may banélyiinspired, but they aren’t history. They weretten by
zealous followers as a call to faith.” Liberals d generally elaborate on their definition of “faithécause
they know that their usage is a veiled attempt to speaknom language with Christians even though their
beliefs are radically different. Faith, accordinghe Bible and to the historic Christian faith is thdstance
of things hoped for and the evidence of things unseeith iEdhe belief in a truth without empirical evidence
So liberals speak of the Christ of history and thasChbf faith, and they maintain that both are vabdidis
which one can simultaneously hold. The Christ ifdrigtvas a non-spiritual Jewish peasant who hoped to
foster liberation for the poor and oppressed. The Goirigith is the risen lord who gives forgivenessdaor
sins. But this is really a just an attempt of beirsg leffensive while they speak of the real Jesus and the
made-up Jesus. Imbedded in their assertion is the inptidéaat Christ did not historically rise from the dea
and he did not historically forgive our sins or evendrmisally intend to do so. If one subjects the Gosfeels
the rigors of history then he is left with three ops: either Jesus was God in the flesh, or he was&ho
claimed to be God but really was not, or he was aitundto thought he was God. But liberals are unable to
believe he was God, unwilling to call Jesus a liar, rastdso naive as to call him a lunatic. But therenare
other options if the Gospels resemble history. Sdlarta accept any of these options, they instead han t
tables by rejecting the Gospels as history. Thepadhe given a fresh set of alternatives. If the gisspe
not history they either they are simple myths wigeblved over time or they are allegories placed into
theology to illustrate some great truths. Both oféhmstions fit within their world-view and are less
offensive to the non-discerning Christian audience.

Davis says that the Bible is a workaottf, and the stories of Jesus’ birth show this. aiBse,
according to liberals, the Bible can’t get straighttilvee or location of his birth, and the gospel writers
invented the stories of the virgin birth, we are twoassume that the narratives are intended as hisuatry,
only as a work of faith. But one must ask, in whatveeeo have faith? The plain sense answer to this
guestion is that the gospel writers intended us to havetfeat Jesus was the fulfillment of prophecy, that he
was born of a virgin in order to give us a new natiBat if these events did not happen, then we must find
faith in something else. Yet the scripture does rdicate anything other than the events in themsetves i
which we are to put our faith. So when liberals $&yRible is not a work of history they are compelied t
answer, then what it is. And to dispel impending csiticthey cannot say it is a work of fiction, so they
instead choose a more favorable term: it is a woffkitif. But their definition of faith is radically é#rent
from the Christians understanding. Instead it is closéark Twain’s definition: “Faith is believing
something with all of your might that you know ain’t true

In line with his ever-questioning outlookgJis ends his essay with the questions, “Whose Bible?
Whose God? Which God?” In other words, he concludadifé's basic questions are still unanswered at the
end of his study of Scripture. Of what value, thenesBlble? Well, he says, it is valuable becauseat is
book of faith. Yes, an barely understood book of fimithn unknown God. So Davis claims that his book is
“aimed at people who still view the Bible as sacrediaggired, but don’'t know much about it.” What they
don’t know about it, however, is that few of the proposs of the Bible are historically accurate, andenoh
the theology is verifiable.

Finally Davis states that his audience bughto be afraid of asking questions, and he is rigtit
there are two implications of his encouragement: lfiesimplies that he has the answers, and more implyrtan
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he implies that if one does not agree with his anstiengare afraid to ask questions. Though one puts full
faith in the truth of the Bible, he may not be afrto ask questions. The person who seems to be maist afr
of asking questions is the liberal who never venturegaider, or even examine the faintest possibility tha
Scripture might be accurate, and that we may possielyria supernatural world.

Statements regarding archaeology/anthropology
Davis claims that there is no evideiia ainy of the events in Esther occurred, and imfact

collaborative details in the book other than the nafribe king. In other words, the only thing we can be
sure of in the whole book of Esther, is that there av&ing named Xerxes. All the other charactersan th
story, and all the other events are doubtful. Butdhtiaere is a great deal of anthropological evidencéhfor
historicity of these events. Esther closes withitistitution of the feast of Purim, a Jewish celgbneof the
deliverance from genocide at the hands of Xerxes. f@dw of Purim dates back to the time of Persian Rule
(300 BC) and continues even today. One must assume itheelgbration has some origin. And that origin
is explained in Esther by the events which occurrédahbook. So while one may dispute the actual
legitimacy of this origin of Purim, one cannot hongsty that Esther has no evidence. And in the abs&nc
any evidence to refute this origin of Purim, it stanslamexcellent attestation to the events of Esther.

Davis states that the only thing we can know abouatiieorship of Joshua is that Joshua was not the
author. The book was not written until a thousand yafhes the concerned events. And the events which
are found in the book did not actually take place. One asksttherefore, what is one left with? Of what
value is the book? What theological truths are coathin a book written by an anonymous distant author
who records myths? The central theological thendosliua is that God promised the land of Israel to the
Jews, and he helped them win the battles for the |18od.if Davis is right, then God did not make such a
promise, nor did the people win the battles. What,, tiseine value of the book?

Statements regarding theology

Liberals claim that Revelation is thistfplace in the Bible to link Satan with the imadehe serpent
in Genesis. Likewise they claim that Satan waspootrayed as the king of demons, or even as particularly
antithetical to God until later Christian writingsinarly, they say that the Satan of Job was ndéwon,
but a more neutral being who was sometimes welcomsa@ndtimes not welcome in God’s court. In other
words, they claim that the Bible does not portray athconcept of Satan, and that instead the ideas of
Satan have evolved independently. These conclusionmmsaeel on the naturalist’s rejection of Satan and
demons. For some reason, however, liberals araheto criticize the biblical authors for the indeptof
this outlandish idea, and instead they prefer to crddit @hristians with the superstition of Satan. Ewilyen
if they admit Scripture portrays a unified theology ofe®atind then they disagree with Scripture, they fear
that Christians will reject them for being too canersial. So they would rather pretend that the Bible
accurate, but that it doesn’t portray our modern understguadiSatan. Instead, the view that Satan is a real
being who opposes God was a later development based ostsigpeand miss-readings of Scripture.

Statements regarding philosophy/interpretation

Davis states that the story of Lot’s wife was almy$ed to explain the salt formations around the
Dead Sea. This is a theory which states that matiysnare aitiological, or that they were createdxulan
origin. The problem with this interpretation is thiagre is only one salt formation in the biblicadrst Lot’s
wife. So the story only explains the origin of oaét ®ormation. The other problem with Davis’ integtation
is that the biblical account never states anythitiglagical: pertaining to origin. Davis’ statemennist
founded on the biblical narrative, but upon his underlyelgebin these myths and their function.
Furthermore, his need to maintain this belief is @dah his inability to accept this story, and othamslar, as
history. He begins with the assumption that the s&ngt history, therefore, he then asks, “What, i not
history?” The logical explanation is that the stbagl some point, and the natural point of the storyiggnor
But one only comes to this conclusion if one begirtk tie assumption that the narrative is not a hsbri
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account.

The underlying philosophy of Don’'t Know Mualout the Bible, and liberal interpretations in the
same vein is that of literary evolution. Evolutitimpugh commonly applied to the origin of species, predates
Darwin as a philosophy. The philosopher Hegel introduceddncept of evolution years before Darwin. He
proposed that in many areas of the universe: scieamogudge, history, sociology, there exists first a shesi
which is counteracted by an antithesis, and then seawdynthesis. Darwin applied this theory to bioldmy,
it has been used by scholars of all disciplines. Tihke B no exception. Davis assumes that the end-product
of Scripture must be the synthesis of a long evolutiopescess whereby the original thesis (the firstissor
of Scripture) were revised throughout time (this is thtgtzesis). Liberal scholars use this theory ag the
starting point, just as evolutionary biologists use #raestheory as their starting point. The biologist tegi
with this assumption because, as the saying goesténeagive is unthinkable. But the point is, neither th
biologist nor the historian subscribes to the evohaiyg theory because the evidence leads them there, but
because their preconceptions require them to start there

For instance, Davis says that “mosblis agree the Passover is a combination of tredytaarvest
and the livestock harvest.” In other words, the Ragswas not an event where God spared the firstborn of
Israel; instead, the story of the Passover wasemldgatexplain the existence of a celebration rooteime
lost history which Kenneth Davis recently discover@&iit Davis, and his plethora of sympathetic scholats di
not come to this conclusion from any evidence. puge speculation based on their evolutionary model,
rooted in their humanist and naturalist world-view.

Davis believes that he has some solikece for the evolutionary model. He points to thessing
Mount Sinai.” He asks, “How could such an important maimibe so obscure that no one can identify it's
location today, if it truly existed?” And he pointstte Ark of the Covenant which he says “disappearst afte
the Babylonian exile. He asks, “How could such an @ possession drop from the minds of the
Israelites if it truly ever existed?”

Davis claims that the existence of prars& poetry in the Deborah story in Judges proves teeeage
of two separate groups of authors. This assumptionog@tged in his evolutionary model. Isn’t it equally
reasonable that one author wrote in both prose andy@oé&t he saying that the quality of the prose and of
the poetry is so masterful that no person could posstalgl to this degree at two skills? Obviously one
person is capable of this work. Further Davis suggeatddtause of the importance of Deborah in the book
of Judges, perhaps the writer of this narrative wasraamo But is it inconceivable that a man could write
something favorable to a woman in ancient times?ati&/more, isn’t reasonable to assume that if such a
powerful and successful heroine actually lived, her stayld be written down by a man? In other words, if
the story is fiction, then perhaps Davis has a paintay be more likely that a woman would make up a story
about a heroine than a man to do so. But if the s\astually occurred, then it is just as likely that a ma
woman wrote them. Except, of course, for the faat literacy was a rarity for women in ancient times
Davis’ suggestion, therefore, is rooted in the priouaggion that the events did not take place, and there is
no reason to believe that they did not.

Davis states that when Josiah readdbé& bf the law, he probably read Deuteronomy. Thenets
textual or historical basis for this statement. réhe no textual or historical reason to believelidenot read
the whole Penteteuch (all the books of Moses). Oait Whsis does he make this claim then? Simply put, his
evolutionary model requires him to believe that angeatple could not have had access to all the books
because they arose somewhat independently among diffgcemis of authors. If Josiah had the whole
Penteteuch, then Davis would be forced to admit thaetheoks were more unified in their composition, and
consequently more reliable. And if they are morebddi, then God is more powerful and active in the event
of the world than Davis is willing to believe.

Davis says that the “two books of Chetas are the best examples of revisionist histoRye’ says
they “leave out the nasty parts and create a safslowéof history. Because Chronicles varies so dyeat
from it’s similar accounts in Kings and Samuel, he shgs these differences prove “very human authorship.”
He bases this all-encompassing claim on two piecesidénce. First, David is called a “man after God’s
heart” throughout Chronicles, and second, Solomondstsaiave “followed in the ways of his father.” So
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Davis says “the two kings are depicted not as they hawl, lbeit as they should have been.” He makes a
over-arching claim that the books are “the best exasnpi revisionist history” based on the generallytpesi
view that the extensive books take toward two of thadheds of characters. So even if Davis is right that
Chronicles tones down the negative aspects of DavidGalmmon, what about the hundreds of other passages
which stand uncontested? If this is the best exanipkevsionist history, then perhaps the theory can be
discarded with certainty.

Furthermore, Davis fails to mention tG&tronicles is a far more condensed version of hyidtaan
Kings and Samuel. The books of Chronicles cover time $eme period in fewer than half of the chapters of
Kings and Samuel.

Finally, since Davis claims that Chides depicts David and Samuel as they should have beeas no
they actually were, does that mean he upholds the in@togliability of these two men? That statement
implies that it is possible to know, and in fact thawvld does indeed know what Solomon and David actually
were like. Since he criticizes Chronicles for falito mention David’s massive bloodshed and Solomon’s
numerous extravagancies and women, surely he must bidavine accounts of these two men in Kings and
Samuel are reliable. Yet we know that this is netdase. Davis elsewhere claims that Solomon andi Dav
were not as rich and powerful as Kings depict them. &asuses Kings as evidence to prove that Chronicles
was revised and left out important information. But mhe critiques Kings he says that the stories of David
and Solomon are largely legend. Logic does not permitamhave it both ways. So in reality, not
Chronicles, but Davis is the perfect example of rewist history.

The naturalist world-view precludes one flaooepting prophecy. Therefore Davis says, “Isaiah was
crafted into Jesus’ life as Messiah.” In other wotdaiah did not predict anything particularly relevant to
Jesus, but after Jesus died creative people found thingmam khat could be made relevant. The problem
with this naturalist interpretation is that since wréing of Isaiah, more than 700 years before Chirdsthrew
scholars formed a picture of what they expected the ibfess be, and they recorded their expectations in the
Talmud; a Hebrew commentary on the Old Testamentir plature of the awaited Messiah was greatly
influenced by the prophecies of Isaiah. So the Gospire/did not apply passages from Isaiah that had no
relevance to messianic prophecies; they realizedldzats fulfiled the prophecies which the Rabbis expected
the Messiah to fulfill for hundreds of years.

Statements regarding authorship

Davis’ philosophy is best summarized instegement, “The fact remains, no one knows whoevrot
the Bible.” He leaves no possibility that the book#1oses were written by Moses but instead subsctdes
the documentary hypothesis with which he exaggeratesst'Stholars agree.” This theory states that tde Ol
Testament evolved over a period of time through an evalrty process. His first support is that he
confidently states that there are two conflictingation stories. He does not even attempt to explain ho
these two accounts can be reconciled, yet they lesmaimed side by side in Genesis for over 4,500 years.
Does Dauvis believe that he has discovered some iartioe Bible which lay unnoticed for millennia?
Obviously biblical authors, scribes, rabbis, and @lns have known about the transition from Genesis2 t
since the text was written, and have sought an expglana¥et Davis does not even give the faintest lip
service to the historic understanding that Genesigd&ticularization of Genesis 1. In other words, the
second narrative more specifically states what ocdunréhe previous, short narrative. Academic honesty
compels writers to give some acknowledgement to candliciews, especially when the body of literature
concerning the issue is so massive and ancient. @t Dever does this. So the implication is thdteeihe
is not academic or he is not honest.

He says that “Jeremiah is not the likely author ahkatations.” He provides no support for this
claim. But in the absence of contradictory evidenicggems reasonable to support the historic view that
Jeremiah is the author. Lamentations was cleaityenrduring the same time period as Jeremiah, it cascer
the same events. Furthermore, Lamentations sesvesatural sequel to Jeremiah. The obvious connection
between the two books may perhaps be the reason ascetars assumed Jeremiah was the author. So
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while there is no textual claim that he is the autiias more reasonable to support the traditional \ttean
to discard it without any rationale.

Most criticism of biblical authorship dexs from one or two verses in the book which cordain
prophetic word. Those prophecies are inconceivablatiaralists, so they assume the book was written after
the event happened. This is a somewhat veiled attenfipstier doubt without coming off so offensively as
saying that the biblical authors lied. But the implmaits just the same. If the books were writtenréte
fact, but they purport to have been written beforeetrents they prophesy, then the pseudonymous author is
both lying about his identity and the historical sequeriavents. Most liberals would deny that they think
the authors were lying. They wouldn’t use such a hamsid wThey claim that this literary device was well
accepted in ancient times. Even if this were trud,thare is evidence that it is not true, there ikastible
reason to reject the liberal interpretation.

First, we may reject the liberal inteation because it is rooted in a naturalistic woréwi One
who believes in God’s immanent work in this world neet start with the assumption that prophecy is
impossible. Without that assumption, there will beegson to suggest the prophetic books were written
hundreds of years after they claim. Second, evereifrejects prophecy, there is still a literary/philosoglh
reason to reject pseudonymous, after the fact author$hip.theme of Isaiah, for instance, is that God is
sending a message to the people of Israel to repetiteylfepent, he will spare them. But if they do not
repent, they will know what a powerful God they havéhay are punished by his hand through the invasion
of Syria. If we accept the naturalist world-view, @hd late authorship of the book, we must ask what affect
this acceptance has on the literary value of the bdiothe book were written after the facts, then the
warnings of future punishment are irrelevant. If it everritten after the fact, then the possibility ofd30
gracious forgiveness is irrelevant. In addition, thegress of God’s ability to control the future and taye
prophecy to man is also irrelevant. Clearly the reg@tihemes, in fact, the whole message of Isaiahgusd
to the idea of future prophecy. Without prophecy, ther® imeaning to the book. The very truths which the
book intends to convey require prophecy to have been tfaepseudonymous author wrote Isaiah, there is
no way he could have incorporated the themes whicfoarel in the book.

Liberals rightly point out that the Prdvemere written over a period of years, and that samee
anonymous. Yet they claim that many were borrowenhfneighboring nations, especially Egyptian sages.
There are two problems with this conclusion. Fgshilarity does not imply causality. In other wordsere
may be strong similarities between Hebrew and Egyptiamerbs, but they could have been written
independently. After all, proverbs do not address habeivents, but universal generalizations. Secoixl, it
equally plausible to assert that a Hebrew proverb waswed from an Egyptian one as it is to assert that an
Egyptian proverb was borrowed from a Hebrew one. érathsence of evidence, neither statement can be
deemed more likely. Yet the liberals always confidetatke a position, and it is always the position that t
Hebrews borrowed. One must ask why they so condistake this position. And the answer seems to be
that scholarship thrives on controversy and on praimta

Liberals give a late date to every boo@riter to cast doubt on them. Esther was allegedlyenrin
200 BC, rather than 400 BC, because it contains Persiatswtsaiah was written in 400 BC, rather than 722
BC because it contains the word Cyrus. The existehtieat one word causes liberals confidently to mainta
that it was written 300 years after the author clailriberals say that at least half of the books of Ragil
pseudonymous, and therefore written long after Paul, be¢heg neither resemble the authentic letters in
style or content. But the entire authentic writing®aul can be read in less than an hour, and they ¢lyiden
maintain that they have sufficient data conclusivelgtate what is Paul's style and what are his prefeseaf
content.

Liberals claim that the gospels were ayrtbie last written, not first written material. $tassertion,
unanimously held by liberals, is based solely on Jesashpcy that the temple would be destroyed. The
temple in Jerusalem was destroyed in 70 AD, as all foyaj®gprophesy. But since prophecy is impossible,
the gospels must have been written after 70 AD. Thdgmowith this assumption is that 2 Peter, which
according to liberals is an early book, quotes the gadpdark. So Mark must already have been in wide
circulation by the time of Mark. The other problenthathe late date, of course, is that it revolves adaure
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verse and the liberals’ inability to accept prophecy.

Davis states that most scholars agratettie Gospels derive from a common source know as “Q.”
One wonders whether he, during his extensive reseair¢hi$ book surveyed a stratified sample of scholars
to see whether most scholars do in fact agree. iGlgntaost scholars he consulted subscribe to thisriheo
but there have been no studies to determine what wiosiass believe. He is not making a researched
conclusion, but using an intimidation device to convimsdess-informed audience that he is in the know and
in the majority. Aside from his tactic, the the@fyQ is a recent invention of liberals to explainythe
gospels agree. First they attack the gospels becausdishgyee, then they attack the gospels because they
do not cover all the same events, and finally theacktthe gospels because they agree too often. Rh#rer t
inventing some additional source know as Q, wouldn’t imoee plausible to suggest that the Gospels agree
because they represent the truth?

Nearly every attack on the date and authorship of angt8l book involves the assumption that
prophecy is not possible. If the book contains propkdegh has been so-call fuffilled, then obviously the
book was written after the events. The possibifitgredicting the future is inconceivable to these libera
scholars. So they are left with no other choicetbutispute the authorship, and thereby move the date to a
time after the concerned events. This is the drimogive behind any case for pseudonymous authorship.

Davis, for instance, confidently statest some portions of Joshua were added after the Bednylo
exile.

Statements regarding Oral Tradition

The notion of oral tradition is a theory with no spediblical evidence and no compelling historical

evidence. The theory that the Bible was passed downdh the generations is a necessary out-growth of
the liberal world-view. Because many books of thdeBimntain fulfiled prophecy, and liberals cannot accept
that such fulfillment is possible, they assume the begd® written in late dates. If they were writterate
dates, then the authors are pseudonymous. And if the baoksnritten in late dates, then perhaps a kernel
of the story is ancient, but the narrative was padsath and revised through time. Davis says this isdke c
with the crossing of the Red Sea. He states thaptit of the epic only emerged after hundreds of years of
retelling.

Yet if one begins with a different worlegw, the conclusions are dramatically different. Hédegins
with the view that prophecy is possible, then the badkbke Bible may have been written by the stated
authors. And if the stated authors wrote these bob&g,dorruption may not necessarily have occurred over
time. In this case, the burden of proof would lie witbse who dispute that the narratives exist todayein th
original form. The accounts stand as reliable unti/edootherwise.

So the issue is not as simple nor akededs Davis implies. And in fact, text criticisnpsrhaps the
best way to solve the issue. If the ancient fragsehScripture differ greatly in their text, then weulbbe
able to assume that oral tradition and redaction ekisBait if the “fossil record” of Scripture shows no
“missing links,” then the responsible assumption is thate was no oral tradition, or at least no sigauific
revision.

Davis points out that at times Exodus says the Lord teev&aw to the people, and at other times
Moses gave the law. “Who was it then?” he asks. ut@tt an inspired book get such simple details
straight?” He indicates that this inconsistency gototmultiple authorship over a long period of time,
stemming from different traditions. He arrives atstheonclusions because he subscribes to the evolytionar
model and the humanist world-view. Yet one must adrait dhe author could have written Exodus and for
literary flavor alternated the phrases “God spoke thé dand “Moses spoke the law.” The phrases are not
contradictory, but interrelated. It is assumed thatnwi@od gave the law,” Moses heard it and spoke it to
the people. It is assumed that when “Moses gave thenladid so after hearing it from God.

Davis states that many of the books of the Bible hagaral tradition. And he asserts that the
authorship of many of the New Testament books rensdonsled. But this is an exaggeration with the
implication that if we don’t know who wrote the booken their trustworthiness is doubtful. Of the
twenty-seven books in the New Testament, only fivaalospecifically state the author at the beginning
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(Matthew, Mark, Luke, Acts and Hebrews). What's meneen liberals do not debate the authorship of Luke
and Acts. So only three books can be considered cloudiesswone has sufficient reason to believe that the
authors are lying about their identity.

The theory of oral tradition opposes what nearlyfahe biblical texts claim about themselves. Moses
claims to have written the Pentetuech with the exoemtf Genesis. The prophets claim personally to have
written their visions. Luke and John claim that thegte their gospels. Paul, who wrote thirteen biblica
books, calls his epistles letters, implying that theyewwritten. In order for one to subscribe to treotly of
oral tradition he is forced to imagine oral visiongahrspeak of being written, he is forced to imagine oral
letters which were written in large letters, circathtand read before the churches. These are absurdspotio
for the very texts which were allegedly passed dowrymspeak of their written nature.

Statements regarding Form Criticism

Liberals claim that throughout historyp@&sally in ancient history, readers of the Bible relgd the
story of Jonah (and other similarly difficult for thaturalists to believe narratives) as a parableothar
words, they claim that it was not until after theigimienment that people began to think of ancient staries
terms of historical truth, but prior to the Enlightemtneveryone agree that Jonah was merely a parable.
Jesus, however, seemed to take the story of JonaHicua#y. He said that the only sign he would give to
his evil and adulterous generation was the sign of Jdoajust as Jonah was in the belly of a whale foed
days, so would the Son of Man be in the belly of dm¢hefor three days. Unless Jesus viewed his futurdé deat
and resurrection merely as a parable, he regarded Joaahistorical fact. Repeatedly other New Testament
authors cite Old Testament stories and treat thewrcss dipon which they build their own truths.

There is a further issue raised with itterl assertion that Jonah is a parable. If wedcoul
conclusively determine that the book was not intended@able, would the liberals then be willing to admit
that the events did indeed take place? In other wortisgne rejection of the events based purely on lgerar
grounds—that the book did not intend us to believe thiseofse not. Liberals would find another reason
for squeezing their way out of being forced to believeupernatural events.

Furthermore, one must guard against anamp@pproach to deciding which Old Testament
narratives are parables and which relate true histogats. Of course, the naturalist’s criteria areexactly
arbitrary. Naturalists do not come to the conclusi@t Jonah is a parable based on their study of the tex
There is nothing in Jonah, in the Bible, in the Tadmor in Early Christian writing that suggests the boak w
a parable. Instead, they come to this conclusionusecidney cannot accept the supernatural elements, but for
some reason they want to uphold the value of the bdbkir reasons for upholding the value of the book are
various, but may include either a reluctance to have sbkolarship immediately rejected by a Christian
audience which would be put off by a more bold approaca,dasire to be in fellowship with the Christian
community. In any case, Christians ought to show grescernment and not fail to notice the motive fhi
assertions such as that Jonah is a parable.

Statements regarding reliability of Scripture
Davis states that the King James Version of theeBitmingles the order and meaning of the ten
commandments. He rightly points out that the King JdBilde says “you shall not kill” and that the interft o
the Hebrew is closer to “you shall not murder.” WBhavis does not mention is that those two words have
undergone a reversal in meaning over the last four huydeed. In the days of King James the meaning was
clear to the listeners. So while Davis thinks smtigdy he is illuminating his audience to yet anothengpta
where they have been led down a primrose path of mignaition, in reality he is merely illustrating theede
for modern Bible translations. But even if Davis laaehlid criticism for the King James Bible, he $tdis not
in any way discredited the reliability of Scripture. elpproblem would lie with modern human translation, not
ancient inspiration.

In the same vein, Davis makes the wellmargument against the translation of the Red Sezhwhi
should instead be spelled Reed Sea. Here again hdesityattacking the reliability of Scripture, but at
best he can only succeed in attacking the work of Bibleslators. But all widely-used modern translations
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direct their readers to this point. So any criticiest be directed at the King James Version, neither the
Biblical authors, nor modern translators.

Similarly Davis says that Jesus wasQltwist’'s real name. The implication is that if Bible couldn’t
even get his name right, then how can we trust argy#ige it says about him? Even if Jesus were a
miss-translation, again Davis would not be attackingctedibility of the Bible but of modern translatorBut
his claim is an exaggeration. True, Jesus was a JWwisklebrew name was Yeshua, or Joshua in English.
But clearly he was surrounded by people his whole life sguke Aramaic and Greek. The Greek name for
Yeshua is Yesus. This is a natural translation, ardyewe in Jesus’ day, and even every educated American
up until the eighteenth century would have known this. Qibleal authors wrote in Greek, so they used his
Greek name. No one would have viewed this as a compearhhistory.

Davis attacks the reliability of Scriptloecause of apparent contradictions. He mentiongfbat
“gospels can’'t even agree on how many times Jesusdnierusalem.” If they can’t get such basic facts
straight, then how can they be reliable? But acadkamnesty compels liberals to admit that no gospel ever
claims to give an exhaustive list of how many timesud went to Jerusalem. No gospel says he went axly on
time, only two time, or only three times. In faogne of the gospels or books of the Bible claimseta
exhaustive list of important historic events. Ondcbatrary, the apostle John writes, “Jesus did margroth
things and even the whole world could not contain thekbahat could be written about him.” But in their
endless effort to write something provocative, libeeak trying taking John up on his dare.

Davis attacks the reliability of Scriptune moral grounds. He states that the laws of thie Bite no
longer the majority view. Since that is the casanty some key element of this so-called inspired hsoio
longer viewed as authoritative. So in those areasemhe vast majority of people don’t even give God'’s law
a second thought (such as ritual purity, laws for clothimg) sowing) the Bible cannot be esteemed as an
authoritative law book. This reasoning, however, r&a®the logical order of understanding moral authority.
Davis’ a priori question is “Does the majority of peogldscribe to this law?” Yet nearly all ethicistee
that the a priori questions are, “Does the higher ayh@atural law, the greater good, God) still requirs thi
law?” Furthermore, as discusses earlier, there lisdibationale for abandoning the laws in questioner&V
there no biblical rationale for no longer followirtgese laws, it is reasonable to assume that a largjerpof
Christians would still be following them today. Dafags to examine the reason these laws fell out of
common consciousness. Christians no longer foll@aptirity laws precisely because they do view the Bible
as reliable, and the Bible makes clear that anyorefallows the Jewish law renders the work of Chrsst a
worthless.

Davis is inconsistent in his treatmehthe reliability of Scripture, and he seems to pickt emoose to
doubt or support the events of Scripture arbitrarilygdneral he comes to Scripture with a hermeneutic of
suspicion, yet there are times when he makes histstat@ments indicating that he has a wealth of resea
and evidence on a given subject, even though his soleessua verse from the Bible. For instance, Davis
asserts with absolute certainty that Nazarites weople set apart from birth never to cut their havenéo
touch anything dead, and never to drink wine. The onlycas for this information are the biblical accounts
of Samson and Samuel. Yet obviously Davis deems thi®pmf scripture as reliable. Why does he not
claim, as he does with nearly every other narratigeripture he examines, that Nazarites probablyrneve
existed? Or that the idea of Nazarites was borrovaed &nother culture? Or that a later group of people
invented the idea of Nazarites in order to explairotigin of long-haired people? Perhaps Davis believds tha
supporting the text will make him sound like a scholadydrian. Even more certainly, one may assume that
he supports scripture here because there is nothing sitbernatural involved or ethically related. So the
narrative is “safe” for deeming reliable. In anyesaBavis never sets forth a clear set of critemaéxtual
criticism, so one assumes that his method of detergnthie reliability of Scripture is his own intuition,
presuppositions, and agenda. So it appears that he wapitgrecboth ways: painstakingly reliable in certain
details, and pure legend elsewhere. And his naturalidtlwiew determines the difference between the two.

Another example of this double standardagi® treatment of the stories of Solomon. He
whole-heartedly endorses the passages which describentple. He supports the text as if he had personally
done archaeological research and found it as the autbonitmkel. Yet he completely disregards the Queen of
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Sheba’s visit to Solomon. In fact, he doubts whethere was even such a Queen. How does Davis choose
to support the temple narrative, but not the visit ef@ueen. The answer seems clear: there is nothing
threatening to the humanist world-view or the evolidgigrmodel in the temple description. But if Solomon
really was one of the richest men in the world eifrbally did make alliances with neighboring nations and
became one of the most powerful men in the world, feghaps God really was supernaturally involved in the
success of Solomon and the nation of Israel. PeiGagdseally did give Solomon supernatural reason.
Perhaps the nation of Israel really was special td. Gihese possibilities are unthinkable to humanists asich
Dauvis, so their world-view requires them to believat tBolomon was an inconsequential king of an obscure
village.

Davis states that though the Song of Sotoitraditionally ascribed to King Solomon, the Rars
words in the text make this impossible. In addition¢claens that the book must have been written around the
time of the Jewish return from exile (454 BC) becaush®Persian words and because it resembles Arabic
poetry. One reaction to this claim is that becahedobok does indeed claim to have been written by the
King, then the pseudonymous author was lying. And if helyiag, then his book does not belong in
Scripture. Davis does not wish to be so offensiverovocative, so instead he pretends that pseudonymous
authorship was widespread and accepted. But there isdenegito support that claim, and in fact the Jews
discarded books from the canon which they believed m&sadonymous. This is the reason that the books of
the Apocrypha were never accepted in to the Jewislhadeftant canon. But Davis didn’t come to the
conclusion of pseudonymous authorship through an examir@t®ndence anyway—his naturalist
presuppositions require him to arrive at this point. £oedgroblem with his criticism of the Song of
Solomon is his rationale that the book was writteBA00 BC because of the Persian words. Does Davig reall
believe that there are so few people in the world umaerstand ancient languages that he will be able to
make this claim uncontested? The languages of the Adear East, including Aramaic, Syriac, Sanskrit,
Hebrew, and even Greek and Latin were in use even 1009 lyefare Christ. Though Persia became a world
power in 300 BC, its languages were in use, albeit prinfiias, long before this time. It is not by any
means a stretch of the imagination to believe t&aiSong of Solomon was written in 950 BC, during the time
of Solomon.

Liberals seem to agree that nearly eldepk in the Bible was written hundreds of years dfter
events they cover, obviously by pseudonymous authorsthBuiook biblical book subjected to the most
outrageously late date is Daniel. Davis says thantbe “dated with some certainty to 165-160 BC.” This
so-called certain date is based solely on one veitbe inook which mentions the rise of four kingdoms, the
fourth kingdom of iron. Everyone agrees that this veefers to Roman rule over Jews. But while historic
Christians have allowed for the possibility of prophditerals take this one verse as proof that the Ihaok
to have been written after the Roman rule over Idregan in 165 BC. So the controversy of dating Daniel
does not rest on an examination of evidence, but whetie’s world-view allows for the possibility of
prophecy. In fact, the evidence points to a much ealdite. Indeed, if it were not for this one verselgure
liberals would agree that the book was written at laastarly as the Persian rule during the fifth cent@y B
But liberals also claim that the existence of Aranveords in the book prove it was written after the diage
author of the book claims to have been writing (indixéh century BC). But no scholar can deny that
Aramaic was in usage hundreds of years prior to eveeditiest date of Daniel.

Because liberals must contend that Daraslwritten at a late date since it contains prophéey,
are forced to explain the meaning of the book not withe context of Babylonian rule (550 BC), but within
the context of Roman rule (165 BC). In other wordsy thast explain why this late writer chose to write th
book, if not simply to recount history. They claifetefore, that King Belshazaar is an allegory for
Antiochus, the Roman ruler over Israel. In additioth® other responses to this methodology, one more
issue must be raised, and that is the question of digcoWny, in the twentieth century, is this idea justwn
coming forth? Are we really to believe that todayhveee so much more information than in the Early
Christian days that we are able to discover radically theories? If anything, the passage of time seems
more likely to cloud discover, not foster it. The antiRabbis and ancient Christian scholars were not
ignorant of history and they were certainly not kssnt in Scripture. So any radically new theory muest b
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first view as an attempt to get published or awarded artgd®n. And if the theory carries on, its proposent
ought to be able to find some precedence in the bodbplaidh studies.

So Davis says that one should read Dasighspired allegory, not as history.” In other wortthere
was no den of lions, and no men thrown in a fierydaen But what exactly does Davis mean by “inspired?”
He never says. What if one could prove that the bd@kaaiel really were written in the sixth century B8C
Davis says he rejects the events of Daniel onlpise he does not believe we were intended to belieue th
since they're allegory. But if we could prove that dlaghor intended to portray them as history, then would
Davis be persuaded? Surely not. He is using the allegatd Daniel is an allegory as a cover for his
skepticism and rejection of supernatural events.

Liberals claim that the gospels are uaibldi because of “startling differences” such as thetfeat
only Mark records that many dead of Jerusalem rose alkddvato the city during the crucifixion of Jesus.
If this event were true, surely it would have been muadely recorded. This is a valid point, but one cannot
exclude the reliability of the gospels because the mgritbose to omit certain details. Furthermore, erey
knows that even if all four gospels recorded this evibet,als would not be more likely to believe it
occurred.

Davis says that Mary's virginity was raot issue for early Christians, but the issue becaipertant
in order to win over Gentiles. This proposition degit®m the same line of reasoning as the assetiain t
Jesus was the political rebel and Paul was the reigsioistorian/Greek philosopher. The starting point for
the liberal is that there was no virgin birth, beeatss is not possible. But Jesus is still the heoocsomeone
else is responsible for this myth. The Bible propeshat Jesus would be born of a virgin, it recordsttiisit
happened, and it gives theological reason for the e\guitrather than say the Bible is outright wrong the
liberal prefers to explain the difficulty in some mdagorable manner. So they say that these problemati
verses crept in to win the Gentiles. This way Jesomins the non-supernatural hero and the Bible is not
completely slandered. This is not research, it’s pbjity. It's liberal religion which cuts the foot irder to
fit the Bible in to the shoe of liberalism.

Statements regarding inconsistencies

Another appropriate title for Davis’ essaight be, “All the inconsistencies of the New Testat.”
If he can prove contradictions then he can justifyidak of faith in the supernatural and he can demonstrate
that the Bible is not inspired by God (anymore thanlllad or The Grapes of Wrath). For example, he say
that Mark and John say Jesus was born in Nazarethukatand Matthew say he was born in Bethlehem. He
states that Matthew and Luke “cut the foot to fit thees in order to “put him in Bethlehem to fit Isaiah’s
prophecy.” According to Davis, Jesus spoke of himsdiicas Nazareth, not from Bethlehem, and Davis
disregards the census as myth so he says there wiaistooital reason for Jesus to be in Bethlehem. He
dismiss Herod’s census because, he says, if a cengus/éngl taken there would be some historical evidence.
But isn’t the Bible historical evidence? This linereasoning demonstrates that to the liberals evagnfent
of ancient literature is a goldmine of historical evicke except for the tens of thousands of fragments of
biblical literature. So whether or not one accepésdensus, there is still the question how Jesus chotbe
from Nazareth and Bethlehem. Yet liberals must athait this problem is an exaggeration. When someone
is asked, “where are you from?” There are several lplitgss—they may be asking where were you born? Or
where were your reared? Or where do you live? Jessibova in Bethlehem, but reared in Nazareth, and
lived most of his life in Galilee. Davis portrayssths a great contradiction, yet he intends to pothratythe
Bible says Jesus was born in Nazareth and born lmedbetm. Granted, that would be a contradiction, but the
Bible does not say he was born in Nazareth, as Dais.

Davis says that at times Moses &ithe law, and at other times God wrote the law.n"Gm

inspired author get something so simple straight?” he aBks.implication is that the Bible is a garbled
hodgepodge of fragments scrambled together. If the neri@n’t keep straight such simple details, then
surely it’s not inspired by God. It would be a dangenegfoge, to take everything in Scripture at face value.
He concludes that these inconsistencies demonstedtanté have to determine what is appropriate to us and
what was appropriate to ancient nomads.”
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Statements regarding the Canon of Scripture

Dauvis rightly points out that Esther is tinly book in the Bible which does not mention thme of
God. He states that the Hebrews debated whetheot® @ik book into the Bible until 500 AD. Where
Davis found the obscure support (if any) for this clara mystery to this author. But this, perhaps mone tha
most of his other theses, is an insult to his readkiis a gross exaggeration, if not an outright lie fact, the
book of Esther was included in the Septuagint, a Greeklataon of the Old Testament. The Septuagint was
finished by 100 BC, and it was translated from the lord, figed canon of Hebrew Scripture. So even the
most critical, liberal scholar must say with certaithat Esther was included in the Old Testament by 100 BC
The motive for this statement is clear—if Davis paove that the list of book in Scripture were disputed for
not hundred, but thousands of years, then clearly ncamée sure that the books of the Bible are inspired.
If God truly superintends the process of Scripture in aay, When this controversy would not have spanned
such a long period of time.

Davis claims that “for 2000 years human®h@een deciding what books are inspired.” While there
may have always been people like himself who have ddub&inspiration of Scripture, by no means has the
church debated the issue for 2000 years, or even 200 yed#natfonatter. In fact, Peter quotes both Mark
and Paul as Scripture. So even before the New Testavasrfinished the authors of the New Testament and
the church viewed it's books as Scripture. Paul expeasddtters to be circulated and read as the word of
God. Anyone who did not recognize what he was writgtha word of God would not be recognized by
God, he says. The early church immediately began domgpgillist of books in the canon and carried on this
tradition until 454 AD when the process was not begun, dligifeed. They did not vote on the list of books,
but examined the lists which had independently been cednpiter the previous 4 centuries, and they reached
a unanimous decision.

Statements regarding History

Similarly Davis says, “Yom Kippur was re&lebrated until 500 BC.” There is no evidence to
suggest that this holiday was not instituted by Mosetheabook of Exodus indicates. Ex 30:10 states,
“Once a year Aaron shall make atonement on theésaltarns.” These words were written during the yeérs o
wandering in the desert from 1446 BC to 1406 BC, not a thoysand later.

Davis states, “whether events in Abmalkdive happened is purely speculation, as is the existeh
Abraham.” This statement sheds light on his critleniaunderstanding the reliability of historical accauntf
there were no primary written account of an eventooly oral legend, then it would seem appropriate to say
“whether this event happened is purely speculation.” Bw@naa written account exists, and that account
claims to have been written by an eyewitness, amcktis no evidence to contradict either the eyewstnes
the event, then such a conclusion seems inappropfiate.must ask, what more evidence does Davis require
in order to confirm pure speculation? He seems to ithliyhe will only believe in the account if he hame
evidence other than the eyewitness’ writings. Irepthords, he takes a false until proved true approach to
biblical narrative, and he never states what soprodf he is looking for. Furthermore, one can be thae
he does not subject other histories to the same ohethithalse until proved true.” This is a special metladd
interpretation which he reserves solely for the &ilibr stories which his world view cannot support.

Davis states that there is no evidence of Mosesdeutdithe Bible, and therefore he implies that
Moses probably did not live. What Davis does not ment that there is almost no contemporary literature
from the time of Moses anyway. So one must wondehich of the contemporary ancient writings is the
mention of Moses notably absent? The answer is.n@avis would have a point if there were some body of
literature concerning the same region and events, botemtion of Moses. But by his own admission (irt tha
he says there is no external evidence of the eweMsses’ life) there is no literature in our handdap
which fails to mention Moses. Furthermore, in thelg of ancient history, since there is more oftemthot
only one source of information, it seems more realSierto deem that source reliable, since it remains
uncontested, than to deem it unreliable because itmemaicollaborated. It seems clear that Davis takes a
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“hermeneutic of suspicion.” In other words, he doubtslgeverything in the Bible unless it is collabordate
by some non-biblical source—a luxury seldom afforded bolacs of ancient history.

Furthermore, it is likely that if a btadil account were collaborated by some other sources Bauld
not then in turn admit that the account were trueteatshe would likely say that the biblical story was
borrowed from the other source. He would likely do téngn if there were no compelling reason to argue
the other source came first. It is as fashionabkoubt the biblical authors, as it is to uphold the astbd
ancient Sumar.

Davis states that not until after Jesiesith was he called the Christ. The biblical tefkttes this.
Peter called Jesus the Christ, and Jesus blessed hinisfodesus told Pilate that he was the Christ.

Nevertheless, he maintains that these verseatareréinterpretations. Because liberals do not walutse

their Christian audience, they are reluctant to atfaskis, but their naturalist world-view forces them to
reinterpret who he was. They prefer to view Paul ahdrdater Christians as the culprits of outlandish
miracles, and to see Jesus as a man who fits penfatitip the naturalist paradigm.

So the contemporary liberal consenstlsisJesus was a political rebel who fought for thetsigh
the poor and oppressed. He was not a particularly spiotualigious man. In fact, he fits perfectly int@th
naturalist and humanist world-views. He really makespgrfect Messiah for liberal theology. But afterudes
died, things went awry. Paul, who they say was moee®feek philosopher than Jew, made Jesus out to be a
God. Jesus would have been astonished, stupefied, andlgge&ified if he would have known this was
going to happen. This picture encapsulates what the tyagbtiberal scholars, mainline denominational
seminaries, and even mainline liberal pastors belidley want to preserve Jesus as their hero, betiaise
desire to maintain community among Christians. Butrder for Jesus to be their hero, he must fit within
their world-view. But Jesus cannot fit within theiomd-view if we take the gospel accounts at face value.
So in order to fit their hero into their world-vieWwety must explain why the gospel accounts have altered the
picture of Jesus so radically. But there is no drivingddo retain Paul as a hero, so he is credited hath t
demise of Jesus’ great liberal agenda.

Another example of this desire to makegése hero is the feminist interpretation of theeilDavis
states that Jesus “treated women as equal to men ynaases.” Christians agree with this statementit but
illustrates how liberals cling to the statementsasiu$ which allow him to fit well within their paradigrha
social liberator, yet they regard anything attributeddsus which doesn't fit their paradigm as a later
addition.

If the liberal simply says that none of the supernaeleanents in the Bible are true, then he will
quickly lose his Christian audience and his book salesth&more, he is left with the nagging question in his
own mind as to how these stories came about. The&eosns among liberals today is that the stories were
added by gospel writers who knew the events did not take, fat used these stories to illustrate great
spiritual truths. The problem with this interpretatismhat often the great spiritual truth illustrated by a
miracle is so greatly tied into the miracle thasiho longer great once the miracle is removed. Rbarice,
liberals say that the virgin birth was added to tleedif Jesus to illustrate theological truth. But whathtr
does it illustrate? That had Jesus not been borwiojia we would still be slaves to our sinful nature wl
remove the miracle, we abolish the theological truthere is no separation, so it is nonsense tohsdthe
biblical authors knew their supernatural stories wetenme.

Statements regarding hermeneutics

Davis argues that obsolete commands show problemsawitral interpretation of Scripture in
modern times. He is referring to commands regardingldéming of crops, weaving of fabrics, purity of the
house, and allotted foods. At first, his argument seemsincing. If nobody abides by these rules today,
then evidently nobody takes the whole Bible literal/hat he fails to mention is that some of theseaded
obsolete laws were abandoned by Christians due tociieitewords of Jesus who “declared all things clean”
(Mark 7:19). Furthermore, Paul clearly stated that tdeaby the Jewish rituals was to render the death of
Christ worthless. Paul's central thesis in Romams@alatians is that one cannot hold to both the &gy
the Gospel. In addition, the author of Hebrews actsalg of these laws, “He has made the first covenant

2/24/2009 12:36 P



Statements regarding philosophy/interpretation http://www.gbgm-umc.org/fvumc/davis.h

obsolete” In other words, the most literal interptietaof the Bible does not require one to follow these
obsolete laws, but on the contrary, a literal intetgtion of the Bible requires one not to follow them.

Statements regarding archaeology

Davis states that Jericho was unfortified by 1300 BC,yimplthat by the time Joshua marched around the
walls of the city, there would have been no wallsnamble. What he doesn’'t admit is that the method of
dating ancient cities nearly always relies exclusieglyostrcology (the study of the artwork on broken pieces
of pottery). In some rare cases archaeologists fravary literary evidence which provides more accurate
dating, but when they rely exclusively on ostrakon,d4ie is derived by a re-creation of artwork patterns.
These re-creations are theories at best, and aewoey are fodder for doctoral dissertations, but ngthin
more. Without any other evidence, there is no way &m honest archaeologist can confidently conclude tha
Jericho was destroyed within a two or three hundred{ymaframe.

Statements Regarding Contradictions in Scripture

Davis believes he has landed a gold mine of doubt idisgsission of the Pharaoh’s slaughter. He asserts that
Exodus reveals its flaws of revision when the stoeytions an older brother of Moses, who was saved from
the Pharaoh’s deadly decree. He calls this a “bathersletail” in the book. Davis asks, as many
pseudo-scholars have done through the ages, “Why waswh Adled instead of an attempt on Moses?”
This question, though quite fashionable, derives fronctimemon confusion of three infanticides in Scripture.
Davis implies that Pharaoh decried that the firstisomms should be killed. Actually, this decree was that al
male children born after the issue of the decree shmuldled. The male children born before the decree
were spared. One assumes that Aaron was born bh@odetree, and that Moses was born after. The
second infanticide was carried out by the Holy Spiritruthe Passover. Here the firstborn sons were
kiled. And the third infanticide was issued by Herod rehal sons under the age of two were to be killed.
So we see that it is not the detail in Exodus whidiothiersome, but the negligence of critics whichulytr
bothersome.

Statements convoluting Scripture

Davis believes that if he can make the God of théeBibem foreign, strange, distant, or in any way
different enough from the common evangelical paradigm pleeple will lose trust in Scripture. So he makes
passing statements such as “God approval of a man whitceddis daughter” (referring to Jeptha’s
daughter in Judges 11). He intends his audience to think @adl approves of human sacrifice, then surely
the God of Judges is not the God of today. What Davisrdomention is that the bulk of Old Testament
narrative is value-neutral. In other words, one maopeet that everything in the Bible is either condoned o
condemned. Since there is no explicit condemnatideptha for sacrificing his daughter, then Davis assumes
that God approved. But this is a grossly simplistic meétbionterpreting the Bible. Most Old Testament
narrative simply presents what happened, and then wppehead next. Solomon had a thousand wives, Lot’s
daughters slept with him, Jacob stole Esau’s birthriggdob stole Laban’s flock by trickery, and so on. é&Non
of these actions is explicitly condemned, becausesimait the tenor of the narrative. The authorséel
the audience to use their common sense and to enjeyaiye Imagine what an anti-climax would be created
by a moral final vindictive condemning the obvious.

Statements regarding ethics

Davis says of the proverb “spare the mtispoil the child” that this is “bad advice from a good
book.” He urges his readers to realize that “everngiribe Bible condones corporeal punishment in an age
of abuse is a grievous mistake.” He continues, “What avece acceptable in a primitive culture is no longer
the case.” One problem with Davis’ line of reasgngithat one need not fear “hinting” that the Bible
condones corporeal punishment—the Bible makes it resoupdiegk whether Davis, his pastor, or anyone
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else acknowledges that fact. There is no way honestipdge the fact that the Bible condones corporeal
punishment, yet Davis urges people to not even hintsafaitt. In essence, he is hinting at the fact hieat
advocates dishonesty. A second problem with Davisamiag is that he indicates that our modern culture is
less primitive than the culture of Proverbs. One asky “On what grounds does he believe we have made
progress?” What are Davis’ criteria for measuring pregffelt can be assumed that his criteria are intyition
personal preference, and community consensus. Or, leechile confidence with which he dismisses
scripture and states his own moral claim, perhaps balieves he is the standard of moral truth.

Similarly Davis states that modern Bidachers ought to tone down the fact that the Jewes we
responsible for the death of Jesus. He fears thabad#dging this fact may lead to endorsing anti-Semitism.
But the liberal methodology here is troubling. Liberahim that we ought to change the facts or at ledst
them in order to prevent anti-Semitism. Wouldn't itrbere responsible to teach the whole counsel of God,
including the trial of Jesus and the command to lovesomeighbor?

Davis also tackles the scriptural condeimnaitf homosexuality. He states that a better unaiedstig
of the verse would be that the ancient Greek phraseungblence, child molestation, or a debauched pagan
expression of homosexuality. He claims that Paul didmend to forbid a loving peaceful homosexual
relationship between two adults. This assertion dab@csupported by text or linguistic criticism, and few
liberals even make this case anymore. Instead fititeit easier simply to disagree with Paul. Yet fomso
reason Dauvis is reluctant to disregard Paul in this arBg reluctance causes him to search for some avay t
uphold Paul, and the text, but still allow for homosetyalSurely the option of condemning homosexuality
never entered his mind.

The World View of Don’t Know Much about the Bible

Honesty demands the historical critiexpress his biases at the outset. Davis impliehithdook is
neutral. In fact he says that his intention is nyet@lrelate the historical facts. But scholars viaitith a
conservative and liberal bias admit that no neuttafgmetation of history exists. Davis is no excaptio
Regarding anthropology, he is a humanist. Regarding hisiyan evolutionist. And regarding science he
is a naturalist. His work, therefore, reflects tharld-view. Specifically, he believes that the mesiuable
contribution of the Bible is what man can know aboahmHe rejects miracles in the classic senseighhe
allows for no supernatural events in the world, neithermiracles of Jesus, the prophets, nor God. And he
believes that historical accounts are the syntliéssvision and redaction.

Davis seldom explicitly states what hesdoelieve, instead his essay is more a matter of aéha
doesn't believe. So the essence or details of kisrfaust be inferred or reconstructed. Davis does not
believe Jesus was virgin born, he did not view hinzelh Messiah, and he didn't literally rise from theddea
Jesus was highly esteemed women, equality, and the pberBible is not inspired in the sense that God
spoke to people, instead it is man’s attempt over tinexpoess what they believe about God. And in short,
the Bible is a book of faith, not history. In witiies Davis have faith? It seems that the esserus fafith is
in the moral teaching of the Bible, at least theahpropositions with which he agrees.

Davis claims that faith is of great valuehas sustained Jews and Christians through persesatial
trials and through moral choices. But these allegedlsiqua appeasements to faith are essentially
condescending. Faith sustains the weak, but Davis hafipbaesnformed that the objects of faith are
historical non-realities. But, according to Davig Bible is not of theological prepositional value. The
reader may debate this, and Davis might even deb&idt if, he truly believe that the Bible has theological
value he would not be able to say such things as “thelites fashioned a God to be less human,” and “the
Bible is a display of [man’s] power.” If the Israelitfashioned God, then we can fashion him too. Awe if
can fashion God, then the Bible is of no authoritatiglue.

In conclusion Davis states that his btsei out to be a road map that remains morally instreietnd
spiritually vibrant.” He says, “If you find faith, theAmen.” But in reality there is noting that wilble
someone to find faith. It would be like saying to soneereading a cookbook, “If you find how to fix your
car, then Amen.” It almost seems as if he is apoilogjifor his own lack of faith. If there is anythingrally
instructive it is that we should follow our own pathabieast the consensus of our community in relation t
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ethics. And if there is anything spiritually vibrantmust be the spirit of an unknowable God expressed by a
barely knowable Bible. And so Davis says that, ‘toegpt the Bible [merely] as literature does not reneunc
the fundamental truths.” But he never states whathase truths. And clearly, there are none which he
endorses except that God cannot be known and thatafer® supernatural events on earth.
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