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“The Art of Biblical History,” Il

We want to wrap up the discussion of this book.rhetcontinue to highlight a few things.

Chapter three asks the question “Is historicityongnt?” | gave it the general title “History anduth.”
These are questions that | thought about as funad@inguestions that | wanted answers to as | starte
working on this book. So | ask this question, “istricity important?” Is it important that the Hidal
narratives that claim to be historical are actubltorical? Could we not simply have the equivaten
J. R. R. Tolkien’d.ord of the Rings? Could this not be a fictional account that néwadss influences
the way we think about life, live life, and conceief the world in the universe, even if in a fictab
sense? Is it really all that important? Yes, histtyris important! It is important because otheswii
salvation does not mean anything. What you thirduaikthe importance of the historicity of the bilalic
text says a lot about what you conceive to be $siserece of the Christian faith. | quote Gerhardus ivio
here to that effect. The soteriological (salvitspect of the Christian faith is very definitelypdadent
on what God has done in history. It is rather @athfort. We are real people living in a real world,
inflicted with real sin and a real problem undez jhdgment of a real God. If nothing real happéns,
is just a new way of thinking, it does not affeat salvation. What one thinks about the importasfce
the historicity of the biblical text has a greaat® do with what one conceives as the essence of
Christianity.

| used the example from George Ramsey’s bdbk,Quest for the Ancient Israel. | used his very
cleverly titled final chapter in that book, “If Jelno was not Raised, Is Our Faith in Vain?” His
conclusion, | think, is that no, we can discovetthericho was never razed to the ground, andadtin f
would not be much affected by it. What botheredimigis use of this particular catchy phrase is tteat
never really addresses the more fundamental igsue which this is a play on words. If Christ werd n
raised, would our faith be in vain? Paul very digdily tells us yes; if Christ was not raised, oaitlf is

in vain because of what Christ accomplished intigeto our real problem of real sin under the
judgment of a real God. Ramsey does, however, pgitd something that we need to think about. The
fall of the walls of Jericho is not the same asr#wsurrection of Christ. Could it be that, as lasgChrist
is raised, if all the other historical truth claiwisthe Bible could be proven false, our faith wibuabt be
much affected? If that were the case, then therdduoe no credibility to the account of the raisofg
Christ. That is right on target. Say, for instartb@t we debated the historical truth claims oftibek of
Joshua. If someone could demonstrate to our setiisfiethat those stories about the fall of the svall
Jericho were never meant to be taken as hist@azdunts, then, of course, we would not only be abl
to dispense with that story, but we would haveNe. would be wrong to claim otherwise if it were
demonstrated that they were not making historicahtclaims. However, most readers, and it consnue
to seem to be the case, have read those stomealasg historical truth claims. After all, they fal

within the sphere of redemptive history as it igkuag its way through the Old Testament. It teloat
what God has done in the life of the people ofdbkrk historical truth claims are being made angas
proven that what was claimed has no truth valuen thwould cause us to question the confidence tha
we place in Scripture. By what right do we havefince in other truth claims if it can be showatth
this truth claim, in fact, has no truth value?

One of the parade examples of the areas in whidteablogy and the Bible disagree is the archaeology
of the city of Jericho. We do not have time toigé it, but let me just say that the evidenceasyv

much under discussion at this point. | am much npooae to stick with the biblical truth claims and
wait for the archaeology to show itself as a fartH am to rethink my whole view of Scripture oe th
basis of a supposed lack of fit between the in&tgbion of the data from Jericho and the biblieat.tin
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fact, the actual archaeological data is subjetttaypretation as, for instance, Bryant Wood isposing
that we put it right in line with the biblical tex$o, there is much uncertainty in archaeological
conclusions, and we need to be careful of allovtiregn to carry too much weight in our rethinking of
Scripture.

It is important; if Jericho was not razed is outtan vain? Not necessarily, as long as Christ veésed.
But if Jericho was not razed, and that was therclzfi the text, then maybe we are not so sure thasC
was raised. It is the same Bible that tells ushefdne as told us of the other and apparently waagv
So, it would be incorrect to say that it would béhwut consequence.

That is an example of how one’s concept of whaisBinity is, based on God'’s self-disclosure. At th
heart of it is God’s redemptive work in Christ, ihearnated Word in real life and time and spate. |
that is the essence of Christianity, then, of ceunsstoricity is important. Again, we must allokat we
understand the texts as they were intended to therstood.

| deal with D. F. Strauss in this chapter, but I@ob going to talk about him further. | encouragel yo
look at some of his criteria for demonstrating tie@-historicity of biblical text. He got the fietdf
mainline or liberal biblical criticism off on therang foot in terms of the criteria that he estdidib

many years ago. He launched the field of biblichlotarship in some wrong directions. Do not ovekloo
that discussion of Strauss. It is important.

Then we come to chapter 4, which was again onkeoldnger chapters. It asked the question of histor
and moderate scholarship. Most scholars are natimas or malevolent, trying to do people harm.
Most scholars are trying to do right. Why do thésadree as much as they do? You can tell from the
major headings in that chapter that | think eacthefpredominant approaches that we have befoa# us
come to different conclusions. There is the tradii historical critical approach, the social scen
approaches, and then also the moderate literampagipes. They are in some sense one-sided, or
deficient in terms of doing justice to the fullénést of Scripture. Let us take up the historicgical
approach as a first example. The historical ciitiqgoroach is based on three principles as outloyed
Ernest Roach. It appears that it is deficient imteof its ability to embrace the theological trathims

of the biblical text. There are the three basiccanof historical criticism as traditionally prad, and
up to this day these three principles of assessiidence are still propounded. The principles are
criticism, analogy, and correlation. Those aredtpgnciples of historical criticism that you wilkear
talked about quite often.

Traditionally, criticism has been taken to meart three should have an initial skepticism toward ene’
sources. There is another way of thinking critizadl presupposition of skepticism is perhaps too
negative. You can say you need to think criticaliyyut what you are reading; that is a positiveghin
After an initial emotional engagement with the tdding drawn into it, then you need to step bauk a
think critically. Have | understood this text? Wiit claiming? Distance yourself and becometkelit
more cerebral and think critically about it. Theseothing wrong with that kind of criticism. But
criticism, which is fault finding from the start@mas a presupposition of skepticism, is wronghealte
assumes from the start that the text is goingiteig;going to fail me. That is the way it is often
practiced.

The principle of analogy says the present andamiqular, contemporary experience is the key & th
past. | cannot allow as potentially historical stimmgg that is outside or beyond my personal expege
That would be a very narrow notion of analogy. ¢tuld be limited to just what | have experienced.

That would rapidly become absurd if we thought alo®urely things are happening that | have not
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experienced. You could broaden analogy a littldoitimiting it to that which is commonly experiest
worldwide. | argue based on the work of WilliamAlbraham in his booBivine Intervention and the
Limits of Historical Criticism that really we need to broaden this much more hid&e need to say not
only is the present the key to the past, but malybgast is the key to the present. | cite his glarof
imagining a primitive tribal situation, which has noncept of modern science and no concept of
anything like a moon landing. Nevertheless, theycanvinced through argumentation and reason that
perhaps something entirely out of their experietidein fact, take place. | know a man who refuses
believe that a human being ever walked on the midersaid that is Hollywood, they are always doing
that kind of thing, it is just Hollywood. Maybe thugh time if we worked harder we could convince him
that, in fact, a moon landing did take place. Helldaeed to be willing to broaden his sense of vidhat
possible beyond just what he himself has expergknce

Remember the two little boys in the attic? They hader seen an extra appendage on someone’s
thumb. So to them that was impossible. That mustdmermal. They gave it a figurative rendering.
Maybe that is to convey a sense of the virtuoditthis piano player that she was so good it was $ike
had extra fingers on her hand. Their mother, howevas in the know and knew that her mother had
actually been born with that extra little appendagaich had to be surgically removed. Their per$ona
experience was inadequate. By the same tokenyith@ge of analogy, if applied too narrowly, can
force us to do an injustice to the biblical textteTBible talks about miracles, it talks about God
becoming man, it talks about a lot of things that@utside our immediate personal experience. They
are certainly not things that are happening evasy donstantly around the world. They are unusual,
they are unique, but the normal cannons of histbdaticism leave little room for the unique oresv

for unusual circumstances.

The principle of correlation says that things do simply happen unprompted. You do not have events
popping up without any precursor. There is a nefususation. There is a sense in which one event
prepares for and leads to another event, whichphepares for and leads to a subsequent event. The
principle of correlation as it is traditionally mtéced says that there are two possibilities fanding

about change in the historical process. Therevesebssibilities for driving along history as wedm

it. One causative agent is natural causes. A suddehquake or a volcano, for instance, can bring
Pompeii to a sudden end. That is an historical eveught about by a natural event. Another example
is the flooding of the Midwest in America. All kisdf natural events change history as we know it.

The other possibility for bringing historical cha@ccording to the historical critical methodhisnan
personal agency. William Abraham asks why humasg®l agency is a causative agent. | argue that
many come to the historical questions as theistfi@se who believe there is a real God. In pdaicu
many are biblical theists, so they believe that@Goel who is depicted in the Bible as a personalde
the true God. If this is the case, then by whditrigould we deny this personal God the possibihit

He could be a personal agent in historical chamg@ter words, by what logic would we say that God
could not bring about in the historical sphereimietand space historical events? The historicttati
method from the very start, going back to Strasags anything that smells of divine intervention or
anything else is immediately eliminated as posdideorical explanation. What | argue is twofoldhel
traditional practice of historical criticism hasdpeanti-theological from the start. It does novaliGod

a place in the historical process. Thus, whenme®to the Bible in which God is at the heart of
historical process and redemptive history, theiti@athl historical critical method does not knowath

to make of the Bible. It has to reconstruct a défe history. It cannot buy the biblical historyhat is

the problem.
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The solution is not to say you are not interesteldistorical thinking or in these principles. Thodugion
is to rightly define the principles. Define crison as thinking carefully and objectively, not aglffa
finding. Define analogy as very widely saying thaybe the past is the key to the present; maybe
unique events do occur. Define correlation so dake into account God’s overarching purpose in
history. If you do that, again, as William Abrah@aints out, something even like the resurrection of
Christ is not a bolt out of the blue. It is not sihing absolutely unexpected. It did surprise peaplthe
time, but God had been preparing for it from thgitweing of His dealings with His people, Israel. He
had been leading up to it. There is this nexusaasation. There is this principle of correlatiover
with a unique event like the resurrection of Christ

The overarching question is why do scholars disgRyichose who take this traditional historical cati
approach are going to disagree with those whoadiad the Bible at face value, who are asking why
God cannot be involved. It is because of this Hrenlogical bias that they will come to differing
conclusions.

Second, there are social scientific approachesatiegdbecoming increasingly popular now. Under this
heading would be sociological approaches and atswmaological approaches, what is called the new
archeology. What typifies these two approaches igteempt to approach the standards of the natural
sciences. Both sociological approaches and nevaaotbgical approaches are driving toward a
guantifying assessment of evidence. They want tcagleful observations and infer general laws of
historical change. This means that they tend t@ lzavery low regard for idiographic narratives. Yée
the word idiographic from the same root as idiosgsyg. Idiographic means those narratives that focus
on a great individual who is a cause of historat@nge. These social scientific approaches sayditey
not really interested in the great individualsfdnt, they are rather inconsequential. Karl Maox, f
instance, despite the influence that he had, saysot the great individuals that change hist&sther,

it is more mundane things like food production, ylagon growth, migration, and climate. These
approaches try to look at those pieces of evidenoeder to tabulate and quantify them. Thus they a
not idiographic in perspective; they are what wiereamothetic. This term is from the Greek word
nomos, which means law. They are trying to find thoseegal laws that would determine historical
change. There is a lot of room for studying thesgdrs, but the problem is often the sociological a
the new archaeological approaches try to free tel@s from what they regard as the shackles of the
biblical text. Some of them would say the storyt the Bible tells gets in the way of the historgnh
reconstructing from my studies. Pollen counts ®gemany years or studies of material evidencelthat
can count, qualify, and tabulate take priority meadtempt to come to general conclusions about what
causes things to change. People who take that agpend dismiss the biblical text are going to come
to conclusions that differ rather widely from thetpre the biblical text presents or the picturatth
traditional historical criticism might achieve.

Finally, another approach that is very popular yodahe modern literary approach. | think we caarh
a great deal from reading the Bible better fronteadry perspective. The problem with these
approaches, however, is that many of the pracgt®oome out of an unbelieving historical criticism
They find that it is much more interesting to relael Bible as it stands. There is a problem, thoégh.
unbeliever or someone not wanting to be addresseddallenged by the biblical text, who pursues a
traditional historical critical approach, dissegtiie text, takes away its voice by taking the &gxdrt.
Once they begin to read the Bible as literatureraga voice is restored. It begins to speak. The
begins to speak because they are not taking it,apay are actually reading it. So then the qoest
how do | escape the claims of this text? | am agirg that any of this is done consciously. | am
psychoanalyzing what may be happening at a subimrssievel.

© Summer 2006, V. Philips Long & Covenant Theological Seminary



Old Testament History Lecture 27, page 5

Someone might ask how to escape the clutchesofdki. Now that | am hearing its voice, how am |
going to process that voice? If this is God speakinme about what God has actually done in thg pas
may have to respond. If it is just pure literatdhen | do not need to worry so much about it.dut
not be threatened any more than | would be by Wwhado, Bilbo, or one of the characterdord of the
Rings might have to say to me. That is a story worldutsh, and | live in the real world. If God is
speaking into the real world about events in tlaé werld and challenging me in the real world, then
am threatened. | think many are attracted to motomgrd viewing the Bible as pure literature, not
utilitarian literature, just literature for art’alse. Thus there is an anti-historical tendencymes
literary approaches. This leads them to come fer@ifit conclusions as well if they do not reallynkh
the Bible is doing any more than telling nice ster-it is not really focusing on real events. THesyt
are going to come to differing conclusions as t@tithe real events actually were. At the end df tha
chapter | use the example of studies of Jerichalamdonquest.

In chapter 5 | ask the question, “How do we go albeading the Bible and asking it historical
guestions?” Very simply, we need to know where veec@ming from, where other people are coming
from, and where the Bible is coming from. We nethink a little about what our background beliefs
are. What is my worldview? What do | think aboutd3d/NVhat do other people think about God? What
does the Bible say about the world and the wayitka? Is my worldview in synch with the biblical
worldview? If not, then | am going to feel a centé&nsion with what that text tells me because hao
see things that way. Is my worldview in synch vitils other commentator or this scholar? If not,aym
feel some tension with him or her. It is very imjamit to recognize when our points of tension aréhen
basis of fundamental worldview issues. Out of ammitment to a particular worldview flow the
methods that we prefer. | have a lot of room ftwtaf different kinds of methods that can help us
understand the Bible better, but | orient this dg&ston around those two issues of truth claim eurith t
value. When we come to the Bible in trying to digmowhat it is telling me about history our firsajar
task is to listen carefully and try to discerntitgh claims. This will require that we have an ope
attitude to the text. If you are negative and dob@dieve a word somebody is going to say to yow, y
are not going to listen very well unless you argdiug a case against them. You need an open @dtitu
and then you need to give attention to the cordéutterances. You do not want to take things dut o
context or you will misunderstand. Be sure to fingd example in the book that illustrates what attent
to context means.

Second, we seek to test what we believe to beutie ¢claims. We seek to determine the truth value o
them. If you are a believer, you might say youadseembrace the truth value of the Bible. You lveie
this is God’s Word and are confident that it speakth. | am glad you can say that, but thereiik st
value in checking and trying to establish the tnatue. If for no other reason, it is helpful for
apologetic purposes. You should try and show tiaBible is internally consistent in what it claims
Furthermore, you need to make sure it is consistéhtexternal evidence we can find. By doing this
test it will alert us to the fact that maybe we @éawisinterpreted something. Maybe we can perfect ou
understanding. If we find that something does nuitiecfit, maybe we need to rethink our initial
interpretation. We need to consider how it fitam confident that ultimately they fit even if we dot
immediately see it all.

The final thing has to do with the presentatiom@uments. You will want to be familiar with theach
that Toolman suggests of how to lay out an argunielttoks a little complex, but it is a very healpf
thing to get behind in terms of being able to assles cogency and the validity of an argument.rieo
to make certain claims stick and to build a casedomething, sometimes you need to go through
various argumentative steps. Doing historiograpiy @stablishing an historical reconstruction isyver
similar to what a lawyer does in a court of lawhasor she tries to establish what actually happémed
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the past. He brings his summation, his argumengrevhe tries to put all the pieces together inya wa
that is convincing.

Chapter 6 deals with Saul, which you have hearcertttan enough of already. Look at those charts and
you will see how what we talked about in classid but in terms of the arguments upon which tlseca
is built.
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