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Discerning the Times: Why We Lost the Culture War, and 

How to Make a Comeback 

Donald T. Williams
1
 

 

The Culture War is over. We (the Christian Right) lost. 

OK, maybe it’s not quite over and we’re only losing, rather badly. 

If you quibble over the difference, you will miss the point. 

It was a war we were right to fight, for no one who loves his 

neighbors can be indifferent to how they will be affected by harmful 

degradations of the culture that surrounds them. But we ought to have 

fought it very differently. We fought for many of the right things, but often 

not in a wise, sometimes not in a loving way. We were generally right and 

we often argued well, but we lost anyway. How did that happen? Why? It 

happened because we didn’t understand where the real battle was until it 

was too late. We probably don’t get it yet. Here’s what I mean. 

 

WHERE THE BATTLE WAS 

The founding documents of the American republic, from the Mayflower 

Compact to the Declaration of Independence to the Constitution, are on 

our side. They really were.  Nobody cares. Nobody can even tell. Nobody 

thinks it matters. We lost the culture war on that score because we lost it 

earlier on the even more basic front of hermeneutics.  

We lost, in other words, because we did not pay sufficient 

attention to changes taking place in our schools and colleges in the way 

writing and reading are taught. A major shift has taken place there over the 

last century, one with serious implications for every other issue we deal 

with. There now, typically, the Constitution—like any literary document 

studied in our secular schools, including the Bible—no longer has any 

                                                             

1
 Donald T. Williams, PhD, is R. A. Forrest Scholar at Toccoa Falls 

College, an ordained minister, prolific author (http://lanternhollowpress.com). 

This article was delivered as the Presidential Address to the International Society 

of Christian Apologetics on April 11, 2015. 
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objective meaning given to it by its authors. It means whatever the 

“interpretive community” (in the case of the Constitution, five out of nine 

people in black robes) think they need or want it to mean. That is a huge 

problem in itself, but we have an even bigger one: Our fellow citizens are 

fine with this procedure. Why wouldn’t they be? It is how they were taught 

to read themselves.  

Many Christian institutions of higher education did not stand 

against this view with sufficient rigor or energy. Why not? Many 

Christians either did not understand or just shrugged their shoulders at or 

even welcomed this change in how we read the world. Some even rejoiced 

in it as an improvement over the hated “Modernism” they thought had 

taken over the Christian movement. How foolish! But we allowed it to 

happen because its earlier manifestations did not seem to be a threat. After 

all, they were happening in “English,” not in Theology or Philosophy, and 

in the reading of “artistic” works—novels, short stories, plays, poems—

rather than “serious” political, legal, or religious texts. And who cares 

what a bunch of effete aesthetic snobs do with incomprehensible texts that 

don’t matter anyway?   

And so in the secular academy the Old Way, the attempt to 

understand what an author was trying to say to his original audience, 

believing that what they would have gotten out of his work must be the 

authoritative starting point for discussing the “meaning” of that work, was 

abandoned as naïve, unworkable, even perverse. This banishment of 

authors from their own texts was first crystallized by the “New Critics” of 

the mid-twentieth century in their concept of the “intentional fallacy”: Just 

pay attention to what the text says in itself, they argued reasonably; the 

author’s intention for it, whatever that might have been, is a misleading 

distraction. (Their emphasis on “close reading” of the text itself was 

sound. But wait: Did scholars like Wimsatt and Beardsley and the teachers 

who followed them intend for us to focus on the text as a thing in itself 

rather than as an act of communication by its author? Ahem.)  

The aestheticism of New Criticism, its focus on works of art, 

masked for a while the ideological use that could be made of this new 

author-free way of reading, not only in other texts but in the literary works 

themselves. And so most Christian literature professors simply picked up 

this approach to literary texts with never a thought as to what would 

happen if some of its presuppositions were applied to other texts. And 

indeed for a while “close reading” produced genuine insights into the texts 
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as works of literary art. But meanwhile, the exile of the author found its 

fulfillment in the “death of the author” espoused by current Post-Modern 

theorists. Now the very distinction between literary texts and other texts 

has broken down. Now all texts can be mined for their aesthetic value or 

their ideological usefulness or anything else the critic wants to find in 

them. The one thing those texts cannot do—are not permitted to do—is 

allow our ancestors to share with us the wisdom of the past. The 

“chronological snobbery” C. S. Lewis warned us about now reigns 

supreme. 

The end result is that today if you try to apply the old method, the 

search for the author’s meaning (technically called “grammatico-historical 

exegesis”), to any cultural document, people stare blankly at you as if you 

were speaking a foreign language. That is one of the major reasons why, 

even when we had good arguments on the more recognizable issues in 

what was called the culture war, those arguments had no traction. People 

simply walked on by as if nothing had happened. To them, nothing had. 

Sadly, this blank stare is not limited to “secular” people outside 

the church. I can tell you that it occurs in many students in conservative 

Christian colleges. They may tell you something very different when off 

guard in the cafeteria from what they put by rote on their hermeneutics 

exam to please their professor. Outside of class, they take it as a self-

evident truth needing no support that readers create meaning in, rather 

than receiving it from, the text. Readers; not authors. These students don’t 

know it, but they have picked up by osmosis the epistemological 

skepticism of Post-Modern hermeneutics. Readers, not authors, are the 

source of meaning. Authors have no authority. Their presence at the 

moment of “text construction” has no historical or hermeneutical 

relevance. That would (horrors!) interfere with the freedom of the 

interpreter. The “free play of the mind in the text” trumps all other 

considerations. These students don’t know any of the jargon, but they have 

absorbed the assumptions. And few of their professors are equipped to 

challenge those assumptions. Their more conservative Bible professors can 

refute the old higher criticism but not the new hermeneutic, and their 

English professors had to spend their graduate careers pretending to take 

the chic nihilism of Post-Modern “theory” seriously if they wanted to get 

their degrees. Not all of them came through that experience unscathed, and 

many had never been told that any other view was even possible. 
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Now, no matter what you say, even if you still call the Bible the 

Word of God and think yourself a loyal son or daughter of the church, 

once you have adopted this view authority has been transferred from the 

Text to you, the individual. Not only is there nothing to stop you from 

remaking the text (or the natural world) in your own image; you have 

actually been taught that it is your right to do so, and that so doing is 

unavoidable. Biblical authors cannot be made an exception to this 

principle when it rules the mind unchallenged. Yes, we have lost the 

culture war, and many of us have no idea how badly and how deeply! 

Many of our own children, even the pious ones, are more influenced by the 

culture at this critical point than by the church or the Christian tradition.  

Can this influence be unrelated to the fact that according to many studies 

they are only marginally better than the world in their practice of Christian 

morality? Readers empowered to create their own subjective meaning 

rather than exhorted to find the objective meaning left behind by the author 

are foxes put in charge of the hen house when fallen human nature runs up 

against the demands of the Law of God. 

 

WHERE THE BATTLE IS 

So we lost. All right, what do we do now? Most importantly, we realize 

that the battle is never finally lost because Christ is sovereign and He is 

coming back. That guarantees long-term victory. In the short term, since 

we do not know when He is coming back, we are to be faithful while He 

tarries and occupy until He comes. Therefore, the battle we have just lost 

must be followed by another one that we fight more intelligently, with a 

better recognition of our strategic position. Having lost the battle for 

faithful reading, we have also lost the cultural privilege and initiative we 

once enjoyed. We no longer command anything perceived by our peers as 

moral high ground. We are no longer defending the received tradition; are 

now trying to come from behind. We are the new Moral Minority. Our 

position is now much more like that of our brothers in the old Roman 

Empire, except that instead of being the edgy new challenging Way 

coming in, we are now the outmoded fuddie-duddies being swept aside. A 

four-pronged strategy is needed in the situation in which we now find 

ourselves.  

First, we should not do what some are doing, and give up or 

surrender or try to retreat back into our private religious ghetto. We should 

continue to advocate biblical positions publically, even politically, because 
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they are right, wise, good, and the only policies conducive to healthy 

human thriving in the long run. The unpopularity of biblical positions that 

are pro-life, pro-traditional marriage, or pro-traditional family is simply an 

indicator of how badly those views need proclamation and defense. But we 

can no longer pretend that they are a default setting, or that they are in any 

way privileged because there was once a consensus in their favor. That 

situation belongs to an increasingly remote past. Failure to recognize this 

fact is one of the reasons we keep losing. We’re still fighting yesterday’s 

battles. 

Second, we must prioritize reading and hermeneutics, and the way 

they are taught, as keys to our ability to witness effectively to the truth in 

all other areas. You cannot very well argue that traditional marriage or the 

sanctity of life should be normative if norms are inconceivable to your 

audience as anything other than arbitrary impositions of power. Norms 

cannot be conceivable if meaning (not to mention truth) is by definition in 

the eye of the beholder. So if you live in an environment where the very 

act of reading as taught by almost all those who should be our most 

proficient readers (i.e., English professors) seems to undercut the very 

concept of determinative meaning and reinforce the absolute sovereignty 

of the individual, you will have a hard time making norms seem 

conceivable, much less believable. When truth is nothing more than a fluid 

miasma of shifting perspectives, the exclusive claims of Christ might be 

accepted by a few but cannot be taken seriously by anyone.  

We therefore need to be much more vigilant against all forms of 

the Post-Modern “hermeneutic of suspicion” and much more aggressive in 

making the case for authorial intent as the foundation of textual meaning. 

Can authors communicate with their readers in their texts? The people who 

tell you they cannot are saying this in texts in which they are doing, quite 

successfully, the very thing they deny is possible! The English Professor 

who believes that they can is now the most needed missionary on the 

planet, and sending him or her into the secular academy (or even the 

Christian school) the most strategic mission strategy we can mount.  

Sadly, the church herself has become a mission field in this area. 

Does the Christian college you support have people on its English faculty 

who piously believe that Deconstruction (for example) is just one more 

neutral technique to be applied to texts, that it is something Christians 

should “take seriously” and “learn from?” (Not that I am advocating 

ignorance of it. People should be aware of the poisons in their cabinet!) 
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You would be surprised at how many do. If you hire such people or 

contribute to their salaries or send your young people to study under them, 

you are aiding and abetting the Enemy. It is no exaggeration to say that the 

result will be more debased definitions, moral relativism, and brutally 

slaughtered babies. 

Third, we must recognize the crucial role of the imagination 

alongside the reason in cultural apologetics. Failure to take seriously the 

importance of literary art (and all the arts) in the formation of human 

minds and hearts was one of the reasons we were blind to the shift that 

took the ground out from under our feet until it was too late. We must not 

forget that the greatest apologist of the Twentieth Century was the greatest 

not only because he gave us the rational arguments of Mere Christianity 

and Miracles, but also because he showed us what they looked like 

incarnate in flesh in the Chronicles of Narnia and the Space Trilogy—and 

most of all because reason and imagination were seamlessly integrated in 

one unified vision of the wholeness and the wholesomeness of Christian 

truth. Exhortations to sexual faithfulness, for example, will only be fully 

effective if they flow from sound arguments for why God’s commands 

really are the expression of His love for us rather than arbitrary 

prohibitions. And those reasons will only be fully convincing if they are 

accompanied by compelling portraits of such faithfulness that make it 

genuinely imaginable as the only path to human thriving and fulfillment.   

Fourth, we must adjust our rhetoric to address the audience that 

actually exists, not the one that was here two generations ago. We need to 

stop berating people for departing from a position they no longer 

remember ever having held, and instead do the hard work of evangelizing 

and discipling them from scratch. Maybe from less than scratch. They are 

jaded and cynical about what they think Christianity is, and that is partly 

our fault—not because we were wrong but because we were (and are) 

stupid in our approach.  

Here’s an example of that stupidity: On my way to church I used 

to pass a billboard proclaiming a meeting in which the Christian Right was 

going to “take back America.” Have we no idea how this message would 

come across to the multitudes of non-believers who must have read it on a 

public billboard? It would only reinforce all their worst stereotypes and 

prejudices about us; it could only put their guard up against us. But even as 

an in-house communique it did not send quite the right message. We have 

to win back America before we can even begin to think of taking it back. 
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CONCLUSION 

It’s finally about recognizing what the real battle is, something we have 

not been very good at. If we don’t understand that it is too late to preserve 

the American republic (we have to restore it, a very different thing); if we 

don’t understand that we have lost the ability to appeal to the old 

consensus and we need to stop acting like it is still there; if we don’t 

understand that we need to continue our political opposition to atrocities 

like abortion or perversions like same-sex marriage but stop putting any 

hope in it until we do better at the prior job of evangelism and discipleship; 

if we don’t understand that you cannot win the battles for theology, 

philosophy, and ethics if you lose the battle for philology (literature and 

reading)—if we don’t understand these things, we will be fighting 

shadows on an empty field the Enemy has already abandoned for juicier 

prizes.  

We have failed in our attempts to preserve the Christian influence 

that we used to have in American society, and we will not make progress 

in restoring it until we recognize that fact and deal with the situation we 

actually face. America might once have been a Christian nation (if you 

define that concept carefully). But it is a pagan nation now. Until we get 

serious about evangelism and discipleship, that is not going to change. I’m 

not saying our political activity should cease; it should continue. But we 

aren’t going to accomplish anything with it until we do better at something 

much more basic. And that means treating pagans as pagans in need of the 

Gospel, not as faithless, traitorous Christians in need of shaming. (This is 

true even when those pagans in their ignorance self-identify as Christians!) 

Our positions have been correct, but our rhetoric has been scientifically 

designed to lose friends and alienate people. Well, we are succeeding at 

that. 

Better wise up now than later. 
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Defining Biblical Inerrancy: Unmuddying the Waters 

Norman L. Geisler
1
 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 
The issue of inerrancy has once again surfaced among evangelicals, even 

with those who claim to hold the position. Indeed, there are many views in 

circulation on what inerrancy means. This has muddied the waters. Some 

hold only to an inerrancy of “purpose” (vs. the propositions). Others hold 

only to an inerrancy of “major” or “essential” teachings (vs. peripheral 

ones). Of the two broad categories of inerrantists, the dispute is over 

limited inerrancy vs. unlimited inerrancy. Stated this way, the issue is 

whether inerrancy covers all matters on which the Bible speaks or whether 

is it limited to only redemptive matters. In succinct form, is the Bible 

inerrant only what it teaches, or it is also inerrant on whatever subject it 

touches? How do we determine which view is correct of inerrancy? 

 

 

BY WHAT STANDARD? 

 
Early Creeds 

 

Unlike other important doctrines such as the Virgin Birth, the Deity of 

Christ, and the Trinity, the historic Christian Church in general has never 

given an official statement on the doctrine of Scripture. However, 

inerrancy was assumed from the beginning, and even in the earliest Creeds 

doctrines are based on it. For example, even the early form of the Apostles’ 

Creed (3
rd

 cent.) confesses with authority many essential doctrines based 

in it, such as, the Trinity, the Virgin Birth, the death, resurrection, 

ascension, and return of Jesus Christ. The Creed of Ephesus (A.D. 431) 

called the Bible “the divine scripture” and “apostolic writings” of “the 

                                                             

1
 Norman L. Geisler, Ph.D., is co-founder of Southern Evangelical 

Seminary and Veritas Evangelical Seminary. Geisler currently teaches at SES and 

VES. His most recent book is Vital Issues in the Inerrancy Debate (Wipf&Stock, 

2016).   
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holy writers of Christ.” The Creed of Constantinople (A.D. 381) declares 

these to be “in accordance with the Scriptures.” The Chalcedonian Creed 

(A.D. 451) speaks of “prophets from the beginning” have declared Christ 

as “the Creed of the holy fathers has handed down to us.”  

 

 

Jesus’ View of Scripture 

 

While neither Judaism nor Christianity bequeath an official statement on 

the inspiration and inerrancy of Scripture, our Lord clearly affirmed His 

view. The British Scholar, John Wenham, wrote a definitive work on it 

titled, Christ and the Bible (1972).
2
 Jesus’ view can be summarized under 

the following points:  

 

(1) The Scripture is imperishable: “For truly I say to you, until 

heaven and earth pass away, not an iota, not a dot, will pass from 

the Law until all is accomplished” (Mt. 7:18);  

(2) It is “Divinely authoritative: Jesus said “It is written: ‘Man 

does not live on bread alone, but on every word that comes from 

the mouth of God’”;  

(3) It is Spirit inspired: “How is it that David by the Spirit calls 

him Lord…” (Mt. 22:43 cf. 2 Sam. 23:2);  

(4)  It is unbreakable: “If he called them ‘gods,’ to whom the 

word of God came—and the Scripture cannot be broken. . . .” (Jn. 

10:35);  

(5) It is without error: “You are in error because you do not 

know the Scriptures or the power of God” (Mt. 22:29). “Your 

Word is truth” (Jn. 17:17);  

(6) It is historically reliable: “For as Jonah was three days and 

three nights in the belly of a huge fish, so the Son of Man will be 

three days and three nights in the heart of the earth” (Mt. 12:40). 

“As it was in the days of Noah, so it will be at the coming of the 

Son of Man. For in the days before the flood, people were eating 

and drinking, marrying and giving in marriage, up to the day 

Noah entered the ark” (Mt. 24:37-38);  

                                                             

2
John Wenham, Christ and the Bible (Downers Grove: InterVarsity 

Press), 1972. 
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7) It is scientifically accurate: “‘Haven’t you read,’ he replied, 

‘that at the beginning the Creator ‘made them male and female,’ 

and said, ‘For this reason a man will leave his father and mother 

and be united to his wife, and the two will become one flesh’” 

(Mt. 19:4-5);  

(8) It is supremely authoritative: “And why do you break the 

command of God for the sake of your tradition? Thus you nullify 

the word of God for the sake of your tradition’” (Mt. 15:3, 5). 

 

 

Church Fathers 

 

The great Teachers (Fathers) of the Christian Church, whose teachings 

were at the basis of the creeds, spoke of the Scriptures as the “Word of 

God,” “above all falsehood,” “perfect,” and “the ground and pillar” of our 

Faith.  

Early Fathers (2
nd

 and 3
rd

 Centuries).—Clement of Rome (A.D. 

30-100) speaks of “that which is written” as what “the Holy Spirit 

saith.”
3
 Of Psalm 34:1 he wrote, “The Holy Ghost thus addresses us.”

4
 

Also, “Look carefully into the Scriptures, which are the true utterances 

of the Holy Spirit.”
5
 

Justin Martyr (A.D. 100-165) wrote: “When you hear the 

utterances of the prophets spoken as it were personally, you must not 

suppose that they are spoken by the inspired men themselves but by 

the divine Word who moves them.”
6
 For “We must not suppose that the 

language proceeds from the men who are inspired, but from the divine 

Word which moves them.”
7
 “To him [Moses] did God communicate that 

divine prophetic gift . . . and then after him to the rest of the 

prophets…who use nothing from their own human conception, but 

from the gift vouchsafed to them by God alone.”
8
 For “the energy of the 

Divine Spirit . . . descending from heaven and using righteous men as 

instruments like a harp or lyre, [does this so He] might reveal to us a 

                                                             

3
First Epistle of Clement to the Corinthians, 13, emphasis added in these 

quotations. 
4
Ibid., 22. 

5
Ibid., 45. 

6
First Apology 36, emphasis added in these quotations. 

7
Ibid. 

8
Justin’s Hortatory Oration to the Greeks, 8. 
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knowledge of things divine and heavenly.”
9
 In short, “the Holy Spirit of 

prophecy taught us this, telling us by Moses that God spoke thus.”
10

  

Irenaeus (2
nd

 cent.) declared: “the Scriptures are indeed perfect, 

since they were spoken by the Word of God [Christ] and His Spirit.”
11

 

He added, “The Scriptures [are the] ground and pillar of our faith.”
12

 

And “the writings of those apostles . . . being the disciples of truth, are 

above all falsehood.”
13

 “The Scriptures are indeed perfect, since they 

were spoken by the Word of God and His Spirit.”
14

 

Tertullian (A.D. 160-225). He declares that “this just and good 

God . . . Himself gave the law, and the prophets, and the Gospels, 

being also the God of the apostles and of the Old and New 

Testaments.”
15

 So, we believe “the holy Scriptures to be no human 

compositions, but to be written by inspiration of the Holy Spirit.”
16

  

Clement of Alexandria (A.D. 150-215). He concludes from the 

“Scriptures” that we can “rest in the infallible criterion of faith” and 

“have chosen life and believe God through His voice” in Scripture.”
17

 He 

even calls the Bible the “divine Scripture.”
18

 

 

 

Medieval Fathers 

 

The two great “bookends” of the Middle Ages spoke widely and 

explicitly about the full verbal inspiration and complete inerrancy of 

the Holy Scriptures. It is composed by writers who were used as the 

hands of God “without admitting the slightest suspicion that in them 

any mistake or any statement intended to mislead could find a 

place.”
19

 

 

                                                             

9
Ibid., 8. 

10
Ibid., 44. 

11
Against Heresies 2.28.2. 

12
ibid. 3.1.1. 

13
Ibid., 3.5.1. 

14
Ibid. 2.28.2. 

15
De Principiis preface, 4. 

16
Ibid., 4.1.9. 

17
Stromata 2.4. 

18
Ibid. 

19
Letters 82.1.3. 
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St. Augustine (A.D. 354-430) 

 

He “. . . declared that when those disciples have written matters which 

He declared and spake to them, it ought not by any means to be said 

that He has written nothing Himself; since the truth is, that His 

members have accomplished only what they became acquainted with 

by the repeated [i.e., dictated, Lt. dictis] statements of the Head. For 

all that He was minded to give for our perusal on the subject of His 

own doings and sayings, He commanded to be written by those 

disciples, whom He thus used as if they were His own hands.”
20

 This 

included every word, for “we conceive of all that has been recorded by 

the inspiration of the Holy Ghost [who] has placed, so to speak, the 

seeds of saving truth in each letter as far as possible.”
21

 
Further, “This Mediator [Christ], first through the Prophets, then 

by His own lips, afterwards through the Apostles, revealed whatever He 

considered necessary. He also inspired the Scripture, which is regarded 

as canonical and of supreme authority and to which we give credence 

concerning all those truths we ought to know and yet, of ourselves, are 

unable to learn.”
22

 “At the same time, as I have said already, it is to the 

canonical Scriptures alone that I am bound to yield such implicit 

subjection as to follow their teaching, without admitting the slightest 

suspicion that in them any mistake or any statement intended to 

mislead could find a place.”
23

 

Of course, “In the innumerable books that have been written 

latterly we may sometimes find the same truth as in Scripture, but 

there is not the same authority. Scripture has a sacredness peculiar to 

itself.... But in consequence of the sacred writing, we are bound to 

receive as true whatever the canon shows to have been said by even 

one prophet, or apostle, or evangelist.”
24

 Further, he adds, “The 

expression, ‘City of God,’ which I have been using is justified by the 

Scripture whose divine authority puts it above the literature of all 

other people and brings under its sway every type of human genius—

and that, not by some casual intellectual reaction, but by a disposition of 

                                                             

20
Harmony of the Gospels 1.35.54. 

21
Commentary on Psalms 1.4. 

22
City of God 11.3. 

23
Letters 82.1.3. 

24
Reply to Faustus the Manichaean 11.5. 
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Divine Providence.”
25

 Thus, “there is a distinct boundary line 

separating all productions subsequent to apostolic times from the 

authoritative canonical books of the Old and New Testaments.”
26

 

Thus, “the confirmation of the universal and unquestionable 

truth of the Divine Scriptures, which have been delivered to us for our 

edification in the faith…but by the apostles, and have on this account been 

received as the authoritative canonical standard”
27

 So, “in consequence of 

the distinctive peculiarity of the sacred writings, we are bound to 

receive as true whatever the canon shows to have been said by even 

one prophet, or apostle, or evangelist. Otherwise, not a single page will 

be left for the guidance of human fallibility.”
28

 

The result is an inerrant Scripture for “let us understand that 

there is the most perfect agreement in them, let us not follow the 

conceits of certain vain ones, who in their error think that the two 

Testaments in the Old and New Books are contrary to each other; that so 

we should think that there is any contradiction here.”
29

 “No part of the 

Bible contradicts any other part. For the utterances of Scripture, 

harmonious as if from the mouth of one man . . .”
30

 Indeed, “the Bible 

has no more difficulties than nature. Whoever has once received these 

Scriptures as inspired by the Creator of the world, must expect to find 

in them all the difficulties which meet those who investigate the system 

of the universe.”
31

 

Augustine said, “For it seems to me that most disastrous 

consequences must follow upon our believing that anything false is 

found in the sacred books.”
32

 “For I confess to your Charity that I 

have learned to yield this respect and honour only to the canonical 

books of Scripture: of these alone do I most firmly believe that the 

authors were completely free from error.”
33

 

And if in these writings I am perplexed by anything which 

appears to me opposed to truth, I do not hesitate to suppose that 
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either the manuscript is faulty, or the translator has not caught the 

meaning of what was said, or I myself have failed to understand it.”
34

 

“For if you once admit into such a high sanctuary of authority one false 

statement as made in the way of duty, there will not be left a single 

sentence of those books which, if appearing to any one difficult in 

practice or hard to believe, may not by the same fatal rule be explained 

away, as a statement in which, intentionally, and under a sense of duty, the 

author declared what was not true.”
35

 

The Bible is inerrant no less in historical and scientific matters, 

as it is in redemptive matters. For “This first man, then, who was 

formed from the dust of the earth or from slime (since the dust was 

moistened dust), this ‘dust of the earth,’ to use the exact expression of 

Scripture, became a living body when he received a soul, according to 

the Apostle’s words: ‘And this man became a living soul.’”
36

 Thus, “the 

first of all marriages was that between the man made out of dust and 

his mate who had issued from his side. After that, the continuance and 

increase of the human race demanded births from the union of males and 

females, even though there were no other human beings except those 

born of the first two parents. That is why the men took their sisters.”
37

 

Next, “He took a bone from the man’s side and made of it a mate to 

collaborate in procreation.”
38

 Further, “Let no man then tell me that the 

motions of the heavenly bodies are times, because, when at the prayer of 

one the sun stood still in order that he might achieve his victorious 

battle, the sun stood still, but time went on. For in such space of time as 

was sufficient was that battle fought and ended.”
39

 

Likewise, said Augustine, “I am much surprised that he 

reckoned what was done with Jonah to be incredible; unless, 

perchance, he thinks it easier for a dead man to be raised in life from 

his sepulcher, than for a living man to be kept in life in the spacious 

belly of a sea monster.”
40
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Thomas Aquinas  

 

Down through the Middle Ages, from Augustine to Aquinas, there was no 

significant change in the orthodox evangelical view of unlimited inerrancy. 

The Bible was considered inerrant on whatever topic it addressed, whether 

redemptive, historical, or scientific. 

As a member of the Order of Preachers (Dominicans), Aquinas 

was required not only to study Scripture but to expound it between one and 

four times a week.
 
Thomistic scholar Angelus Walz notes that “Thomas, 

during his professorship, lectured principally on the Scriptures, since the 

Bible was the foundation of all theological teaching.”
41 

This extensive 

study of the biblical text bore permanent fruit in his commentaries, which 

include Jeremiah and the Lamentations, The Commentary on Psalms, The 

Commentary on the Book of Job, The Gospel According to Saint Matthew, 

The Commentary on Saint John, The Commentary on the Epistles of Saint 

Paul, and his famous Catena Aurea (Golden Chain) in which “he glossed 

the four gospels by means of a continuous exposition taken from the 

sayings of the saints.”
42

 Twenty-two Latin fathers and fifty-seven Greek 

fathers appear. Even critical scholars of Erasmus’ caliber had nothing but 

praise for it. 

 

 

God as the Author of Scripture 

 

Aquinas insists that “the author of holy Scripture is God.”
43

 Thus 

“revelation is the basis of sacred Scripture or doctrine.”
44

 For “holy 

Scripture looks at things in that they are divinely revealed.”
45

 So it is 

“in Holy Scripture, through which the divine will is declared to us.”
46

 

Citing 2 Timothy 3:16 (“All Scripture is inspired of God”), Aquinas refers 

to the Bible as “Divinely inspired Scripture.”
47

 Humankind needs an 
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infallible “divine revelation”; otherwise the truth about God would be 

apparent to only a few, and only then after a long time and mixed with 

many mistakes.”
48

 

 

 

The Relation of the Divine and Human in Scripture 

 

Like the Fathers before him, Aquinas sometimes speaks of the human 

authors of Scripture as the “instruments of divine operation.”
49

 For “in 

prophetic revelation the prophet’s mind is moved by the Holy Spirit as a 

defective instrument by its principal cause.” Aquinas cites 2 Samuel 23:2 

in support of his view: David says, “The Spirit of the Lord speaks by 

me.”
50

 When God moves a human writer, an imperfect instrument can 

utter a perfect message, even to the very “words.”
51

 This is possible 

because the perfect Principal or Primary Cause (God) works on the 

imperfect secondary cause (human authors). In popular language, God can 

draw a straight line with a crooked stick. 

Unlike some of his predecessors, however, Aquinas does not 

view the human authors as mere instruments of God’s causality. 

Rather, they are secondary causes under the direct providential action 

of God, the Primary Cause. . . . God disposes people and events so that 

they will communicate his Word precisely.”
52

 “In this way the human 

characteristics of the prophets in no way depreciate the message they 

convey.” Rather, the message “proceeds in harmony with such 

dispositions.”
53

 

Aquinas illustrates the divine-human relation in prophecy by the 

model of teacher-learner: “Prophecy is a type of knowledge impressed 

on the prophet’s intellect from a divine revelation. This happens after 

the manner of education. Now the truth of knowledge is the same in both 

the student and the teacher since the student’s knowledge is a likeness of 

the teacher’s knowledge.”
54
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Rejecting the mechanical illustrations used by many of his 

predecessors (such as, God playing on a musical instrument), Aquinas 

provides new insight into the process of inspiration. Just as a teacher 

activates the potential of students for knowledge, so God (the Primary 

Cause) activates the potential of people (secondary causes) to know 

what God desires to reveal. Thus, prophets are not puppets or even 

secretaries but human learners. And, as a good teacher, God activates in 

prophets only what they have the potentiality to receive in terms of their 

capacities, culture, language, and literary forms. 

 

 

The Use of Human Literary Forms 

 

The divine origin of Scripture in no way diminishes its true humanity. 

Every word was written by human beings in human language reflecting 

their human culture. All the human traits of Scripture remain intact, 

including the use of various literary styles. For “Scripture conveys divine 

things to man in a style that men are wont to use.”
55

 For “whatever 

images [figures of speech; Latin: dicendum] are used to express the 

prophesied reality is a matter of indifference to prophecy.”
56

 

So in the final analysis the words of Scripture are both wholly 

divine and wholly human. They are, to coin a term for Aquinas, 

theanthropic (God-man) words in Scripture. It is a co-authored book. 

 

 

The Inerrancy of Scripture 

 

In his commentary on Job, Aquinas goes so far as to declare that “it is 

heretical to say that any falsehood whatsoever is contained either in 

the gospels or in any canonical Scripture.”
57

 He insists that “a true 

prophet is always inspired by the spirit of truth in whom there is no 

trace of falsehood, and so he never utters untruths.”
58

 Pointedly, he 

declares that “nothing false can underlie the literal sense of Scripture.”
59

 

Therefore, “the truth of prophetic proclamations must needs be the 
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same as that of divine knowledge. And falsity . . . cannot creep into 

prophecy.”
60

 Agreeing with Augustine, Aquinas confesses of the books of 

Scripture, “I firmly believe that none of their authors have erred in 

composing them.”
61

 And it refers to Scripture as “unfailing truth.” The 

Bible, then, is the infallible and inerrant Word of God. 

In his commentary on John, Aquinas claims that “those who 

wrote the Scriptural canon, such as the Evangelists, Apostles and 

others like them, so firmly asserted the truth that they left nothing to 

be doubted.”
62

 This is contrary to Neo-Evangelical Jack Rogers, who 

believe that only what is essential to faith is without error.
63

  

Thomas believed that the Bible is not only true in all that it 

teaches but also in all that it touches. For things “incidentally or 

secondarily related to the object of faith are all the contents of 

Scripture handed down by God.”
64

 As examples of things in the Bible 

not essential to faith, but nevertheless without error, Aquinas cites 

such things as the fact that Abraham had two sons and that a dead 

man rose when Elijah’s bones touched him.”
65

 

 

 

The Superiority of the Bible 

 

In a real sense Aquinas agreed with the later Protestant principle of sola 

Scriptura, that the Bible alone is the Word of God the totally sufficient 

norm for our faith and life. He declared: “We believe the prophets and 

apostles because the Lord has been their witness by performing miracles. . 

. . And we believe the successors of the apostles and the prophets only 

in so far as they tell us those things which the apostles and prophets 

have left in their writings”
66

 

After insisting that the biblical writers “so firmly asserted the truth 

that they left nothing to be doubted” and that anyone who rejects it 

should be “anathema,” Aquinas adds that “The reason for this is that only 
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the canonical Scriptures are normative for faith. Whereas others who 

write about the truth do so in such a way that they do not want to be 

believed unless what they affirm is true.”
67

 Agreeing with Augustine, 

Aquinas affirms that “only to those books or writings which are called 

canonical have I learnt to pay such honour that I firmly believe that 

none of their authors have erred in composing them.”
68

 

 

 

The Reformers Held to Unlimited Inerrancy 

 

The Reformers inherited their view of Scripture from the Church Fathers, a 

view of total or unlimited inerrancy. This is understandable since the 

Reformers were preoccupied primarily with Soteriology and Ecclesiology, 

not Bibliology.  

 

 

Martin Luther (A.D. 1483-1546) 

 

For Luther the Bible was the written Word of God. He wrote, “This 

exactly as it is with God. His word is so much like himself, that the 

godhead is wholly in it.”
69

 Speaking of the Book of Genesis, Luther 

declared, “It must be, observed, however, that another one is the author 

of this book, namely, the Holy Ghost.”
70

 He adds elsewhere, “He is 

called a prophet who has received his understanding directly from God 

without further intervention, into whose mouth the Holy Ghost has given 

the words [emphasis in original]. For He (the Spirit) is the source, and they 

have no other authority than God.”
71

 “So, we refer all of Scripture to the 

Holy Ghost.”
72

 “We must know what we believe, namely what God’s 

Word says… You must rely on the Word of God alone.”
73

 So, “The 
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Scriptures, although they too are written by men, are neither of men 

nor from men but from God.”
74

 

Luther adds, “I have learned to ascribe this honor (namely 

infallibility) only to the books which are termed canonical, so that I 

confidently believe that not one of their authors erred.”
75

 Thus, “When 

one blasphemously gives a lie to God is a single word, or says it is a 

minor matter if God is blasphemed or called a liar, one blasphemes 

the entire God and makes light of all blasphemy.”
76

 And “whoever is so 

bold that he ventures to accuse God of fraud and deception in a single 

word and so willfully again and again after he has been warned and 

instructed one or twice will likewise certainly venture to accuse God of 

fraud and deception in all His words. Therefore it is true absolutely and 

without exception, that everything is believed or nothing is believed”
77

 

Luther, of course, believed in the human nature of Scripture, 

speaking of it as the “simply and lowly,” “swaddling clothes” (not dirty 

and soiled clothes) of the manger in which Christ was laid.
78

 However, he 

did not believe either Christ or the Bible was errant. Indeed, Luther went 

so far as to say “Moses spoke literally not allegorically or figuratively, 

that is, the world and all its creatures was created within six days as 

the words declare.”
79

 

 

 

John Calvin (A.D. 1509-1564) 

 

John Calvin also followed the historic orthodox view of Augustine and 

Aquinas on unlimited inerrancy, claiming the Bible was the inspired and 

inerrant Word of God on whatever topic it addressed. Indeed, he went so 

far as to say that “We owe to Scripture the same reverence which we 

owe to God; because it has proceeded from Him alone, and has 

nothing belonging to man mixed with it. . . . The Law and the prophets 
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are not a doctrine delivered according to the will and pleasure of me, 

but by dictated by the Holy Spirit.”
80

 

Calvin insisted that “Our faith in doctrine is not established 

until we have a perfect conviction that God is its author. Hence, the 

highest proof of Scripture is uniformly taken from the character of 

him whose word it is.”
81

 Hence, “…the full authority which they ought to 

possess with the faithful is not recognized, unless they are believed to have 

come from heaven, as directly as if God had been heard giving utterance to 

them . . .”
82

 For the Bible is “. . . the composition of prophets, but 

dictated by the Holy Spirit”
83

 For the writers of Scripture “. . . were sure 

and authentic amanuenses of the Holy Spirit; and therefore, their writings 

are to be regarded as the oracles of God . . .”
84

 Hence “our wisdom ought 

to consist in embracing with gentle docility, and without any exceptions, 

all that is delivered in the sacred Scripture.”
85

 In view of the above 

citations, and particularly the use of the word “dictated,” one can 

understand how some could mistakenly believe that Calvin held to the 

verbal dictation view of Scripture, but one thing is certain, namely, he held 

firmly that every word of Scripture is God’s inspired and inerrant Word on 

whatever topic it addresses. And it is as verbally and fully inspired, as if it 

were verbally dictated, but it was not. Calvin, like Augustine, did believe 

that only the original text is inerrant for admittedly some errors have 

“crept” into copies.
86

 

 

 

Post-Reformation Creeds and Confessions 

 

Formula of Concord (Lutheran 1576; Eng. 1584) 

 

“We believe, confess, and teach that the only rule and norm, 

according to which all dogmas and all doctors ought to be esteemed 

and judged, is no other whatever than the prophetic and apostolic 
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writings both of the Old and New Testament…. But other writings, 

whether of the fathers or of the moderns, with whatever name they come, 

are in nowise to be equalled to the Holy Scripture…. (I and II) “Third: 

that the Word of God is not false or deceiving” (VI, Schaff, The Creeds 

of Christendom, Baker, 1983, p. 139, emphasis added in all these 

citations). 

“In this way a clear distinction is retained between the sacred 

Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments, and all other writings; and 

Holy Scripture alone is acknowledged as thee [only] judge, norm, and rule, 

according to which, as the touchstone, all doctrines are to be examine 

and judged, as to whether they be godly or ungodly, true or false” 
(III). 

Chapter I, sect I: Bible is “…necessary unto salvation” (600) 

and “for the better preservation and propagation of truth, and for the 

more sure establishment and comfort of the Church against the corruption 

of the flesh, and the malice of Satan and the world, to commit the same 

wholly unto writing which maketh the holy “ (600). 

Chapter I, sect IV: “The authority of the holy Scripture, for 

which it ought to be believed and obeyed, dependeth not upon the 

testimony of any man or church, but wholly upon God (who is truth 

itself), the Author thereof; and therefore is to be received, because it is 

the Word of God”(602) 

Chapter I, sect V: It speaks of “the Word of God” has having 

“entire perfection” and being “infallible truth” and “divine authority” 
(603) 

Chapter I, VI: “The whole counsel of God, concerning all things 

necessary for his glory, man’s salvation, faith, and life, is either 

expressly set down in Scripture, or by good and necessary 

consequences may be deduced from Scripture” (603). 
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Post-Reformation Theologians 

 

The Post-Reformation view on Scripture from Turretin (The 

Doctrine of Scripture), to B. B. Warfield and Charles Hodge 

(Inspiration, 1881) stood firmly in the orthodox tradition.87 This has 

been documented in a Harvard dissertation by H. D. McDonald, 

Theories of Revelation: An Historical Study, 1700-1960). 
B.B. Warfield and Charles Hodge summarize this post-

reformation period well: 

 

 

The Bible is the Word of God 

 

“The New Testament writers continually assert of the Scriptures of 

the Old testament…that they ARE THE WORD OF GOD. What their 

writers said God said.”
88

 

 

 

The Bible is Infallible 

 

“. . . the line of inspired or not inspired, or infallible or fallible) can never 

rationally be drawn between the thoughts and words of Scripture.”
89

 

“Every element of Scripture, whether doctrine or history, of 

which God has guaranteed the infallibility, must be infallible in its 

verbal expression.”
90

 

 

 

The Bible was Conveyed through Humans 

 

“Holy Scripture was the result of the co-operation, in various ways, of 

the agency of men and the agency of God.”
91
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“Each sacred writer was by God specially formed, endowed, 

educated, [and] providentially conditioned…so that he, and he alone, 

could, and freely would, produce his allotted part.”
92

 

 

 

The Bible is Verbally Inspired 

 

“Verbal inspiration…does not hold that what sacred writers do not affirm 

is infallibly true, but only what they do affirm is infallibly true.”
93

 

 

 

The Bible is Inerrant 

 

“And throughout the whole of his work the Hold Spirit was present . . . 

securing the errorless expression in language of the thought designed 

by God.”
94

 

“We do not assert that the common text, but only that the 

original autographic text, was inspired.”
95

 

 

 

Post-Darwinians Views of Scripture 

 

Of course many modern “liberal” scholars, particularly after Darwin (c. 

1859), deviated from this historic orthodox view and adopted various 

forms of limited inspiration where in the authority of Scripture was limited 

to redemptive matters, excluding science and history. This was manifested 

before the turn of the century (in late 1800s) in the works of Charles 

Briggs (The Authority of Holy Scripture, 1891) and rejected by B.B. 

Warfield. Later, the doctrine of limited inspiration erupted at Fuller 

Seminary in the writings of Jack Rogers and Donald McKim (The 

Authority and Interpretation of the Bible, 1979) and was responded to 

definitively by the International Council on Biblical Inerrancy (ICBI) in 

the late 1970 and 1980s and by John Woodbridge in Biblical Authority: A 

Critique of the Rogers/McKim Proposal, 1982). Also, professor John 

                                                             

92
Ibid., 14-15. 

93
Ibid., 80, emphasis in original. 

94
Warfield, Inspiration, 17. 

95
Ibid., 42. 



JISCA Volume 9, No. 1, © 2016 

 

28 

Hannah (Inerrancy and the Church, 1984) demonstrated that the unlimited 

inerrancy view, held by Warfield and ICBI, was the standard view down 

through the centuries. 

 

 

WHY ICBI? 

 

Because of the confusion created by Liberalism and Neo-Orthodoxy 

particularly its interjection into evangelicalism, the International Council 

on Biblical Inerrancy was born. But just why should the ICBI statements 

on Scripture be used to determine what is meant by the term inerrancy? 

There are many reasons. 

First, the ICBI statement stands in historic continuity with those of 

the great teachers of the Christian Church from the beginning up to and 

through the Reformation into modern times (see John Hannah, ed., 

Inerrancy and the Church). And it was one of unlimited inerrancy, as the 

ICBI framers acknowledged, saying, “Holy Scripture, being God’s own 

Word…is infallible divine authority in all matters upon which it 

touches” (“A Short Statement, 2” in CSBI).  

Second, even though the ICBI statements neither claim nor 

possess creedal status, nonetheless, it is the most extensive statement on 

the topic of Scripture in the history of the church. It was the result of a ten 

year study, including some 300 evangelical scholars from various 

denominations and countries that produced three major summits and 

official statements on the topic.  

Summit I (October 26-28, 1978). The ICBI Statement known as 

“The Chicago Statement” on Biblical Inerrancy (CSBI) was later accepted 

as a guide to understanding inerrancy by the largest group of evangelical 

scholars in the world, the 3000 member Evangelical Theological Society 

(2004). The Chicago Summit not only produced the Chicago Statement on 

Biblical Inerrancy but also an official ICBI Commentary on it (CCSBI).  

Summit II (November 10-13, 1982) yielded the Chicago Statement 

on Biblical Hermeneutics (CSBH) and the official Commentary on it 

(CCSBH).
96
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Summit III (December 10-13, 1988) produced the official 

Statement on the application of inerrancy (Chicago Statement on Biblical 

Application) to major issues in the church today and a book on the topic 

(Kenneth Kantzer, Applying Scriptures, 1987).  

Third, the work of ICBI was examined and expounded on by 

numerous scholars and published in many books under the auspices of the 

ICBI during this period. These include Inerrancy (Zondervan, 1979), 

Biblical Errancy: An Examination of Its Philosophical Roots (Zondervan, 

2004), Hermeneutics, Inerrancy, and the Bible (Academie Books, 1984), 

Applying Inerrancy (Academie Books, 1987), Inerrancy and the Church 

(Moody, 2004).  

ICBI supporting scholars produced notable books on the topic, 

some even before ICBI began. See J. I. Packer, “Fundamentalism” and 

the Word of God, 1959; James Boice, Does Inerrancy Matter?, 1977; 

Roger Nicole, Inerrancy and Common Sense, 1980; Rush Bush and Tom 

Nettles, Baptist and the Bible, 1980; John Woodbridge, Biblical Authority, 

1982; H. D. McDonald, Theories of Revelation: An Historical Study, 1700-

1900, 1979; Gleason Archer, An Encyclopedia of Biblical Difficulties, 

1982; Gordon R. Lewis and Bruce Demarest, Challenges to Inerrancy: A 

Theological Response, 1984; G. K. Beale, The Erosion of Inerrancy in 

Evangelicalism, 2008; Norman Geisler and William Roach, Defending 

Inerrancy, 2011; William Roach, Hermeneutics as Epistemology, 2015; F. 

David Farnell, Vital Issues in the Inerrancy Debate, 2016. 

 

 

Major Misunderstandings of the ICBI Statements 

 
However, despite the ten year all-out effort to define inerrancy by ICBI, 

some biblical writers (many of whom had not read the official 

commentaries and other ICBI books on inerrancy) have claimed ICBI 

support of their anti-ICBI views on inerrancy. For framers and 

eyewitnesses of the events, several misunderstandings about the ICBI view 

of inerrancy stand out. First, there is a misunderstanding of Article XIII of 

the Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy (1978). 
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Misunderstanding of the Concept of Truth in Article XIII 

 

Article XIII reads in part: “We deny that it is proper to evaluate Scripture 

according to standards of truth and error that are alien to its usage and 

Purpose” (CSBI, Article XIII).  

This Article is sometimes used by limited inerrantists to deny the 

correspondence view of truth and defend an intentionalist view. According 

to a correspondence view an error is a mistake, something that does not 

correspond to the facts. But according to the intentionalist view of truth, an 

error is what misleads. Thus, a statement could be mistaken (factually 

incorrect) but not false, as long as it did not intentionally mislead anyone. 

Hence, the Bible could have factually incorrect statements but still be true, 

as long as it fulfills the intent of the author (say, to glorify God who 

ordained it). As Clark Pinnock illustrated it, “If it could be shown that 

the Chronicler inflates some of the numbers he uses for his didactic 

purpose, he would be completely within his rights and not at variance 

with inerrancy.”
97

 So, the Bible will seem reliable enough in terms of 

its soteric [saving] purpose.”
98

 

ICBI Response: However, in its official commentary on this 

Article (XIII), ICBI emphatically rejects this misinterpretation, declaring, 

“‘By biblical standards of truth and error’ is meant the view used 

both in the Bible and in everyday life, viz, a correspondence view of 

truth” (CCSBI, comments on Article 13). Further, “When we say that the 

truthfulness of Scripture ought to be evaluated according to its own 

standard, that means that…all the claims of the Bible must correspond 

with reality, whether the reality is historical, factual, or spiritual” (ibid., 

41). So, contrary to the intentionalist view of truth, a mistake is an error, 

even if the intentions in saying it were good. So, “a statement is true if it 

represents matters as they actually are, but it is an error if it 

misrepresents the facts” (CCSBI, Article 6). Thus, one may reject a 

correspondence view of truth, but in so doing he is rejecting the view 

expressed by the ICBI framers of the “Chicago Statement” (CSBI). 
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Misunderstanding Genre to Allow for Contradiction 

 

A second area of misunderstanding of the ICBI view is that Gospel genre 

allows for legends. Robert Gundry held that Jewish Midrash influences the 

Gospel of Matthew which allowed for events contrary to facts (e.g., the 

visit of the Magi—Matthew 2) in the Gospel of Matthew.
99

 

Also, using Greco-Roman genre to interpret the Gospels, Mike 

Licona, allows for the possibility of both legend (See Licona, The 

Resurrection of Jesus
100

) and contradictions in the Gospels. Indeed, he 

admits that the Gospels are “a flexible genre [in which] it is often difficult 

to determine where history ends and legend begins.”
101

 The legend 

category includes events like the existence of angels after the 

resurrection,
102

 the resurrection of the saints after Jesus’ resurrection (Mt. 

27:51-53), and the day on which Jesus was crucified. See his Debate with 

Bart Ehrman at Southern Evangelical Seminary (Spring 2009). On this 

later event he believes that Matthew represents Jesus as being crucified on 

Friday, but John claims that it was on Thursday.
103

 Licona explains, “I 

think that John probably altered the day [of Jesus’ crucifixion] in order for 

a theological—to make a theological point there.”  

 

 

A Response to the View that Genre Allows Legends 

 

Robert Gundry was asked to resign from the Evangelical Theological 

Society for his Midrash view (1983) by an overwhelming 74% vote. Some 

who were not present have attempted to minimize this decision by 
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distorting the proceedings and their result. But the entire process took two 

years, involving a vigorous scholarly debate at two annual conferences and 

eight articles in The Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society 

(1983).  

 

 

Misuse of Statistics to Undermine Robert Gundry’s Dismissal from ETS 

 

Professor Robert Gundry of Westmont College was asked to resign from 

the Evangelical Theological Society (in 1983) for his Midrash views on 

Matthew by an overwhelming 74% vote. He had denied the historicity of 

certain passages in Matthew, such as the visit of the Wise Men (Mt. 2). 

Currently, those of us who were present and active in the meeting find it 

strange that some who were not present have attempted to minimize this 

decision by distorting the proceedings and their result, claiming there were 

hundreds whose votes were excluded. However, this is wrongly based on 

using a misleading figure of all ETS members, even those who were not 

present which totaled some 1698. But this wrongly counts all ETS 

members, present and not present, those qualified to vote and those who 

were not. The fact is that the members who were present, and qualified to 

vote recorded a super-majority of 74% against Gundry’s view.  

Further, the attempt to overturn the importance of the Gundry vote 

overlooks the fact that the entire process took two years, involving a 

vigorous scholarly debate at two annual conferences and eight articles in 

The Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society (1983). The official 

vote was taken after years of fully airing the issue. As reported by 

Christianity Today, the vote was “116 to 36.” As for due process, the 

meetings were properly announced in advance, and everyone was freely 

allowed to express their feelings on the issue. Hence, it is strange that 

some have mistakenly posited hundreds of abstainers in an attempt to 

defend Gundry by assuming they would have voted in defense of his view. 

However, the ETS minutes say there were only 310 persons registered for 

the meeting, and the total who voted was 152. But since a large portion of 

registrants were not qualified to vote (since they were not full members of 

ETS), this leaves only a small fraction who could have been abstainers—

probably fifty or less. At any rate, the actual official vote was an 

overwhelming 74% to ask for Gundry’s resignation. Ironically, even 

Robert Gundry seemed to express his satisfaction with the process, saying 

in part, “I congratulate the society on its concern for doctrinal purity and 

its opposition to a tolerance that leads to syncretism. And I urge those who 
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have supported me to stay in the society” (reported by the editor of 

Christianity Today).
104

 Indeed, at an ICBI event, sometime before the ETS 

vote, Gundry had personally encouraged me not to be afraid to press the 

issue on the orthodoxy of his view, insisting that “I (Gundry) have thick 

skin.”  

In The Resurrection of Jesus, Mike Licona offers a very similar 

view to Gundry’s. The only real difference is that he uses Greco-Roman 

genre—rather than Jewish Midrash—to cast doubt on the historicity of part 

of the Gospel text. Therefore, by extension, it would appear that the same 

ETS voters who opposed Gundry’s view would have excluded Licona from 

ETS as well.  

 

 

ICBI View on Use of Extra-Biblical Genre 

 

While the ICBI document spoke favorably of “taking account of its literary 

forms and devices” in interpreting the Bible (CSBI, Article XVIII), it 

made two important distinction: First, such genre should not be used to 

“dehistoricize” biblical narratives. Indeed, they declared at the end of their 

Summit: “We deny the legitimacy of any treatment of the text or quest 

behind it that leads to relativizing, dehistoricizing, or discounting its 

teaching, or rejecting its claim to authorship” (CSBI, article XVIII, 

emphasis added in these citations).  

Second, the genre the ICBI framers spoke of was internal to the 

Bible (like, parables, poetry, and symbols), not external. Indeed, they 

insisted the “Scripture is to be interpreted by grammatico-historical 

exegesis . . . and that Scripture is to interpret Scripture” (ibid.). Indeed, 

they said emphatically, “We deny that generic categories which negate 

historicity may rightly be imposed on biblical narratives which 

present themselves as factual” (ibid., Article XIII).  

Also, the official ICBI commentary on this article declares that 

“The Denial is directed at an illegitimate us of genre criticism by some 

who deny the truth of passages which are presented as factual.” It 

adds, “Some, for instance, take Adam to be a myth, whereas in 

scripture he is presented as a real person. Others take Jonah to be an 
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allegory when he is presented as a historical person and so referred to 

by Christ (Mt. 12:40-42). This denial is an appropriate and timely 

warning not to use genre criticism as a cloak for rejecting the truth of 

Scripture” (CCSBI, Article XIII). 

 

 

A Response to the Neo-Evangelical View Allowing Genre to Accept 

Contradiction  

 

ICBI did refer to the legitimate use of literary forms in understanding of 

genre in the interpretation of a text (CSBI, Article XVIII). Nonetheless, it 

opposed the misuse of genre to deny the historicity of biblical narratives or 

in allowing contradictions. For example, following Aristotle, some limited 

inerrantists have misclassified historical narratives as poetry and applied 

Aristotle’s statement about allowing for contradictions to it.
105

 However, in 

response, several crucial points should be made. 

First, the application Aristotle’s statement to the Gospel is in 

serious doubt since (a) it assumes the Gospel genre narratives include 

poetry, and (b) even Aristotle said of poetry that “the description 

should be, if it can, entirely free from error.”
106

 Nonetheless, Robert 

Gundry, allowed for contradictions in the Gospels. However, to the 

contrary, ICBI declared: “We affirm the unity and internal consistency of 

Scripture” (ibid., Article XIV).  

Second, allowing contradictions in the Gospels is condemned by 

the Church Fathers. St. Augustine wrote, “No part of the Bible 

contradicts any other part. For the utterances of Scripture, 

harmonious as if from the mouth of one man….”
107

 

Third, however, the ICBI statements also defended the non-

contradictory nature of Scripture. For example, they declare: “We affirm 

the unity an internal consistency of Scripture” (CSBI, Article XIV). 

Further, “We deny that later revelation…ever corrects of contradicts 

it [earlier revelation]” (CSBI, Article V). Again, “We affirm the unity, 

harmony, and consistency of Scripture…” (CSBH, Article XVII). Also, 

“We affirm that since God is the author of all truth, all truths, biblical 

and extra-biblical, are consistent and cohere…” (CSBH, Article XX). 
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Fourth, the Law if Non-Contradiction, which applies to all 

thought, is undeniable. For every attempt to deny it uses it in the very 

denial. For example, to claim all thought is not consistent and non-

contradictory offers itself as a consistent and non-contradictory thought. 

Fifth, those who allow contradiction in the Bible do so by rejecting 

the literal historical-grammatical interpretation of the narrative on the 

faulty assumption that it is poetry, not history. They misconstrue Aristotle 

to this end, but he never allowed for contradictions in any narratives and 

even discouraged it in poetry (see discussion above). 

Sixth, whatever else may be said of the view that allows 

contradictions and legends in Scripture, it is beyond all reasonable doubt 

that every living framer of the ICBI statements (of which are three) has 

declared Mike Licona’s view contrary to the ICBI statements: 

J. I. Packer wrote: “As a framer of the ICBI statement on biblical 

inerrancy and [one who] once studied Greco-Roman literature at advanced 

level, I judge Mike Licona’s view that, because the Gospels are semi-

biographical, details of their narratives may be regarded as legendary and 

factually erroneous, to be both academically and theologically unsound” 

(Letter May 8, 2014). 

R. C. Sproul wrote: “As the former and only president of ICBI 

during its tenure and as the original framer of the Affirmations and Denials 

of the Chicago Statement on Inerrancy, I can say categorically that Mr. 

Michael Licona’s views are not even remotely compatible with the 

unified Statement of ICBI” (Letter May 22, 2012). 

Norman L. Geisler: As general editor of the ICBI books and a 

framer of its doctrinal statements, I can say unequivocally that Mike 

Licona’s Greco-Roman Genre views, like Robert Gundry’s Hebrew 

Midrash views (for which he was asked to resign from ETS) are 

clearly incompatible with ICBI statements on inerrancy (January 2, 

2016). 

 

 

RESPONDING TO OTHER LIMITED INERRANCY 

BELIEFS 

 

As we have seen unlimited inerrancy has been the standard view 

down through the centuries of orthodox Christianity. Alternative 

views, such as Liberalism, Neo-Orthodoxy, and Neo-Evangelicalism 
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which deny the traditional view on inerrancy, in one way or another, 

have been rejected as an unorthodox view of Scripture. 

 

 
The Peripheral View 

 

A limited inerrancy view that is popular among some evangelicals is the 

Peripheral View. It argues that inerrancy is just a peripheral issue, and not 

all peripheral issue are without error. For example, that Jesus died is an 

important matter, but the day on which he died is not. Or, that Jesus rose is 

important (and, so, inerrant), but the record that claims there were angels 

at the empty tomb announcing the resurrection is not without error.  

Response to Peripheral View: There are some serious flaws in 

this “Peripheral View.” First, there is no clear, objective way to determine 

what is a peripheral issue in the Gospels and what is not. Even Licona 

admitted that the Gospels are “a flexible genre [in which] it is often 

difficult to determine where history ends end legends begins.”
108

 

Second, the Peripheral view does not provide and objective criteria 

for determining what is essential and what is peripheral.  

Third, admitting error in allegedly “non-essentials” tends to 

undermine confidence in essential issues. Even Jesus said, “If I have told 

you earthly things and you do not believe, how can you believe if I tell you 

heavenly things” (Jn. 3:12). In brief, if we can’t trust the Bible on 

empirical affirmations which can be tested, then how can we trust it on 

spiritual matters that cannot be empirically verified? 

Fourth, since the whole Bible claims to be the Word of God, then 

nothing is really peripheral—every word of every passage in God-inspired 

(2 Tim. 3:16). All Scripture is “God-Breathed” Scripture (2 Tim. 3:16), 

and God cannot breathe anything false out of his mouth (Mt. 4:4). In short, 

the God of absolute truth cannot error on any topic he addresses. So, to 

deny any part of God’s word is a serious matter. Remember, Luther said, 

“So, we refer all of Scripture to the Holy Ghost.”
109

 “We must know 

what we believe, namely what God’s Word says. . . . You must rely on the 

Word of God alone.”
110

 Thus, “When one blasphemously gives a lie to 

God in a single word, or says it is a minor matter if God is blasphemed 
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or called a liar, one blasphemes the entire God and makes light of all 

blasphemy.”
111

 

As Aquinas stated, the Bible is not only true in all that it teaches 

but also in all that it touches. For things “incidentally or secondarily 

related to the object of faith are all the contents of Scripture handed 

down by God.”
112

 

Indeed, in his commentary on Job Aquinas declares that “it is 

heretical to say that any falsehood whatsoever is contained either in 

the gospels or in any canonical Scripture.”
113

 

Further, in his commentary on Job, Aquinas declared that “it is 

heretical to say that any falsehood whatsoever is contained either in 

the gospels or in any canonical Scripture.”
114

 

 

 

The “Poetical History” View 

 

Some contemporary evangelicals have adopted a so-called “poetical 

history” view to interpret passages like early Genesis, Job, and Jonah. In 

this way they wish to allow for the historicity of the biblical characters but 

not all the descriptions of them in the biblical text. 

Response: First of all, the poetic history view is contrary to 

historical-grammatical hermeneutic of the ICBI (see CSBI, XVIII). The 

sensus literalis demands a literal sense of biblical narratives. The poetic 

sense given to these crucial biblical narratives, like Adam and Eve, is 

contrary to the historical-grammatical interpretation of these biblical texts 

(cf. Gen. 5:12-14). The same literal hermeneutic supports both a literal 

Adam and Eve and Devil (cf. 2 Cor. 11:3). 

Second, with the exception of a few unorthodox theologians (like 

Origen), down through the centuries, there has been no allegorizing of the 

literal meaning of these passages. On the contrary, the history of 

interpretation of the Christian Church overwhelmingly supports the 

traditional literal view. 

Third, in many places there is no objective hermeneutical way to 

determine from the biblical text itself where the literal ends and the non-
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literal begins. Was Satan real but not in the literal serpent? Was he literally 

consigned to crawl on his belly? Did Adam eat literal fruit from a literal 

tree? Judging by the inspired New Testament interpretation of Old 

Testament events, it would appear that there was a literal serpent who 

literally tempted Eve (cf. 2 Cor. 11:3; 1 Tim. 2:13-14).  

Fourth, the concept of “poetical history” is really an oxymoron. It 

is a contradiction in terms. Poetry is not history and history is not poetry. 

The events in Eden can’t be both literal and a non-literal. For example, 

either a great fish literally swallowed a literal person named Jonah or else 

he did not (Jon. 1:17). Either a literal Adam ate a literal piece of fruit from 

a literal tree or else he did not. Either there was a literal Serpent in the 

Garden of Eden or there was not. 

Fifth, of course, the historical-grammatical interpretation allows 

for figures of speech about literal persons without denying their 

literalness). For example, a literal Devil is not denied by using figures of 

speech about him, such as, being in locks and chains (Rev. 20:1-4). And 

no contradiction is involved by the Devil speaking through a literal serpent 

(Gen 3). After all, God spoke through a donkey to Balaam (Num. 22). 

 

 

The Inerrancy of Intent or Purpose View 

 

As noted above some have rejected the correspondence view of truth for 

an intentionalist view. They insist that only the intention (or purpose) of 

the biblical author is without error, not actually what he said. For example, 

Kevin Vanhoozer claims that what Joshua said to the sun (viz., “stand 

still”) is not without error, but why he said it is (viz., namely to confirm 

God’s covenant relation to Israel).
115

 So, the true meaning of Scripture is 

found in the purpose or intention of the author. 

Response: First, we must distinguish between unexpressed 

intention and expressed intention. There is no way in a given text to know 

unexpressed intention (since the author has not expressed it), and 

expressed intention is found in the text (not behind it or beyond it).  

Second, there is a difference between what is meant (the meaning) 

and the purpose of the statement. The meaning (what) of an invitation to 
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lunch (e.g., “Be my guest for lunch today”) is the same, whether the 

purpose (why) is to fire you or give you a raise. The significance is 

different, but the meaning of the sentence giving the invitation is the same.  

Third, the meaning is not determined by the purpose of the text. 

For instance, the meaning of “You shall not boil a young goat in its 

mothers milk” (Ex. 23:19 ESV) is clear, even if one does not know the 

purpose of the statement. Indeed, commentators differ widely on its 

purpose, but they agree almost universally on its meaning. 

Fourth, most of the time we know the meaning of a sentence 

without knowing the author’s purpose. But if purpose determined 

meaning, then most of the time we would not know the meaning of a 

statement (whether inside or outside of the Bible). So, the intentionalist 

view of meaning leaves us guessing much of the time. Whereas, if we just 

took the normal historical-grammatical meaning of the terms we could 

know what is meant without needing to know the purpose for which it was 

said. 

Fifth, when being left for a search for the purpose behind the text, 

rather than the meaning in the text (understood in its context), it is 

hermeneutically fatal to seek some meaning or genre (whether Midrash, 

Greco-Roman, or whatever) to be hermeneutically determinative of the 

meaning of the text. For example, one should not use what the Greeks did 

with alleged contradictions in a text to determine what a Bible expositor 

should do with it. Just because the Greeks or non-Greeks allowed for a 

contradiction in their bios genre, does not mean that this is legitimate for a 

Bible interpreter to do so. In fact, since the Bible is without error, one 

should seek a reconciliation for the alleged contradiction. 

Sixth, in his address to the ICBI framers and signers, Dr. Carl F. 

H. Henry spoke against the abuse of the “authorial intention” view. He 

warned that “Some now even introduce authorial intention or the 

cultural context of language as specious rationalizations for their 

crime against the Bible, much as some rapist might assure me that he 

is assaulting my wife for my own good. They misuse Scripture in order 

to champion as biblically true what in fact does violence to 

Scripture.”
116

 

 

                                                             

116
Carl Henry, Appendix D: “The Bible and the Conscience of our Age” 

in Earl Radmacher, Hermeneutics, Inerrancy and the Bible (Zondervan, 1984), 

917, emphasis added. 



JISCA Volume 9, No. 1, © 2016 

 

40 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

 

Despite minor differences, there has been an essentially unified view by 

evangelicals on inerrancy down through the centuries and into modern 

times. It is the view that the Bible is wholly true on whatever topic it 

addresses, whether redemptive, historical, or scientific which is called 

unlimited inerrancy. It is neither misleading nor mistaken since truth is 

what corresponds to the facts, and error is what does not correspond to the 

facts.  

The most extensive statements on biblical inerrancy was made by 

the International Council on Biblical Inerrancy (ICBI) between 1978 and 

1988. These three summits and numerous books produced stand in 

continuity with the historic view of orthodox Christianity and represents 

the most widely accepted view of inerrancy in contemporary Christianity. 

While other views on inerrancy, such as limited inerrancy, are 

possible and are even held by some evangelical scholars, they are not in 

continuity with the historic view of unlimited inerrancy nor with that of the 

ICBI 

In all honesty these other views should distinguish themselves 

from the ICBI view and not use it as a vehicle of conveying a view that is 

contrary to the one framed by the ICBI founders. 

The largest group of evangelical scholars who embrace the ICBI 

view is The Evangelical Theological Society (ETS) which has some 3,000 

members. They voted in 2004 with 80% in favor of this statement: “For 

the purposes of advising members regarding the intent and meaning of the 

reference to biblical inerrancy in the ETS Doctrinal Basis, the Society 

refers members to the Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy (1978).”  

The largest internet representative of an ICBI type view is found at 

www.DefendingInerrancy.com. This website has collected nearly 50,000 

signatures supporting an unlimited inerrancy statement, including Billy 

Graham, Franklin Graham, Ravi Zacharias, and numerous other Christian 

leaders, teachers, and presidents of many seminaries. While ICBI as an 

organization dissolved after fulfilling its ten year plan, many other 

organizations, such as DefendingInerrancy.com and even large 

denominations such as the Southern Baptist Convention—carry the ICBI 

banner. 
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A Contemporary Defense of the Authenticity of Daniel 

Kirk R. MacGregor
1
 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The authorship and date of composition of Daniel remains a subject of 

great controversy. Conservative scholars have traditionally affirmed that 

the book was composed by the exilic prophet Daniel around 530 BC, while 

liberal scholars embrace the view of the early Christian critic Porphyry 

that the work is a vaticinium ex eventu (i.e., prophecy after the fact) written 

by a Jewish priest to encourage the resistance movement against the 

tyranny of Antiochus IV Epiphanes in 164 BC. Some evangelical scholars, 

like John Goldingay in the Word Biblical Commentary on Daniel (1989) 

and F. F. Bruce in Biblical Exegesis in the Qumran Texts (1959), have 

adopted the critical assessment.
2
 Further, John J. Collins’ Daniel (1993), 

the most thorough historical-critical commentary to date on this book, has 

persuaded many scholars of the pseudonymous nature of Daniel, including 

several Roman Catholic exegetes who now dismiss its authenticity.
3
 

However, the liberal explanation fails to withstand the force of several 

archaeological and textual discoveries, as scholars including Gleason 

Archer, Kenneth Kitchen, Edwin Yamauchi, and Steven Anderson have 

illustrated.
4
 This piece will summarize the critical argument regarding 
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Daniel and proceed to refute this argument by presenting the 

archaeological and textual evidence which undermines its foundations. 

 

SURVEY OF THE CRITICAL VIEW 

While the Jews of late antiquity and Christians disagreed about the role of 

Jesus in fulfilling the prophecies of Daniel, they agreed that the book was 

an authentic foretelling of future events by the power of God. This notion 

was first challenged by the Neoplatonic philosopher and anti-Christian 

critic Porphyry (AD 232–305) in his fifteen-volume set Against the 

Christians. He argued that the correspondence between the predictions of 

Daniel 11 and the events of the Hellenistic age is explained only by the 

supposition that the predictions were written after the fact.
5
 According to 

Porphyry, Daniel 11:1-4 reveals that its prophecies are to be interpreted 

with regard to the Persian assault on Greece and the subsequent rise of a 

“mighty king” whose kingdom is divided into four parts. The former 

reference suggests one of the Persian kings who attacked Greece, possibly 

Xerxes who invaded the kingdom in 480 BC. The “mighty king” is an 

obvious allusion to Alexander the Great, who conquered the Persians, and 

whose kingdom was divided into four parts among his four generals, as 

confirmed in the earlier visions of Daniel 8:20-26. Daniel 8:22-24 

indicates that the “little horn” who destroys the saints emerges from the 

four horns or kingdoms that come to power after Alexander.
6
 In addition, 

Daniel 11 surveys the wars between the northern (Seleucid) and Southern 

(Ptolemaic) kingdoms, and culminates in a detailed account of Antiochus 

IV Epiphanes’ war against the Jews. Daniel 11:1-39 is remarkably 

accurate concerning the events from Cyrus (530 BC) to the Maccabean 

Revolt against Antiochus IV Epiphanes and the rededication of the Temple 

(164 BC). However, Daniel 11:40-45 predicts another disastrous war 

provoked by Ptolemy, king of the South, Antiochus IV Epiphanes’ 

conquest of Libya and Ethiopia, and his death along the Palestinian coast, 

none of which ever happened.
7
 Therefore, Porphyry poses the following 

question: if Daniel is a true prophecy about the events leading up to and 
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including the persecution of Jews by Antiochus IV Epiphanes and the 

Jewish rebellion against the Syrian ruler, why does the book correctly 

predict these events only to the point of the rededication of the Temple? 

His solution asserts that Daniel is not prophecy, but a symbolic rendering 

of actual historical events only up to the writer’s own day. Thus, the author 

is inaccurate about the events following the rededication of the Temple, 

and especially regarding the later career and death of Antiochus IV 

Epiphanes, because these events had not yet happened at the time the book 

was composed. According to Porphyry, Daniel is not an example of divine 

prophecy, but a pious forgery written to help Jews cope with and endure 

the crisis of 167–164 BC.
8
 

Liberal scholars such as John J. Collins have championed 

Porphyry’s thesis and added some objections of their own against the 

authenticity of Daniel. Collins alleges that the book’s references to 

Hellenistic events are accurate, but those concerning Babylonian history 

are “notoriously confused.”
9
 He contends that the various sections of 

Daniel cannot be reconciled with internal or external data. For example, 

Daniel 2 takes place in the “second year of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign” (2:1), 

while Daniel 1 assumes that the prophet has already completed a three-

year training period under this king.
10

 Further, Nebuchadnezzar secured 

the throne in 605, and Babylonian sources do not record the capture of 

Jerusalem until his seventh year (597 BC). Since Daniel 1:1 claims that 

Nebuchadnezzar attacked Jerusalem in 605, the book’s chronology cannot 

be harmonized with the Babylonian records. Hence, Collins insists that 

Daniel is the end result of a longer development, bringing together various 

pieces by different authors.
11

 He believes that the Babylonian names given 

to Daniel and his three companions in Daniel 1:7 are specious, and the 

term Chaldean used in its professional sense as “astrologer” (2:2) together 

with its ethnic sense (3:8; 9:1) is an anachronism, as the texts of 

Shalmaneser III (9th century BC) only refer to Chaldeans in the ethnic 

sense.
12

 He feels that Nebuchadnezzar’s derangement in Daniel 4 is a 

jumbled version of Nabonidus’ “madness” in withdrawing to the desert, 
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described in the Prayer of Nabonidus (4QPrNab) from Qumran.
13

 Collins 

maintains that many events and persons mentioned in Daniel cannot be 

coordinated with otherwise known history. He argues that Darius the Mede 

cannot be identified with any historic figure, and that Babylon was 

conquered by Cyrus and the Persians instead of the Medes. In addition, 

there is no evidence that any officer overseeing Cyrus’ conquest of 

Babylon (other than Cyrus himself) was ever called “king” of Babylon, or 

“Darius,” and thus Darius the Mede represents a confusion with the later 

Persian king Darius the Great.
14

 Collins asserts that the references in 

Daniel 5 to Belshazzar as “son” of Nebuchadnezzar are blatant earmarks 

of forgery, as Nabonidus was the father of Belshazzar.
15

 Collins observes 

that the book Daniel is bilingual, with a Hebrew-Aramaic-Hebrew 

structure, and cites this as undeniable evidence that the book was 

composed by at least two different authors, for a single author would not 

have written a text in two languages.
16

 Moreover, he charges that Greek 

loanwords in the Aramaic of Daniel demand a late date.
17

 On the basis of 

the Aqhat story from Ugaritic literature (i.e., Ras Shamra texts) which 

concerns a righteous king named Dn’il who fairly judges widows and 

orphans, Collins suggests that Daniel was the name of a legendary wise 

man rather than a historic person.
18

 The literary form of Daniel also 

resembles the later apocalyptic works.
19

 As a result, Collins dates the 

“tales” of Daniel 1-6 as earlier than the prophecies but still Hellenistic in 

origin and post-Alexander the Great, Daniel 7 as written early in the 

persecution of Antiochus IV Epiphanes around 167 BC, Daniel 8-12 as 

added sometime between 166 and 164 prior to any knowledge by the 

author of Antiochus’ eastern campaign or his subsequent death, and Daniel 

12:11-12 as composed just before the rededication of the Temple on 25 

Kislev 164.
20
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REFUTATION OF THE CRITICAL VIEW 

We now enter into a pointwise assessment of the critical view.  

 

1. Who is the king in Daniel 11:36-45? 

As Porphyry deduced, Daniel 11:1-4 indeed alludes to the Persian invasion 

of Greece, and the “mighty king” connotes Alexander the Great. Such is 

unproblematic for the believer in predictive prophecy. Nevertheless, the 

crux of Porphyry’s thesis alleges that Daniel 11:40-45 fabricates events in 

the reign of Antiochus IV Epiphanes, including his conquest of Libya and 

Ethiopia, the war waged against him by the Southern king Ptolemy, and 

his death while camping in the coastlands of Palestine. However, Daniel 

11:36–12:13, which contains Daniel 11:40-45, does not refer to Antiochus 

IV Epiphanes, but predicts incidents that will occur just prior to the end of 

the world.
21

 In the Masoretic Text, there is a clear paragraph break 

between Daniel 11:35 and 11:36, where only Daniel 11:21-34 is describing 

the life of Antiochus IV Epiphanes.
22

 As a prelude to the next paragraph, 

Daniel 11:35 shifts forward in history by expressly stating that the 

following material portrays events near the end of time: “Some of the wise 

will stumble, so that they may be refined, purified and made spotless until 

the time of the end, for it will still come at the appointed time.” This fact is 

verified by comparing Daniel 11:28 with Daniel 11:40. To illustrate, all 

scholars concur that Antiochus IV Epiphanes is the “king of the North” in 

Daniel 11:28 who plundered the Second Jerusalem Temple in 167 BC. 

But, the king spoken of by Daniel 11:40 cannot be Antiochus IV 

Epiphanes, for this king is distinguished from the king of the North and 

will actually be attacked by the king of the North and the king of the South 

at the end of time: “At the time of the end the king of the South will 

engage him in battle, and the king of the North will storm out against him 

with chariots and cavalry and a great fleet of ships.”
23

 

 

To determine the identity of the king in Daniel 11:36-45, we must 
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ascertain the figure symbolized by the “little horn” of Daniel 7:8, whom 

Porphyry correctly equates with the king in question. The visions of Daniel 

2 and 7 refer to four kingdoms, as revealed by the prophet in 2:36-45 and 

an angel in 7:16-17. The “head of gold” (2:32a) and “lion” (7:4) are 

Babylonia (2:37), the “chest and arms of silver” (2:32b) and “bear” (7:5) 

are Medo-Persia (8:20), the “belly and thighs of bronze” (2:32c) and 

“leopard” (7:6) are Greece, including the Ptolemies and Seleucids (8:21), 

and the “legs of iron with feet of clay and iron mixed” (2:33) and 

“terrifying and frightening beast” (7:7) is the Roman Empire.
24

 This latter 

identification is confirmed by Daniel 2:33, 41-42, 7:7, and 7:19. For 

instance, the beast’s “legs of iron, its feet partly of iron and partly of baked 

clay” (2:33) represents the democratic system of checks and balances in 

the Roman senate and assemblies.
25

 The fact that this beast was “different 

from all the former beasts,” “very powerful,” “most terrifying,” and had 

“large iron teeth” and “bronze claws” which “crushed and devoured its 

victims and trampled underfoot whatever was left” (7:7, 19) indicates the 

magnitude of Rome’s sphere of authority and irresistible power that 

surpassed all its predecessors, and the “ten horns” (7:7) correspond to the 

“ten toes” (2:41-42).
26

 Liberal scholars repeat Porphyry’s error that the 

four empires of Daniel 2 and 7 are Babylon, Media, Persia, and Greece, 

even though the author clearly states that “the Medes and Persians” 

together constituted the second in the series of four kingdoms (5:28; 2:39). 

Only through perpetuation of this mistake can the “little horn” be 

classified as Antiochus IV Epiphanes.
27

 

 Daniel 7:8 points out that the “little horn” originated after the ten 

horns of the Roman Empire and had “eyes like the eyes of a man and a 

mouth that spoke boastfully.” While the “little horn” uttered pompous 

words, “thrones were set in place, and the Ancient of Days took his seat” 

(7:10), and the horn was finally destroyed and thrown into the blazing fire 

(7:11). Then, “one like a son of man came” with the clouds of heaven, 

approached the Ancient of Days, and was led into the presence of the 

Ancient of Days (7:13). This one like a son of man was given “authority, 

glory, and sovereign power” so that “all peoples, nations, and speakers of 

every language worshiped him,” where his kingdom is “everlasting” and 
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“the one which shall not be destroyed” (7:14). The “little horn” is further 

regarded as “different from the other” kings (7:24), in that he would 

“speak against the Most High and oppress his saints and try to change the 

set times and the laws,” and the saints would be handed over to him for “a 

time, times, and half a time” (7:25). Afterwards, the court will abolish his 

dominion (7:26), and the “sovereignty, power, and greatness of the 

kingdoms under the whole heaven will be handed over to the saints, the 

people of the Most High” (7:27). Given that the “little horn” will wage war 

against the saints at “the time of the end” (11:40), prevail against them for 

a short time, and be defeated by the return of the one like a son of man, it 

is apparent that the “little horn,” i.e., the king of Daniel 11:36–12:13, 

denotes a figure who will emerge near the end of the world, not Antiochus 

IV Epiphanes.
28

 Therefore, the prophecies in Daniel 11:40-45 are not 

fabrications concerning Antiochus IV Epiphanes, but are referring to the 

reign of a king which will occur during the end times and who will be 

defeated by the return of the one like a son of man. Daniel 12 clearly 

portrays this end-of-the-world scenario, for the final resurrection of the 

righteous to everlasting life and the wicked to eternal condemnation will 

take place immediately after the “little horn” is destroyed (12:2-3).
29

 

 

2. Are Daniel’s references to Babylonian history accurate? 

The historical objections presented by Collins, many of which are rooted 

in a misreading of the biblical text, have been resolved by archaeological 

finds. The alleged irreconcilable problem between Daniel 1, which reports 

that Daniel experienced three years of training before entering the king’s 

service (1:5, 18-20), and the setting of Daniel 2 in the “second year of 

Nebuchadnezzar’s reign” (2:1), is explained by the accession-year regnal 

system attested by the Nabonidus Chronicle and the Gezer Calendar.
30

 The 

Nabonidus Chronicle is an inscription of the Neo-Babylonian king 

Nabonidus (553–539 BC) in the Semitic Akkadian language.
31

 The four-
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inch high Gezer Calendar, discovered in 1908, is a schoolboy’s writing 

exercise inscribed in paleo-Hebrew which dates to the reign of King 

Rehoboam (922–905 BC).
32

 In the accession-year regnal system, a king 

would regard his first full year as the accession year and start to count his 

own reign at the beginning of the next year. Further, the Gezer Calendar 

commences in the month of Tishri, the fall month which roughly parallels 

our September, and Edwin Thiele points out that Judah counted from 

Tishri.
33

 If Daniel was written by its namesake, a Judean captive who was 

well-versed in Babylonian politics (1:6; 2:48; 5:29; 6:2-3), then the book 

would have dated Nebuchadnezzar’s reign through the Babylonian and 

Judean calendars. Daniel 1:1 reveals that Nebuchadnezzar besieged 

Jerusalem in “the third year of the reign of Jehoiakim king of Judah,” 

which can be calculated as lasting from September 606 to September 605 

upon comparing it with the Israelite Nisan calendar employed by Jeremiah 

46:2. Because Nebuchadnezzar succeeded his father Nabopolassar as king 

of Babylon in 605 BC, Daniel 1:1 indicates that he must have assumed the 

throne between January and August of 605. Under the Babylonian and 

Judean systems, Nebuchadnezzar’s accession year lasted from September 

605 to September 604, his first year from September 604 to September 

603, and his second year from September 603 to September 602. Because 

Daniel was captured when Nebuchadnezzar seized Jerusalem between 

January and August of 605 BC, his three-year training period started 

between January and August of 605 and ended between January and 

August of 602, when the chief official presented him to Nebuchadnezzar 

(1:18). Since this training period ended before September 602, the text 

correctly reports the subsequent events of Daniel 2 in the second year of 

Nebuchadnezzar’s reign (2:1).
34

 

Collins’ assertion that there is no mention of Nebuchadnezzar’s 

capture of Jerusalem until 597 BC overlooks the Nabonidus Chronicle. It 

reports that Nebuchadnezzar conquered “all Hatti land,” i.e., Palestine, in 

605 BC, and that “in the accession year” he “went back again to the Hatti-

land and marched victoriously through it until the month of Sebat (spring 

of 604),” which directly corroborates Daniel 1:1-3.
35

 Far from Collins’ 
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view that Daniel cannot be reconciled with the Babylonian records, these 

records actually confirm the historicity of Daniel. With regard to the 

Babylonian names given to Daniel and his three companions in Daniel 1:7, 

Paul-Richard Berger has verified that these names are authentic and based 

on Akkadian analogies. Belteshazzar is from the analogy belet-sar-usur, 

“Lady protect the king,” Shadrach from saduraku, “I am very fearful (of 

God),” Meshach from mesaku, “I am of little account,” and Abed-nego 

means “Servant of the Shining One,” using the West Semitic abed instead 

of the Akkadian ‘arad, “servant,” and using a play on the name of the god 

Nebo.
36

 Archaeology has unearthed the Greek text of Berossus, which 

shows that Chaldeans were known as professional astrologers long before 

the time of Daniel: “From the time of Nabonassar (747–734 BC) the 

Chaldeans accurately recorded the times of the motion of the stars.”
37

 

 

3. Does Daniel 4 accurately depict something  

that happened to Nebuchadnezzar? 

 

Collins posits that the Prayer of Nabonidus (4QPrNab) from Qumran was 

transmuted into the account of Nebuchadnezzar’s derangement in Daniel 

4. Indeed, there are three broad parallels between these texts. First, a 

Babylonian king is afflicted by God in both accounts. Second, 

Nebuchadnezzar was tormented “seven times,” and Nabonidus was 

disturbed for “seven years.” Third, Daniel helped obtain Nebuchadnezzar’s 

sanity, and an unnamed Jewish exorcist convinced Nabonidus to repent 

from his worship of “the gods of silver and gold...wood, stone, and clay.” 

On the basis of these three parallels, Bastiaan Jongeling asserts: “It is 

fairly safe to assume that the original Nabonidus tradition...was transferred 

in Daniel to the well-known Nebuchadnezzar...and that the seer, a Jewish 

man, was not yet identified with Daniel in 4QPrNab.”
38

 However, 

Yamauchi challenges the premise of a common tradition between the 

Qumran Nabonidus and the Nebuchadnezzar of Daniel, arguing that there 
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are far more dissimilarities than resemblances in these two sources. For 

example, the names of the two kings are different, and Nebuchadnezzar 

was afflicted in Babylon while Nabonidus suffered in Tema of Arabia. 

Nebuchadnezzar was banished for a period of seven “times” in Daniel 

4:23, 25, which may not equate to the seven years asserted in the Qumran 

Nabonidus text. For the Aramaic word ‘iddan is the general word for 

“time” or “season,” as illustrated by Daniel 2:8-9, 3:5, 15, 7:12 and the 

Aramaic papyri (495–398 BC) found in 1898 on the Elephantine Island 

near Aswan in Upper Egypt.
39

 

 In 1956 D. S. Rice discovered three stelae at Haran which recount 

the death of Nabonidus’ mother, who lived to be 104. These significant 

inscriptions report that Nabonidus had forsaken Marduk, the patron god of 

Babylon, to worship the moon-god Sin at Haran and Tema. These stelae 

use the Akkadian word adannu to designate the entire period of 

Nabonidus’ sojourn in Arabia, which was ten years and not seven as 

previously thought.
40

 Moreover, Nebuchadnezzar suffered from 

lycanthropic insanity, while Nabonidus was afflicted with sehin (literally 

“inflammation”), a skin ailment (Ex. 9:9; Job 2:7), and not with delusion. 

The Persian Verse Account, an Akkadian source which dates from the 

reign of Cyrus (539–530 BC), does not depict Nabonidus as insane but 

angry: “the king is mad” (Akkadian a-gu-ug sarru).
41

 Sidney Smith’s 

mistranslation of a line in the Persian Verse Account, “an evil demon 

(shedu) had altered him,”
42

 has been corrected in the latest version by A. 

Leo Oppenheim, “(his) protective deity became hostile to him.”
43

 

Jongeling’s reconstruction of line 3 in the Prayer of Nabonidus, “and so I 

came to be li[ke the animals],” rests on his presupposition that the Qumran 

text conforms to Daniel 4, as conceded by A. S. van der Woude and Pierre 
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Grelot.
44

 Moreover, the literary genres of the Qumran text and Daniel 4 are 

quite different. The former is a descriptive narrative, while the latter is a 

public proclamation by the king himself. Therefore, Louis Hartman asserts 

that “[t]here is no sign of literary dependence of one story on the other: the 

relatively few words and expressions which they have in common are 

standard terms that could occur anywhere,”
45

 and Yamauchi concurs that 

“[i]t is in the face of these rather important discrepancies that critics...have 

still chosen to derive Daniel’s story of Nebuchadnezzar’s madness from a 

garbled tradition about Nabonidus’ illness.”
46

 

 

4. Was Darius the Mede a historical figure? 

Perhaps the most intractable problem surrounding the authenticity of 

Daniel has been to establish the existence of a Median king who can be 

positively identified as Darius the Mede. In 2014, this problem seems to 

have been definitively solved by Steven Anderson. Anderson’s solution 

proceeds in two parts. First, based on the classical Greek historian 

Xenophon’s Cyropaedia (370 BC), one of two ancient biographies of 

Cyrus the Great, Anderson has persuasively argued that Cyrus shared 

power with a Median king until two years after the fall of Babylon.
47

 

Xenophon denominates this king as Cyaxares II. According to Xenophon, 

Cyrus was the son of Cambyses I, King of Persia, who was subordinate to 

his brother-in-law Astyages, King of Media. At Astyages’ death, his son 

Cyaxares II succeeded him to the Median throne at about the time Cyrus 

reached adulthood.
48

 When the Babylonians with the assistance of other 

nations attacked the Medes and Persians, Cyaxares II and Cyrus, then the 

crown prince of Persia and commander of the Persian army, joined forces 

to overthrow the Babylonians. Cyaxares II remained in Media with a home 

guard, while Cyrus conducted the war as the commanding general of both 

the Medes and Persians.
49

 In 539 BC, Cyrus became King of Persia upon 
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the death of Cambyses I. Later that same year, Cyrus took Babylon by 

diverting the Euphrates River and attacking the riverbed on the night of a 

feast, killing the troops and the king of Babylon, whom Xenophon 

identifies as the son of “the king who then was.”
50

 At the fall of Babylon, 

therefore, Cyaxares II was recognized as the highest official in the Medo-

Persian Empire, with Cyrus a subordinate co-regent.
51

 When Cyrus 

returned to Persia and met Cyaxares II, Cyaxares II gave Cyrus his 

daughter in marriage and bestowed upon Cyrus accession to the throne of 

Media at his death. When Cyaxares II died in 537 BC, Cyrus, now king of 

Media and Persia, united the two peoples under a single monarch.
52

  

Second, Anderson presents strong evidence that “Darius the 

Mede” was the throne name of Cyaxares II. Anderson appeals to Berossus, 

a priest of Bel/Marduk in Babylon who composed the Babyloniaca, an 

account of Babylonian history from the origins of Babylon to the 

beginning of the Hellenistic period, between 281–261 BC. The best text-

critical reconstruction of the Babyloniaca contains the following 

description of the fall of Babylon:  

 

But it came to pass in the seventeenth year of [Nabonidus’] 

reign, that Cyrus came out of Persia with a great army; and 

having subdued all the rest of his kingdom, he rushed upon 

Babylonia. And when Nabonidus learned of his attack, he met 

[him] with his army and joined battle, and was defeated in the 
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battle; and, fleeing with a few [troops], he was confined within 

the city of the Borsippans. Then Cyrus seized Babylon, and 

ordered the outer walls of the city to be torn down, because the 

city had been very troublesome to him, and seemed hard to 

conquer. He then marched against Borsippa to force 

Nabonidus to capitulate. But Nabonidus did not wait out the 

siege, but gave himself up. Cyrus at first treated him kindly, 

and, giving a residence to him in Carmania, sent him out of 

Babylonia. But Darius the king took away some of his province 

for himself. So Nabonidus passed the rest of his time in that 

land and died.
53

  

This text intersects quite nicely with the account of Xenophon, filling out 

its missing details. While Xenophon recounted Cyrus’ killing of a 

Babylonian king who was co-regnant with his father but said nothing more 

of the father, Berossus described the surrender, exile, and natural death of 

that father, Nabonidus. More stunning for our purposes is the italicized 

line, which reveals that Darius was a king whose rule stretched over the 

exploits of Cyrus just after the fall of Babylon. Since we know from 

Xenophon that the only king with this type of authority was Cyaxares II, 

Anderson concludes that Darius and Cyaxares II were one and the same 

figure, with Darius serving as his throne name.
54

 And since this figure was 

king of Media, it is only natural that the further designation “the Mede” 

would be added to the throne name Darius.
55

 

Corroboration for this conclusion comes from the first-century AD 

Jewish historian Josephus, who reported: “Now Darius put an end to the 

dominion of the Babylonians with Cyrus his relative, being sixty-two years 
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old when he took Babylon—who was the son of Astyages, but was called 

by another name among the Greeks.”
56

 Because the son of Astyages has 

been identified by Xenophon, a Greek historian, as Cyaxares II, it follows 

inescapably from the combined testimony of Josephus and Xenophon that 

Darius was Cyaxares II. The existence of this earlier Darius before Darius 

the Great is also confirmed by the second-century AD Greek lexicographer 

and rhetorician Harpocration, who traced the derivation of the term “daric” 

to the earlier Darius’ reign: “Darics are gold staters, and each of them also 

had the value of what the Athenians call the ‘gold coin.’ But darics are not 

named, as most suppose, after Darius the father of Xerxes, but after a 

certain other more ancient king.”
57

 In sum, the cumulative force of the 

ancient evidence permits little doubt that the Median king Cyaxares II was 

Darius the Mede. 

 

5. Does Daniel misrepresent Belshazzar’s  

relationship to Nebuchadnezzar? 

 

Collins faults Daniel for referring to Belshazzar as the “son” of 

Nebuchadnezzar, since he was the son of Nabonidus and the de facto king 

in his father’s absence. It should be noted that liberal scholars denied the 

existence of Belshazzar until 1956, since Nabonidus was known to be the 

last king of Babylon and there was no known evidence for Belshazzar 

outside Daniel. However, the skeptics were forced to reverse their views 

when the Haran stelae were unearthed. These tablets report that Nabonidus 

“entrusted kingship” to his son Belshazzar, thus proving the existence of 

Belshazzar and confirming Daniel’s allusions to Belshazzar as king (5:1, 5, 

7, 8, 9, 10, 17, 18, 30).
58

 The objection to Belshazzar being styled as the 

“son” of Nebuchadnezzar is petty, because inscriptions from the Ancient 

Near East demonstrate that the word “son” (Aramaic bar) was employed 

quite loosely in the political sphere to mean “successor.”
59

 The Black 

Obelisk of Shalmaneser III, which dates to 830 BC, pictures Jehu bringing 

tribute to the Assyrian king: “The tribute of Jehu, son of Omri.” However, 

Jehu was not the literal son of Omri, but a usurper of no relation who 
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murdered the previous king, Joram, the grandson of Omri. Thus, the Black 

Obelisk of Shalmaneser III certainly takes “son” in the sense “successor.” 

The Moabite Stone of Mesha (870 BC), one of the earliest archaeological 

finds concerning the Old Testament, reveals that “Omri had taken 

possession of the land of Medeba and [Israel] dwelt in it his days and half 

the days of his son, forty years.” But we know from 2 Kings 3 that the 

“son” was Joram, the grandson and successor of Omri, and not his literal 

son Ahab.
60

 Further, the Haran stelae designate Belshazzar as the “son of 

the king,” which is almost precisely what Daniel calls him (5:22).
61

 A 

telltale sign of Daniel’s historicity is realized when Belshazzar made 

Daniel the “third highest ruler in the kingdom” (5:29) after he correctly 

interpreted the writing on the wall (5:25-28). The position of “third highest 

ruler” is noteworthy, as one would have expected Belshazzar to make 

Daniel the second highest ruler. However, the Haran inscriptions reveal 

that Nabonidus was still the highest ruler and de jure “king” of Babylon in 

absentia. Therefore, as Belshazzar was the second highest ruler, the best 

position he could grant Daniel was that of third highest ruler, confirming 

the precise accuracy of Daniel.
62

 

 

 

6. Do the structure and language of Daniel  

demand second-century BC authorship? 

 

Cyrus Gordon points out that the Hebrew-Aramaic-Hebrew structure of 

Daniel reflects the ABA chiastic pattern common in ancient Near Eastern 

rules of composition, where the main body of a text is enclosed within 

language of a contrasting style. A similar chiastic phenomenon is 

displayed by Ezra (c. 420 BC), whose structure is Hebrew-Aramaic-

Hebrew-Aramaic-Hebrew or ABABA.
63

 The lingua franca of the 

Babylonian Empire was Aramaic, spoken by the king and his astrologers 

(2:4), while only the Jews could understand Hebrew. In 1942 an Aramaic 

papyrus, a letter from King Adon to an Egyptian pharaoh written in 604 
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BC, was discovered in a jar at Saqqara in Egypt. With regard to the 

finding, John Bright comments: “[T]hat courtiers should address 

Nebuchadnezzar in Aramaic as the story in Dan. 2:4 has it, no longer 

appears at all surprising.”
64

 Daniel 2:4–7:28 was composed in Aramaic, 

since these six chapters deal with matters of importance to the Gentile 

nations of the Babylonian Empire and thus were written in a language 

understandable to all. However, Daniel 8–12 returns to Hebrew, because it 

deals with special concerns of the Jews. As a well-educated Jew in the 

Babylonian palace, Daniel possessed all the linguistic skills and the 

historical and cultural knowledge needed to author this book. In fact, his 

language argues for a date earlier than the second century BC. Linguistic 

evidence from the Dead Sea Scrolls, which provide authentic samples of 

Hebrew and Aramaic writing from the second century BC, verifies that 

Daniel’s Hebrew and Aramaic was composed several centuries earlier.
65

 

For example, the Aramaic of Daniel bears little resemblance to that of the 

Qumran Genesis Apocryphon composed in the first century BC. However, 

eight Aramaic epistles, now known as the Hermopolis Papyri, were 

discovered in 1945 at Hermopolis in Middle Egypt and date to the late 

sixth century BC. Daniel’s Aramaic is contemporary with these papyri, as 

well as the Elephantine Papyri drafted in the fifth century BC.
66

 Some of 

the technical Aramaic terms in Daniel were already obsolete by the second 

century, and the Septuagint, the Greek version of the Hebrew Bible 

completed between 250–100 BC, translated them incorrectly. Therefore, 

Peter Coxon declares the futility of holding a second-century date of 

Daniel,
67

 and Cyrus Gordon assures that Daniel “should be understood as a 

whole, consciously composed unit.”
68

 

 Collins repeats the century-old argument of S. R. Driver that the 

Greek loanwords in the Aramaic of Daniel are objective proof for the 

book’s late date. Since Driver made this statement, a wealth of 

archaeological materials have been found which establish that contacts 
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between the Aegean and the Near East started long before the reign of 

Alexander the Great. The Greeks of Cilicia and Cyprus encountered 

Mesopotamia through Assyrian expansion to the northwest in the eighth 

and seventh centuries BC. The Greek rulers of these areas paid tribute to 

Assyria, and other Greeks were sailors in the Assyrian navy. In the seventh 

century BC, Egypt employed Greek mercenaries to defeat the Assyrians.
69

 

A few months before his succession to the Babylonian throne in 605 BC, 

Nebuchadnezzar defeated the Egyptian pharaoh Necho at Carchemish in 

northwestern Mesopotamia. Excavations here by Leonard Woolley and T. 

E. Lawrence unearthed evidence of this battle, including an Ionian shield 

which belonged to a Greek mercenary defending the Egyptians.  

 Nebuchadnezzar also hired Greek mercenaries to fight for the 

Babylonians, including the brother of the famous poet Alcaeus, and Greek 

mercenaries were stationed in Palestine at this time.
70

 In 1960 the site of 

Mesad Hashavyahu between Ashdod and Jaffa was excavated, and the 

large quantity of Greek pottery revealed that it was a small fort built by the 

Greeks between 630–625 BC. The settlers were Greek mercenaries 

employed by Psammetichus I of Egypt, and the fort was conquered by 

Josiah just before 609 BC. Ostraca have been discovered just west of the 

Dead Sea at Arad from the stratum which was destroyed by 

Nebuchadnezzar in 598 BC. These ostraca mention weapons given to the 

Kittim, the Greek mercenaries serving in the remote forts of Judah. It is 

significant to note that the Kittim are explicitly mentioned in Daniel 11:30: 

“For ships of Kittim will come against him.” The walls of 

Nebuchadnezzar’s throne room at Babylon were decorated with Ionic 

(Greek) capitals, showing that he enlisted Greek craftsmen. Yamauchi 

contends that Cypriote Greeks were well known to Nabonidus. To 

illustrate, one Greek sherd of the seventh century BC and sherds of nine 

Greek vessels of the sixth century BC have been discovered at Babylon. 

Elements of Greek style are also portrayed in the architecture at 

Pasargadai, the palace that Cyrus built in 550 BC. He conquered Lydia and 

Ionia in 546 BC, and he used numerous Ionian Greeks in his building 

activities, as did his successors Darius the Great and Xerxes.
71
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 All three of these Greek loanwords are musical terms found in 

Daniel 3:5: qayteros (Aramaic) or kitharis (Greek), pesanterin (Aramaic) 

or psalterion (Greek), and sumponeya (Aramaic) or sumphonia (Greek). 

The first instrument was a type of lyre, and the spelling of the specific 

Greek word which was borrowed shows that the loan was adopted in the 

pre-Hellenistic period. Coxon points out that the Ionic form kitharis is 

mentioned in Daniel 3 instead of the Attic kithara, which was used 

exclusively in Greek material of the post-Alexander period, including the 

Septuagint, the New Testament, and Patristic sources. The spelling kitharis 

originated from Asia Minor and the Greek Islands, and it was absorbed by 

Official Aramaic as a result of cultural and linguistic contacts well before 

the second century BC.
72

 Although the Greek psalterion was a harplike 

instrument, Alfred Sendry proposes that the pesanterin of Daniel was a 

dulcimer, one of many musical instruments which was originally imported 

from the east, improved by the Greeks, and re-exported to the east.
73 

The 

theory that sumponeya alludes to a “bagpipe,” as endorsed by the Anchor 

Bible commentary on Daniel,
74

 has been discredited by clear evidence 

which shows that this was a very late sense of the word. Yamauchi 

explains that the earliest meaning of sumphonia was “sounding together,” 

i.e., the simultaneous playing of instruments or voices which produces 

consonant harmony.
75

 As Jerome commented on this word, “The 

symphonia is not a kind of instrument, as some Latin writers think, but it 

means concordant harmony. It is expressed in Latin by cosonantia.”
76 

 Yamauchi points out that the exchange of musicians and musical 

instruments played a prominent role at royal courts from time immemorial. 

For instance, the influence of Asiatic on Egyptian music in the fifteenth 

century BC was considerable, as new instruments included the long-

necked lute, the lyre, the angled harp, and the double flute, and the Syrian 

musicians who introduced them popularized new melodies and dances. 

Twelfth-century BC texts from the Kassite period of Mesopotamia recount 

that Elamite singers entered the royal household of Marduk-apal-iddina I 

at Dur Kurigalzu. The ND 6219 tablet from eighth-century Nimrud shows 
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that the king’s male choir comprised Kassite, North Syrian, and Assyrian 

singers.
77

 The Near Eastern double flute, or oboe, has been discovered in 

Mesopotamia, Syria, Palestine, Egypt, Cyprus, Crete, and Greece, and the 

Syrian word embubu passed into Latin as ambubaiae, which specified both 

the double flute and the Syrian girls who played them.
78

 E. Y. Kutscher 

argues that Greek musicians were dominant enough in the seventh and 

sixth centuries BC to influence Near Eastern languages, just as Italian 

musicians of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries AD caused many 

loanwords like “piano, soprano, opera, libretto, tempo, adagio” to be 

adopted by all North-European languages.
79

 This argument is confirmed 

by Greek loanwords inscribed in the fifth-century BC Elephantine Papyri. 

Therefore, in light of the widespread Greek contacts before Alexander the 

Great and the documented exchange of musicians, instruments, and terms, 

the Greek loanwords in Daniel do not imply a late date.
80

 

 

7. Was Daniel a historical figure of the sixth century BC?
 

Collins identifies Daniel with the legendary king Dn’il from the Aqhat 

story in the Ras Shamra texts rather than a historical figure, largely on the 

presupposition that Daniel is not mentioned by name in any Jewish 

literature until the Sybilline Oracles of 140 BC. On this point, Collins 

wants to have his cake and eat it too, as the motive for pseudepigraphy in 

the first place is to employ some famous person’s name for the sake of 

one’s own views. But, one may ask, if Daniel is not mentioned in any 

Jewish literature until 140 BC, then how famous could he be? However, 

there is substantial evidence that Daniel is mentioned by Jewish literature 

prior to this date. Ezekiel 14:14, 20 quotes God warning Israel about the 

destruction of Jerusalem: “[E]ven if these three men—Noah, Daniel, and 

Job—were in it, they could save only themselves by their righteousness” 

(v. 14). In Ezekiel 28:3, God asks the ruler of Tyre, “Are you wiser than 

Daniel? Is no secret hidden from you?” In order to maintain his view that 

Daniel is unknown to Jewish literature until 140 BC, Collins ingeniously 
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interprets the evidence to claim enough parallels between the Ugaritic 

Dn’il and Ezekiel’s Daniel so that he can identify the former with the 

latter. For example, he notes that the spelling of the name Daniel in 

Ezekiel (i.e., daniel) consistently differs from its occurrence in the book of 

Daniel (i.e., daniyyel), while the Ugaritic Aqht Text has a spelling closer to 

Ezekiel.
81

 But this orthographic argument is weightless. As Harold H. P. 

Dressler notes in rebuttal, the “name Danilu, Danel is well attested (in 

different writings and perhaps with different meanings attached to it) in 

Old Assyrian, Old Babylonian, Northwest Semitic” and that “Danil is the 

Babylonian pronunciation of non-Akkadian Semitic Dan’il, ‘Daniel’.”
82

 

Even John Day, a prominent defender of the equation between Ezekiel’s 

Daniel and the Ugaritic Dn’il, concurs with Dressler that “there are no 

linguistic objections to the equation of Daniel of Ezekiel xiv 14, 20 and the 

hero of the book of Daniel,” since “Ezekiel simply spells the name without 

the vowel letter yodh.”
83

 Dressler argues that the yodh was intended by 

Daniel himself to be a personal infix as a constant reminder of his 

relationship with Yahweh, and thus it would be missing in Ezekiel’s 

spelling of the name. While Daniel’s spelling reminds him of his own 

responsibility before God and of his own humility, Ezekiel leaves out the 

yodh to broaden the scope of Yahweh as judge.
84

 

 Liberal scholars maintain that the position of Daniel between two 

figures of antiquity, Noah and Job, shows that Daniel was not a 

contemporary of Ezekiel. But Dressler points out that Ezekiel does not 

assign importance to precise enumeration patterns, as evident from the 

random order of lists elsewhere in the book. Further, Dressler contends 

that Ezekiel intended to write an “inferential foreword” to the book of 

Daniel by his three references to his prophetic colleague.
85

 Such a thesis is 

corroborated by earmarks in Daniel that the author expected skepticism of 

his audience to accept him as a real prophet of Yahweh because of his 

political status in the foreign Babylonian regime. Two of these indications 

are the many parallels with Joseph, son of Jacob the patriarch, in Daniel 1 
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and 2, which create a positive and subconscious déjà vu experience in the 

minds of the readers, and the interlacing of Daniel’s personal history with 

prophecy to emphasize his own piety. These factors argue for a sixth-

century BC date of Daniel, as second-century BC Jews never doubted the 

prophetic status of Daniel. Moreover, two valid connections can be 

illustrated between Noah, Daniel, and Job: all three were faithful to God 

despite not residing in the Promised Land, and all three were delivered by 

God for their righteousness (Gen. 8:1; Dan. 6:16-23; Job 42:10-16). Both 

of these elements are directly implied by Ezekiel 14:14, 20, since God 

declares that “Noah, Daniel, and Job...could save neither son nor daughter” 

but “would save only themselves by their righteousness” (v. 20).  

Skeptics assert that an identification of the Daniel mentioned by 

Ezekiel with the hero of the book of Daniel presents chronological 

difficulties, as Daniel would have been a youth whose reputation was only 

of a local nature. However, if the historicity of Ezekiel is maintained, then 

a thirty-year period exists between the events of Daniel 2 and Ezekiel’s 

composition c. 570 BC, which is enough time to establish Daniel’s 

Babylonian fame.
86

 The deathblow to the liberal identification of Ezekiel’s 

Daniel with the Ugaritic Dn’il is the attribution of “righteousness” 

(Hebrew sedaqah) to Daniel in Ezekiel 14:14, 20. Sedaqah is an antonym 

to “unfaithfulness” in the sense of idolatry, i.e., the worship of Baal. 

However, the Aqhat story in the Ras Shamra texts clearly states that Dn’il 

was a devoted worshiper of Baal. Thus, by definition the Ugaritic Dn’il 

was a completely unrighteous man, as sedaqah entails that one does not 

worship Baal, and it is incredible to think that Ezekiel would have used a 

Baal-worshiper to illustrate the virtue of not worshiping Baal. Hence, the 

Daniel cited by Ezekiel is the prophet of the book of Daniel, and its sixth-

century BC date remains intact.
87

 

 

8. Do the apocalyptic elements of Daniel imply a late date? 

Collins correctly notes the resemblance between Daniel and late 

apocalyptic writings, but fails to acknowledge that these apocalyptic 

writings were patterned after and derived from Daniel rather than vice 

versa. The antiquity of Daniel is displayed by Akkadian prototypes of 
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Daniel’s prophecies, which date to the early second millennium BC. In 

their article on these Akkadian Prophecies, A. K. Grayson and W. G. 

Lambert contend that “the book of Daniel has many similarities to the 

Akkadian Prophecies.”
88

 In addition, the account of Daniel’s rise, fall, and 

rise is paralleled by an undisputed fifth-century BC Aramaic document, 

the story of Ahiqar. Yamauchi declares: “It is now quite certain that 

Ahiqar was a historic figure at the Assyrian court of the seventh 

century.”
89

 Daniel also exhibits an accurate knowledge of sixth-century 

BC geography, including his description of the city of Shushan as 

contained in the province of Elam during the time of the Chaldeans (8:2).
90

 

Another significant discovery portrays Daniel as an authentic work 

of the sixth century BC. The ceremony in which Nebuchadnezzar ordered 

his subjects to worship his gold statue (3:2-6) is quite different from the 

usual rites which were conducted by the priests in private. However, this 

ceremony has been confirmed by the discoveries of Woolley in the Neo-

Babylonian stratum at Ur. Woolley writes concerning the E-NUN-MAH 

sanctuary originally dedicated to the moon god Nannar and his wife Nin-

gal: “Nothing could be more unlike the conditions of the old temple than 

this spacious building in which there was room for a multitude of people 

and everything was arranged as to focus attention on the rites in progress,” 

and “the change in the temple plan must correspond to a change in 

religious practice.”
91

 At the time of the discovery, the mode of worship 

was traced back to Daniel 3, and this explanation has been generally 

accepted. Regarding the sanctuary, Woolley notes that “what was novel 

here was not the setting up of the image but the order that all were to share 

in the adoration of it,” as “Nebuchadnezzar was substituting a form of 

congregational worship for the mysteries of an esoteric priesthood.”
92

 

 

CONCLUSION 

It is clear that liberal scholars are ignorant of the flood of archaeological 
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and textual materials supporting the authenticity of Daniel. Porphyry’s 

thesis, which serves as the foundation of any modern argument for a late 

date, collapses under the fact that Daniel 11:40-45 refers to the future reign 

and destruction of a figure during the world’s end times instead of the 

military defeat and death of Antiochus IV Epiphanes. The Nabonidus 

Chronicle and the Gezer Calendar demonstrate that no contradiction exists 

between the chronologies of Daniel 1 and 2, and the Nabonidus Chronicle 

verifies that Nebuchadnezzar conquered Palestine in 605 BC. Akkadian 

analogies authenticate the Babylonian names given to Daniel and his 

friends, and the Greek text of Berossus shows that Chaldeans were 

professional astrologers long before the sixth century BC. A careful 

comparison of the Qumran Prayer of Nabonidus with the portrait of 

Nebuchadnezzar in Daniel 4 establishes the literary independence of these 

texts. Recent analysis of Xenophon’s Cyropaedia indicates that Darius the 

Mede was the throne name of the sixth-century BC Median king Cyaxares 

II, who headed the Medo-Persian Empire at Babylon’s fall in 539 BC. 

Inscriptions from Haran demonstrate the existence and kingship of 

Belshazzar. Further, the Black Obelisk of Shalmaneser III and the Moabite 

Stone of Mesha endorse Daniel’s loose description of Belshazzar as the 

“son” of Nebuchadnezzar. The Hebrew-Aramaic-Hebrew structure of 

Daniel reflects the ABA chiastic pattern of Near Eastern composition, and 

the Hermopolis and Elephantine papyri along with the Dead Sea Scrolls 

exhibit that Daniel’s Hebrew and Aramaic parallel fifth-century BC 

linguistics rather than second-century BC writings. Excavations at 

Carchemish, Mesad Hashavyahu, Arad, Babylon, and Pasargadai reveal 

ample contacts between the Aegean and Near East before Alexander the 

Great, and the Greek words for musical instruments in the Aramaic are 

therefore no obstacle for an early date of Daniel. Since the Ugaritic Dn’il 

from the Ras Shamra texts was a Baal-worshiper, the Daniel mentioned in 

Ezekiel 14:14, 20, and 28:3 must correspond to the namesake of the book 

of Daniel. The Akkadian Prophecies and the story of Ahiqar demonstrate 

that late apocalyptic writings were modeled after Daniel and not vice 

versa, and Daniel’s precise reference to the city of Shushan in the province 

of Elan displays his sixth-century BC knowledge. The E-NUN-MAH 

sanctuary discovered in the Neo-Babylonian stratum at Ur portrays the 

mode of worship described in Daniel 3. In sum, the plethora of 

archaeological and textual evidence surrounding the book of Daniel 

constitutes a powerful cumulative case that cries out for authorship by the 

historical prophet Daniel c. 530 BC. 



JISCA Volume 9, No. 1, © 2016 

 

64 

 



JISCA Volume 9, No. 1, © 2016 

 

65 

Evangelical Mentoring: The Danger from Within 

F. David Farnell
1
 

 

 

“It is enough for the disciple that he become like his teacher,  

and the slave like his master” (Matt. 10:25) 

 

 

INRODUCTION: MENTORING MATTERS! 

 

This article is not so much about methods of mentoring as it is about the 

consequences of mentoring. Mentoring has at its core that of training 

disciples for the glory of Jesus Christ. When Jesus’ pronounced the 

Great Commission, discipleship or mentoring was at its core (“make 

disciples”—Matthew 28:19-20). He commanded his followers to mentor 

or make disciples of all nations. The content of mentoring was to be that 

of His teaching (“teaching them to observe all the things that I have 

commanded you”—Matthew 28:20) as well as that of conforming to His 

Person, i.e. Jesus’ disciples were to be like Him (“It is enough for the 

disciple that he become like his teacher, and the slave like his master” 

(Matt. 10:25). The Scripture contains a promise that when Jesus returns 

his true disciples will be conformed to His image, “[w]e know that when 

He appears, we will be like Him, because we will see Him just as He is” 

(1 John 3:2).  

  Mentoring or discipleship has a special, sharp focus in the 

church of Jesus Christ. According to Paul, Pastors and teachers are to 

equip the saints for ministry (Eph. 4:11-12) until we are all conformed or 

matured “to the image of Christ: . . . until we all attain to the unity of the 

faith, and of the knowledge of the Son of God, to a mature man, to the 

measure of the stature which belongs to the fullness of Christ. As a 

result, we are no longer to be children, tossed here and there by waves 

and carried about by every wind of doctrine, by the trickery of men, by 

                                                             

1
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(Wipf&Stock, 2016). 
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craftiness in deceitful scheming;
2
 but speaking the truth in love, we are to 

grow up in all aspects into Him who is the head, even Christ (Ephesians 

4:13-16). Discipleship has a primary goal of maturity in the Christian 

faith (1) towards Christ-likeness and (2) maturing believers in “healthy 

teaching” (sound or “healthy” doctrine) so that they are strengthened in 

their Christian beliefs (i.e. doctrine) with the result that they can 

withstand the onslaught of false doctrine. For Paul reminds us not only 

can there be “sound” or “healthy doctrine” but also “false doctrine” 

(“teaching strange” or “heterodox” doctrine—1 Tim. 1:3) that he also 

characterized as “doctrines of demons” that bring harm to Jesus’ church 

(1 Tim. 4:1). 

Peter reminds us that leaders in Christ’s church, his body, are the 

under-shepherds who are to disciple His flock until he returns (1 Pet. 

5:1-4). Hebrews reminds all those who assume leadership positions in 

the church as “those who will give an account” to the Lord at judgment 

for their discipling of His people (Heb. 13:17). Perhaps Jesus’ half-

brother James issued the most solemn warning about those who would 

disciple, train, mentor Jesus’ flock, “Let not many of you become 

teachers, my brethren, knowing that as such we will incur a stricter 

judgment” (James 3:1) that echoes Jesus’ words that “to whom much is 

given, much is required” (Luke 12:48). Particular with James is the focus 

upon the damage that the tongue (teaching) of the teacher can do when 

misused, for the source of the tongue James ascribes to “hell” 

(“gehenna”—James 3:6) itself when it does things that damage God’s 

flock as a result of bad mentoring.  

Why state the obvious about mentoring? The context of 

Christian education, training of men and women for serving Jesus Christ, 

is especially where mentoring and discipleship comes to great 

prominence, especially among evangelicals who profess some form of 

faithfulness to God’s Word. Christian education can be used to 

strengthen God’s church or it can also become a means to damage God’s 

flock. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             

2
 Italics added. 
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MENTORING CAN PRODUCE DISCIPLES TWICE  

AS MUCH A SON OF HELL AS THEIR TEACHER! 

 

Jesus excoriated the Pharisees of the day, for their teaching or mentoring 

produced a radicalizing of their teaching or doctrine among their 

students, “Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites, because you 

travel around on sea and land to make one proselyte; and when he 

becomes one, you make him twice as much a son of hell as yourselves” 

(Matt 23:15). Perhaps above many in Judaism, the Pharisees recognized 

the importance of mentoring but were neglectful of its consequences. 

Jesus keenly observed the students whom the Pharisees mentored and 

understood very well the influence that this mentoring had on their 

students. In short, the impact of the false teaching of the Pharisees 

radicalized the “next generation” of their disciples. The oral law of the 

Pharisees serves as a primary example. Their oral law taught that the oral 

word of the scribes (“doctrines of men”) had been used to nullify the 

Word of God, for Jesus applied Isaiah 29:13 “but in vain do they 

worship me, teaching as doctrines the precepts of men.” This oral law 

(i.e., Mishnah) became so radicalized in Second Temple Judaism that the 

Talmud (the oral law that was eventually written down) asserted that 

scribes could overturn the written Word of God. The following 

assertions used in mentoring among these rabbinical students are merely 

a few surprising examples: 

 

 It is more wicked to question the words of the rabbis than those 

of the Torah: “My son, be more careful in [the observance of] 

the words of the Scribes than in the words of the Torah, for in 

the laws of the Torah there are positive and negative precepts; 

but, as to the laws of the Scribes, whoever transgresses any of 

the enactments of the Scribes incurs the penalty of death” — 

Babylonian Talmud, Mas. Eiruvin 21b  

 A rabbi debates God and defeats Him. God admits the rabbi won 

the debate: “R. Nathan met Elijah and asked him: What did the 

Holy One, Blessed be He, do in that hour—He laughed [with 

joy], he replied, saying ‘My sons have defeated Me, My sons 

have defeated Me.” Mas. Baba Metzia 59b 

 The prophet Isaiah was justifiably killed for stating that the 

Israelites had unclean lips: “When the saw reached his mouth he 

died [And this was his penalty] for having said, ‘And I dwell in 
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the midst of a people of unclean lips’”—Babylonian Talmud, 

Yevamoth 49b. 

 No merit in studying the Old Testament Scripture but great merit 

in studying the Talmud or oral rabbinical traditions: “Our rabbis 

taught: They who occupy themselves with the Bible (alone) are 

but of indifferent merit; with Mishnah, are indeed meritorious, 

and are rewarded for it; with Gemara—there can be nothing 

more meritorious. Yet always run to the Mishna more than to the 

Gemara.”—Babylonian Talmud, Mas. Baba Metzia 33a 

 Rabbis may overturn the written OT words of God (Several 

places throughout Talmudic literature, we are told of the 

principle that the Rabbis have the ability to “uproot” directives 

from the Torah (See Babylonian Talmud, Mas. Yevamot 89b-

90b). 

 

The point here is that the Pharisees, while perhaps starting out well in 

their history, radicalized, departed from God’s written Word, 

disrespected it for their oral traditions, and then radicalized their students 

through their teachings, and those radicalized further radicalized others 

until the authority the written Word was entirely rejected. This tragic 

state of affairs in mentoring reveals tragic results.  

Mentoring by Christians cannot absolve itself of similar tragic 

mistakes, for similar ideas have been advocated whereby the Word of 

God is overridden for the sake of traditions of men as well as philosophy 

(Col. 2:8). Jesus excoriated the Judaism of his day (Matt. 15:1-9; 23:1-

33) and was the greatest advocate for return to the commandments of 

God. For this reason, evangelicals who attempt to place Jesus under the 

confines of Second temple Judaism do so by invalidating Jesus’ teaching 

on the primacy of God’s Word and the need to avoid the traditions of 

men as so evidenced in the corruption of Judaism in his day. 

The New Testament writers made clear that faithfulness to New 

Testament teaching is paramount in mentoring. Paul wrote that faithful 

men are to instill faithfulness, not radicalized teaching, into their 

mentoring ministry of future generations: 2 Timothy 2:2—“the things 

which you have heard from me in the presence of many witnesses, 

entrust these to faithful men who will be able to teach others also” and 

Titus 1:9 “holding fast the faithful word which is in accordance with the 

teaching, so that he will be able both to exhort in sound doctrine and to 

refute those who contradict.” Consistent faithfulness to God’s Word is 

always the goal of Christian mentoring. This stipulation is why Paul 
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urged Christian leaders, mentors, teachings, disciplers to “preach the 

Word” and avoid the “strange” doctrines of men (1 Tim. 1:3), i.e. 

doctrine that is not plainly, normally expressed in the New Testament 

writers, for as John the Apostle also noted those who abide in fellowship 

or agreement with apostolic teaching abide in fellowship also with the 

Father and Son (1 John 1:3-4). Those who leave orthodox Christianity 

and its teachings demonstrate their apostate position (1 John 2:19—“they 

went out from us, but they were not really of us; for if they had been of 

us, they would have remained with us; but they went out, so that it would 

be shown that they all are not of us”). To depart from sound doctrine or 

apostolic teaching is to demonstrate false discipleship (cp. Acts 20:28-

31—“Be on guard” against false teachers). 

 

 

 

DO THEY TRULY, REALLY STILL BELIEVE? 

 

Why this kind of introduction? A recent book by Zondervan, I (Still) 

Believe (2015), edited by John Byron (Professor of New Testament, 

Ashland Theological Seminary) and Joel N. Lohr (Dean of Religious 

Life and Associate Professor of Practice, University of the Pacific), 

serves as a timely warning about the importance of discipleship and 

radicalization of disciples in Christian circles. It speaks to mentoring and 

discipleship and the training of the “next generation” of preachers and 

teachers in the evangelical church. Evangelical churches and schools 

serve as primary training centers for future generations. Indeed, 

evangelical churches and their denominational, and non-denominational, 

schools are the primary foci for training the future trainers of 

congregations in Christian doctrine, i.e. pastors. They produce the “next 

generation” of Christian scholars, i.e. trainers of these pastors, who will 

move into these evangelical churches, train disciples, who in turn, will 

become the trainers in their schools and colleges for each successive 

generation. The impact of mentoring is unquestionably enormous for 

evangelicals who set themselves forth as a “faithful” remnant among the 

professing church as a whole. However, what this current article and 

writer contends is that mentoring in evangelical circles has too many 

frequent examples of tragically bad mentoring that has led to tragically 

bad results in the mentoring of future generations. 

The book is dedicated as follows: “For all who have struggled, 

wrestled, been discouraged, lamented, lost hope, wanted to give up, 
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wondered if it all made sense, but still believe.” So its focus is on those 

who struggle about their Christian faith and its teachings. In turn, it gives 

the spiritual testimony of eighteen Christian scholars who have mentored 

countless others in their Christian faith but who have faced their own 

doubts about the Old and New Testament. The book’s editors, correctly 

recognizes the importance of mentorship, “Like many students, our 

professors made quite an impression on us” (p. 11) “When we became 

graduate students the relationships grew deeper, and their influence only 

intensified” (p. 11) Thus, evangelical churches and schools have 

enormous influence on the spiritual state of God’s people through the 

mentors that disciple future generations, as is evidenced in all eighteen 

of these testimonies in the book. The editors decided to put together in 

this work “a book of professors’ autobiographies” (p. 11). “We loved 

and admired our professors and wanted to learn more about them” (p. 

11). “We wanted to learn about their struggle, their pains, their sorrows, 

but also their joys, reasons for hope, and what brought them fulfillment 

in life” (p. 11) They go on to note something very strategic as their plans 

developed and the importance of the mentors in their training, “The more 

we talked about possible themes the more that faith and scholarship 

came to the fore . . . we found ourselves talking again and again about 

how our own work as scholars of biblical literature affected our lives as 

people of faith . . . we couldn’t help but be reminded that our lives in the 

church and as people of faith did affect our scholarship . . . given that we 

regularly encountered stories in popular books and other media of 

prominent Bible scholars who left the faith as a result of their 

scholarship, and personally knew others who journeyed similar paths, 

away from faith, was their more to this story?” (p. 12). 

The editors decided to form a collection of “life stories by a 

diverse group of prominent—indeed some of the most influential and 

popular—Bible scholars.” (p. 12). They continue, “All of them [i.e., the 

featured scholars’ life stories] explore how faith and biblical scholarship 

intersect, each in their own way. All of them engage with the every-

important question of how serious study of the Bible affects, whether to 

threaten or enhance (or both), one’s faith” (p. 13). Importantly, therefore, 

the book reveals the impact and importance that these mentors have had 

upon the live of other students and how these featured mentors were 

influenced by their own education and mentors that mentored them, i.e. 

“[o]ne area in which it seems our contributors are almost completely 

unanimous was in their indebtedness to their own professors, teachers in 

whose footsteps they followed” (p. 14). The goal of the editors 
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compilation of these “testimonies” (p. 16) is stated as to strengthen other 

mentors, “[t]he essays you are about to read have strengthened our walks 

and blessed our way. We hope they strengthen and bless you too” (p. 

16). Above all they “hope this collections brings glory and honor to the 

One who lives and reigns with God the Father” (p. 16). 

In evaluating this work, the present writer was not strengthened 

in his faith or blessed. To put it bluntly, many of the scholars featured 

revealed a shocking departure from a faithful teaching of God’s Word. 

What is revealed, perhaps inadvertently in this work, is how far afield 

many who train our future generations have gone from teaching trust and 

confidence in God’s Word, and instead, have sown seeds of doubt and 

uncertainty in the future generations that God has placed under their 

sphere of influence. Instead of faithfulness, a strong tendency to the 

exaltation of scholarship over the Lordship of God and His Word is 

shown to be pervasive in some of these testimonies. Many of these 

evangelical mentors were mentored or influenced by others who were 

either completely unbelievers in secular university who raise up great 

doubt in them through their instruction under them or by other 

evangelicals who were experiencing great crisis of doubt themselves. 

These influences were then passed on to others sitting in evangelical 

churches, colleges and seminaries. While perhaps not all these 

testimonies contained in the book were entirely negative in the impact of 

mentoring, a significant portion of these testimonies leave the reader 

with the startling conclusion that evangelicals are in trouble not merely 

because of the influence of the world from the outside but also because 

of an infiltration of a negative influence in mentoring in the church from 

within. 

Due to space limitations, four examples must suffice. The 

readers of this review are encouraged to examine the other testimonies in 

the work. One must note that this article is in no way questioning the 

renowned scholarship of those being reviewed, but what is being 

questioned is the startlingly negative potential impact of what they teach 

(content of the teaching) to those who were influenced by them under 

their ministry in the church or classroom as disciples (future pastors and 

educators) of God’s people, especially as centering on the how they 

influenced minds regarding the trustworthiness and integrity of God’s 

Word. The point being driven home in this review is that mentoring 

among evangelicals is crucial and that mentoring is not being examined 

carefully or closely by evangelicals as a whole. 
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Example Number One: Donald Hagner: Historical Criticism and the 

Wondrous Freedom from Any Ideas of the Inerrancy God’s Word 

 

Hagner’s testimony brings into sharp focus the current state of mentoring 

at many evangelical seminaries. Although he attended a variety of 

Lutheran and “fundamentalist” churches in his youth, Hagner relates that 

“philosophy could be dangerous to your faith,” so that by his junior year 

at Northwestern University, on a music scholarship, “I was calling 

myself an agnostic” . . . . “My faith was easily demolished. I was in fact 

defenseless . . . . I was a lapsed Christian” (pp. 106-07). Fortunately, a 

Christian reached out to Hagner and he “began to reconsider 

Christianity” so that “[a]t the end of my four year stint in the band I was 

back on track and decided to go to seminary” (p. 107). He enrolled at 

Covenant Seminary, but he found it “academically rather disappointing” 

(p. 107). Why? He relates the reason, “There was no encouragement of 

critical thinking” (p. 107) and “the seminary seemed to reflect a fortress 

mentality.” Perhaps, however, the following quote, clearly expresses the 

mentoring that Hagner provided to his students (and readers): “The 

seminary’s [Covenant] stance on inerrancy had a paralyzing effect when 

it came to biblical scholarship. Serious work with the text had to yield to 

forced harmonization.” (p. 107). Instead, Hagner found a blessing in 

“critical approaches to the Bible, which can be intrinsically risky to the 

believer” (p. 108). He believes that these critical approaches can be 

“purged from its unjustifiable presuppositions” and “no ultimate threat to 

the believer.” (p. 108). In terms of inspiration, Hagner maintains that 

“conservatives . . . welcome criticism [of Scripture] and be willing to 

join in it” (p. 108). For Hagner, “[t]hat the Bible claims inspiration is 

patent. The problem is to determine the nature of that inspiration in light 

of the phenomena therein.” He outright rejects the deductive approach to 

inspiration that would assert that “the Bible is the word of God; God 

does not lie, therefore there are no ‘errors’ in the Bible” (p. 108-09), 

since such a criteria “results often in the imposing our own criteria upon 

the Scripture (a particular level of exactness of detail in chronological 

numbers, Synoptic agreement, and so forth) that may have been no 

concern to the original authors.” He admits, however, that because of the 

“critical method” that he favors “many, including friends of mine, have 

lost their faith when they encountered critical thinking from their 

professors” (p 109). However, Hagner especially blames “fundamentalist 

contexts” for loss of faith instead: “Some who have lost their faith 

through their studies are often driven away from believing by 
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fundamentalist contexts which allowed them no alternative between, on 

the one hand, a closed-minded, clench-fisted, fear-ridden mentality and, 

on the other, outright unbelief, whether agnostic or atheistic” (p. 109).  

Apparently, Hagner believes in a “goldilocks” position of some 

kind of partial belief in Scripture. He praises Fuller Theological 

Seminary where he taught for so many years, for dropping in 1972 the 

language in the doctrinal commitment of “‘free from error in the whole 

and in part’ from its description of Scripture.” (p. 109). He prefers the 

idea that Scripture is a “trustworthy record,” “given by divine 

inspiration,” and is “the only infallible rule of faith and practice.” (p. 

109-10). He rejects the term “inerrancy” because it functions as a 

“shibboleth” that in his mind has little apparent meaning, i.e. the word 

“‘inerrancy’ is difficult to define.” He does not find the word “inerrant” 

as “helpful” in describing Scripture. Instead, he accepts that inerrancy 

would only be applied to intention of the author, “I accepted inerrancy 

only in terms of the intention of the authors, and not as determined by 

criteria external to the text itself” (p. 110). He especially reacts to Harold 

Lindsell, also a Fuller professor, whose view of inerrancy he describes as 

“flat-footed, literalistic interpretation that refuses to face the reality of 

Scripture as God has given it to us” (p. 110). He especially criticizes 

Lindsell for not recognizing the Scripture as “the words of human 

beings” (p. 110). Instead, Hagner prefers “open inerrancy” as a term that 

apparently allows for errors in the Bible as “breathing room for the 

scholar to deal with the actual phenomena . . . in the Scripture” (p. 111).  

Yet, Hagner ironically has a patent ignorance of the Chicago 

Statement on Inerrancy (p. 111). He erroneously ascribes to the Chicago 

Statement as agreeing with his position by citing ICBI Article XIII, “We 

deny that it is proper to evaluate Scripture according to standards of truth 

and error that are alien to its original purpose.” However, R. C. Sproul, a 

founding member of ICBI on inerrancy, noted regarding the committee's 

formulation of this article the exact opposite intent of Hagner's 

application, 

 

By biblical standards of truth and error is meant the view 

used both in the Bible and in everyday life, viz., a 

correspondence view of truth. This part of the article is 

directed toward those who would redefine truth to relate 

merely to redemptive intent, the purely personal or the like, 

rather than to mean that which corresponds with reality. For 

example, when Jesus affirmed that Jonah was in ‘the belly of 
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the great fish’ this statement is true, not simply because of 

the redemptive significance the story of Jonah has, but also 

because it is literally and historically true. The same may be 

said of the New Testament assertions about Adam, Moses, 

David and other Old Testament persons as well as about Old 

Testament events. (Explaining Inerrancy, p. 50) 

 

The correspondence view of truth that is anchored to this 

statement would immediately rule out the kind of biblical interpretation 

or “historical criticism” that Hagner advocates, for it affirms the plain, 

normal sense of Scripture as the meaning of the passage by referencing 

the “correspondence view of truth,” i.e. the Bible. 

In contrast, using historical-critical ideology, Hagner maintains 

that in his Word commentary on Matthew (Matthew 1-13, Waco, Word 

Biblical Commentary, 33a) regarding the Infancy Narratives, he 

“decided not to defend the historicity of each event and each detail of 

each event” (p. 112). Instead, he “took as a beginning presupposition that 

every pericope has a historical core that was transmitted carefully, but 

also worked with creatively by the evangelist,” preferring Birger 

Gerhadsson's approach who mentored Hagner during a sabbatical 

wherein was advocated “a middle way between belief in inerrant 

documents immune from critical judgment and the skepticism of more 

radical criticism (see Gerhardsson, The Reliability of the Gospel 

Tradition, 86-87). Hagner asserts that “I discovered further that my faith 

in the basic reliability of the Gospels is not undermined if, in a few rare 

instances, I may suspect the actual historicity of a report” (p. 112). For 

Hagner, such assertions as the resurrection of the Saints in Matthew 

27:51-54 was not an actual, historical event: “I could not convince 

myself that the narrative of the resurrected saints who walked into 

Jerusalem and were seen by many (27:51-54) was an actual occurrence. 

(p. 112). Hagner asserts that the resurrection of saints at Jesus's death did 

not occur historically. For Hagner, the earliest Christians interpreted the 

open tombs, that were really caused by an earthquake, mistakenly as 

resurrection “In my opinion the evangelist was handing down a piece of 

tradition that originated with the earthquake that took place at the death 

of Jesus. It was the sight of open tombs that made the Christians think of 

resurrection, anticipating the imminent resurrection of Jesus, that 

produced this theologically [BUT not historically] correct story” (p. 112-

13). Yet, one wonders about Hagner's logic here since he believes the 

early Christians were mistaken about the resurrection of the saints, what 
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stops this kind of logic from being applied to Jesus's resurrection in that 

the earliest Christians mistook the rolled away stone for the resurrection 

of Jesus and that his alleged appearances were figments of imagination 

like he contends for the saints who appeared to many. 

Hagner also believes that Jesus’ disciples misunderstood and 

misapplied the “imminence sayings” in Matthew. He argues,  

 

As I tried to make sense of the various eschatological 

sayings in Matthew, only one answer seemed to make all the 

data understandable. The imminence sayings concerning the 

coming of the Son of Man (10:23; 16:28; 24:34) all refer to 

the fall of Jerusalem, but because the disciples could not 

separate the destruction of the temple from the coming of the 

end of the age (see 24:3), the imminence because attached 

also to the end of the age. May not the disciples be excused 

for being a little confused on eschatology (as in Acts 1:6-7)? 

(p. 113) 

 

One is left wondering with Hagner’s historical-critical approach, where 

this “confusion” beings and ends, leaving one absolutely confused as to 

what to trust about their understanding of future events in other portions 

of the New Testament and not merely here, i.e. Hagner’s logic cannot be 

limited to a few instances of his choosing! Hagner insists, however, that 

 

these conclusions do not undermine my strong conviction 

concerning the overall [emphasis added] reliability and 

inspiration of the Gospels nor of the truth of Christianity. 

Grant me a historical core, and I can be content with 

approximations and interpretations. I do not need the 

ipsissima verba, the precise word of Jesus . . . it is sufficient 

to have the ipsissima vox, a re-expression of what he said, 

and even in highly interpreted form . . . under the inspiration 

of writers and their circle. Truthful narratives are possible 

without exact words or exactly accurate accounts (p. 113).
3
  

                                                             

3
 While one may be an inerrantists and hold that we do not always have 

the exact words of Jesus in the text, nonetheless, one cannot stretch this to 

include “highly interpretive” use of the words of Scripture and still be faithful to 

the complete inerrancy of Scripture. 
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Thus, for Hagner, his view of inspiration allows for discrepancies and 

errors due to human involvement in their composition because “God . . . 

was pleased to give us Scripture via the words of human authors” (p. 

113).  

Moreover, Hagner affirms that the Chicago Statements 

advocated “historical-grammatical” criticism of the Bible that affirms the 

plain, normal sense of Scripture rather than Hagner’s “historical-critical” 

approach: On the contrary, both the correspondence view of truth and the 

historical-grammatical view of interpretation demand that the doctrine of 

inerrancy as embraced by ICBI is claiming that the belief in biblical 

inerrancy entails actual truths about reality (ICBI, Commentary, 11). 

In spite of these negations of the historicity or factuality of the 

Gospel content and his being mentored by more liberal-leaning Tübingen 

scholars like Hengel, Hofius and Stuhlmacher during a sabbatical, 

Hagner was “won over” to these professors “scholarship and faith” due 

to the “convincing power and plausibility of their credible work, their 

reverence for Scripture, and their confidence that scholarship that was 

superior to that of liberals vindicated the faith of their church” (p. 113). 

One is left wondering about Hagner’s assertions here; specifically one is 

left with the impression that in Hagner’s way of thinking anyone who 

fully trusted the Scripture in its content, as the three-hundred theologians 

ICBI theologians did, would not be true scholars in Hagner’s assessment. 

They would be considered more naïve simpletons who failed to 

appreciate the superior critical judgment of historical-critics. 

He alleges that “[p]ractioners of the critical method should 

therefore be prime models of humility” (p. 114). The reader of his 

article, however, is not given that impression of Hagner’s assessment of 

himself since a very strong underlying tone is his hubris in being a judge 

of Scripture; a final arbiter of what can and cannot be accepted in 

Scripture as to its truthworthiness, integrity, historicity and meaning. 

Hagner presides as judge, i.e. “lord” over Scripture, rather than allowing 

Scripture to stand as judge in its plain, normal sense over the actions of 

Hagner’s interpretive ploys. This arrogance is demonstrated when 

Hagner affirms, with George Ladd, the impossibility of any certainty in 

knowledge of the contents of Bible (“authority of the Bible as the Word 

of God is not dependent upon infallible certainty in all matters of history 

and criticism”—p. 114-15 cp. Ladd, The New Testament and Criticism, 

17). Apparently, for Hagner and Ladd, God’s communication of truth 

has the limitations of doubt and uncertainty that cannot be overridden 
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due to the human content of the work. Hagner continues to note that “I 

have . . . had doubts about the truth of Christianity now and then . . . 

[w]hen I have been tempted to doubt the truth of Christianity I have 

discovered that I really cannot” (p. 115). Apparently, for Hagner some 

type of personal, existential affirmation, in spite of his historical-critical 

approach to negating portions of Scripture compel his belief that 

Christianity is true, for he confesses that his confidence lies in his 

“historical reasoning . . . [but] it does not amount to absolute proof 

[since] nothing can be proved absolutely” (p. 115). Apparently, this lack 

of certainty applies to Scripture for Hagner. 

In sum, what have disciples who learned under Hagner’s 

mentorship come to learn about Scripture? They are seeded in thought 

with a profound sense of doubt and uncertainty in God’s Word but also 

profound sense of the certainty of historical-criticism to evaluate the 

Bible. 

 

 

Example Number Two: Bruce Waltke: Historical Criticism of 

Sources and Scientism of Evolution Override the Plain, Norman 

Meaning” 

 

Another scholar addressed in the work is Bruce K. Waltke. Waltke 

affirms, “[m]y faith in the inerrancy of Scripture as to its Source and its 

infallibility as to its authority for faith and practice was firmly rooted in 

my formative years” (p. 237). This is well and good. Please notice, 

however, that Waltke appears to limit inerrancy/infallibility to “faith and 

practice.” Although a Christian at a very young age due to the influence 

of his mother, he reveals that his college years were filled with doubt and 

uncertainty while studying history and philosophy (e.g., Voltaire and 

Rousseau). While he overcame his crisis of faith, he still continued with 

“doubt about my inherited high view of the Bible’s inspiration” (p. 239). 

For him, such uncertainty was “fueled by the Bible’s apparent 

contradictions; by its numerous textual variants in ancient Hebrew 

manuscripts and versions of the Bible; by questions of higher criticism . . 

. and by the fossil record, which calls into question the historical 

reliability of Genesis 1” (p. 239-40). 

In terms of Bible discrepancies, he believes that “most . . . but 

not all” can be eliminated (p. 242). Attending Harvard, however, for his 

doctorate, he confronted “intellectual problems to my faith” (p. 243). He 

notes, “Harvard emphasized their similarity [between the OT and ancient 
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Near Eastern literatures], and this similarity makes the Bible appear to be 

a very human—not a divinely inspired—book. The cosmology of 

Genesis 1 is similar to pagan cosmologies of the biblical Word; Moses’ 

book of the covenant at some points repeats word-for-word the Code of 

Hammurabi; the war annals of the historical book resemble those of the 

pagans; David’s psalms are similar to Sumerian, Akkadian, and 

Canaanite hymns . . .” (p. 243-44). 

The good news is that Waltke believes his faith was still intact. 

He praises his “Harvard professors, who accepted me graciously and 

honed me into a scholar” (p. 245). Yet their influence upon him was 

apparently profound. He now believes in a form of documentary 

hypothesis rather than Mosaic, eyewitness authorship. He admits that 

now he does not hold to the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, 

“[d]uring my career I rethought the authorship of the Pentateuch. 

Changes in the divine name . . . of vocabulary and style . . . of 

theological perspective strongly argue that the Pentateuch is composed 

of at least three sources documents” [i.e. J, P, D]. Thus, he adopts the 

idea that [t]he scientific evidence that the Pentateuch is composed of 

documents is compelling” (p. 247). He also believes that Deuteronomy’s 

“canonical form” is “a post-exilic work that recounts the history of 

Moses’ writing the book of the law. He sums up that “I accept the 

documentary hypothesis, but I do not accept the documentary hypothesis 

of Wellhausen” (p. 247). Moreover, he believes that the book of Isaiah 

had at least two authors, “conservative response [to multiple Isaiah 

authorship] has been overreactionary” (p. 247) and “as Jesus blends 

Elijah with John the Baptist, the book of Isaiah blends Isaiah with his 

disciple” (p. 247).  

He sums up his position by affirming “I am not a 

Fundamentalist, who stands upon the Word of God convinced that the 

preconceived interpretations of my tradition are right or that my 

interpretations are inerrant” (p. 247-48). As such, he regards the early 

chapters of Genesis “as recounting real history in the garb of the ancient 

Near Eastern mythological imagery, and so interpret the fossil record 

with mainstream science. I believe that theistic evolution is a possible 

synthesis of Scripture and science, but I do not believe in theistic 

evolution” (p. 248). One wonders, however, where Genesis as “Near 

Eastern mythological imagery” as Waltke asserts, begins and ends as 

myth, i.e. what can be truly understood as historical in the account at all. 

He concludes that “I hope that those who plan on an academic 

career in biblical studies will find these reflections on apologetics and 
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biblical criticism helpful to their faith in the Bible’s inspiration and 

authority” (p. 249). Oddly, how could a student being mentored under 

Waltke’s approach in thinking ever being strengthened in faith? Waltke 

has called into question large parts of the Old Testament in terms of 

historicity, factuality and authorship. Prophecy as supernatural has been 

discounted in seeing two Isaiahs. The student under his mentorship 

would most likely be filled with doubts about the assuredness of God’s 

Word. His education has enlightened him to place the burden of proof on 

Scripture, i.e. doubt. 

 

 

Example Number Three: Jimmy Dunn—Searching for Jesus with 

Doubt and Uncertainty as Prime Virtues Directed Against God’s 

Word 

 

Another mentor featured is that of James D. G. Dunn, who titles his 

testimony as “In Quest of Truth” (p. 55). Dunn was mentored by C. F. D. 

Moule at Cambridge and Tyndale House (p.57). While he began under a 

conservative bent as “one of the leaders of a conservative evangelical 

faction” in Glasgow and Trinity College, Dunn relates that “probing 

questions below the surface of faith began to predominate” (p. 57). An 

“international group of evangelical New Testament postgraduates who 

came together in Cambridge at that time began to hold regular meetings 

to explore how their historical and theological explanations were 

affecting their overview of Scripture” (p. 57). Dunn began to break “a 

previous unwillingness to question the infallibility of the Bible” through 

his doubts about the authorship of 2 Peter as not being written by the 

historical apostle (p. 57). He decided that such questions did not set him 

on a “slippery slope, down to which you would slide unavoidably into 

unbelief” (p. 57). He also prided himself on being able to distinguish 

“things that really mattered from those which mattered less or not much 

at all” (p. 57). Further, he asserts that “one could see Scripture though 

which God speaks without making that dependent on Scripture as 

infallible” (p. 57). He no longer made his faith “depend on minor matters 

of detail . . . [when] could already see clearly, was likely to prove 

disastrous when some detail proved to be questionable” (p. 58). He kept 

the focus of faith on “the primary points in biblical passages . . . and 

fellowship could extend across a wide range of faith tradition” (p. 58). 

He does not specify the criteria by which he would determine “primary 

points” from minor ones in the biblical data or what the cumulative 
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impact of increasingly numerous “minor” points would do to his 

conceptions of trust in God’s Word. 

His research in publishing lead him to “turn to explore what was 

primary and what was secondary in the Christian faith” (p. 60). He 

appreciated his discussion groups that he had experienced at Cambridge 

where “we could be totally honest—not least about doubts, questions, 

and failures—and still be fully accepted” (p. 60). He “came to the 

conclusion of the centrality of Christ (one might say the sole centrality of 

Christ) for the Christian faith and the beginnings of Christianity . . . . 

how the doctrine of the incarnation came about” (p. 61). He insists “that 

one should read the New Testament’s Christological statements without 

using the spectacles of later church doctrine, but also that the relevant 

New Testament passages were not already fixed in meaning, but were 

expressing the developing understanding of first Christians” (p. 61). For 

Dunn, “[h]olding together the man Jesus and the Christ of God has never 

been easy!” (p. 61). 

At his tenure at the University of Durham, Dunn became a 

strong advocate for the New Perspective on Paul wherein he went 

against the Reformation perspective. He argues that danger existed in the 

Reformation position since Paul was “much more positive” “on the 

Judaism of his upbringing” than was the Reformation position of anti-

Judaism.
4
  

He relates also that “[w]ith my personal evangelical history, the 

issue of the authority of Scripture was never far from me, from my more 

conservative days in Glasgow through the deepening of insight and 

discussion in Cambridge and thereafter” (p. 63). Dunn came to the 

position that “Christian fundamentalism” displayed “narrowness” (p. 

64). In turn, he began to engage in advocating a third “search” for what 

is now termed the “historical Jesus” (p. 66). 

One work that he engaged in deserves special attention, that he 

titled Jesus Remembered (Eerdmans, 2003). To this present writer, it is 

this book that clearly delineates Dunn’s departure from his alleged label 

as a leader of “a conservative evangelical faction” (p. 57). In Dunn’s 

work, Jesus Remembered (2003), he states that third questers consider 

                                                             

4
 63 cp. For critique of the New Perspective on Paul see F. David 

Farnell, “The Problem of Philosophy in New Testament Studies, The New 

Perspective On Paul “Searching For The ‘Historical Paul’,” in The Jesus Quest 

(pp. 86-142). 
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the neglect of the “Jewishness of Jesus” as “the most blatant disregard of 

history in the quest.”
5
  

For Dunn, those who seek knowledge of Jesus’ life at best can 

hope for “probability, not certainty” when examining the Gospel 

accounts. He makes his own critical distinction between event, data, and 

fact in the formulation of historical events in the canonical Gospels, 

claiming, 

All the historian has available are the “data” which have 

come down through history—personal diaries, reminiscences 

of eyewitnesses, reports constructed from people who were 

present, perhaps some archaeological artifacts, as well as 

circumstantial data about climate, commercial practice, and 

laws of the time . . . . From these the historian attempts to 

reconstruct “facts.” The facts are not to be identified as data; 

they are always an interpretation [italics in original] of the 

data. Nor should the fact be identified with the event itself, 

though it will always be in some degree of approximation to 

the event. Where the data are abundant and consistent, the 

responsible historian may be confident of achieving a 

reasonably close approximation. Where they are much more 

fragmentary and often inconsistent, confidence in achieving 

a closes approximation is bound to be much less. It is for this 

reason that the critical scholar learns to make carefully 

graded judgments which reflect the quality of the data—

almost certain (never simply “certain”), very probable, 

probable, likely, possible, and so on. In historical scholarship 

the judgment “probable” is a very positive verdict. And 

given that more data always emerge—in ancient history, a 

new inscription or, prize of prizes, a new cache of scrolls or 

documents—any judgment will have to be provisional, 

always subject to the revision necessitated by new evidence 

or by new ways of evaluating the old evidence.
6
 

 

For Dunn, “‘facts’ properly speaking are always and never more than 

interpretations of the data. . . . The Gospel accounts are themselves such 

                                                             

5
 James D. G. Dunn, Jesus Remembered (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 

2003), 92. 
6
 Dunn, Jesus Remembered, 102-103. 
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data or, if you like hard facts. But the events to which the Gospels refer 

are not themselves ‘hard facts’; they are facts only in the sense that we 

interpret the text, together with such other data as we have, to reach a 

conclusion regarding the events as best we are able.”
7
 Dunn defines the 

Gospel “facts” as “interpretations of the data” regarding the events to 

which they refer. They do not have certainty since they are mediated 

through the evangelists’ interpretation of those events and “The 

possibility that later faith has in some degree covered over the historical 

actuality cannot be dismissed as out of the question.” The consequence 

of his thinking is that “historical methodology can only produce 

probabilities, the probability that some event took place in such 

circumstances being greater or smaller, depending on the quality of the 

data and the perspective of the historical enquirer.”
8
 

At best, to Dunn, the Gospels may give probabilities, but 

certainty is not a factor in historiography. In references to miracles, 

Dunn relates,  

 

It was the Enlightenment assumption that necessary truths of 

reason are like mathematical axioms, and that what is in 

view is the certain QED of mathematical proof that has 

skewed the whole question. But faith moves in a totally 

different realm from mathematics. The language of faith uses 

words like “confidence” and “assurance” rather than 

“certainty.” Faith deals in trust, not in mathematical 

calculations, nor in a “science” which methodologically 

doubts everything which can be doubted. Nor is it to be 

defined simply as “assent to propositions as true” (Newman). 

Walking “by faith” is different from walking “by sight” (2 

Cor. 5:7). Faith is commitment, not just conviction.
9
  

 

To Dunn, “it is the ‘lust for certainty’ which leads to fundamentalism’s 

absolutizing of its own faith claims and dismissal of others.”
10

 In 

chastising evangelicals for their greater certainty regarding the Gospels 

and their supernatural elements, he relates that only probability—not 

                                                             

7
 Dunn, "Response to Darrell Bock," The Historical Jesus: Five Views, 

299. 
8
 Ibid., 299-300. 

9
 Dunn, Jesus Remembered, 104. 

10
 Ibid. 
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certainty—is the stinging “nettle” that evangelical Christians must grasp, 

qualifying his remark by noting that “genuinely critical historical inquiry 

is necessary if we are to get as close to the historical as possible. Critical 

[italics in original] here, and this is the point, should not be taken to 

mean negatively critical, hermeneutical suspicion, or dismissal of any 

material that has overtones of Easter faith. It means, more 

straightforwardly, a careful scrutiny of all the relevant data to gain as 

accurate or as historically responsible a picture as possible.”
11

 Dunn 

notes “[i]n a day when evangelical, and even Christian [italics in 

original], is often identified with a strongly right-wing, conservative and 

even fundamentalist attitude toward the Bible, it is important that 

responsible evangelical scholars defend and advocate such critical 

historical inquiry.”
12

 In this way, for Dunn, the term “evangelical (not to 

mention Christian) can again become a label that men and women of 

integrity and good will can respect and hope to learn from more than 

most seem to do today.”
13

 Apparently, anyone who holds to certainty 

regarding such miracles as Christ’s resurrection moves into this criticism 

by Dunn.  

As to the greatest event in the Gospels, the resurrection of Jesus 

(Acts 1:3), Dunn, comparing the Passion accounts in the Gospels to that 

of Second Temple Judaism’s literature, relates that Jesus’ hope for 

resurrection reflected more of the ideas of Second Temple Judaism’s 

concept of vindication hope of a general and final resurrection: “The 

probability remains, however, that any hope of resurrection entertained 

by Jesus himself was hope to share in the final resurrection.”
14

 For Dunn, 

Jesus had in mind that “His death would introduce the final climactic 

period, to be followed shortly (‘after three days’?) by the general 

resurrection, the implementation of the new covenant, and the coming of 

the kingdom.”
15

 Yet, even to speculate this much on the resurrection, he 

turns negative: “To be even able to say as much is to say more than 

historical questers have usually allowed.”
16

 For Dunn, any proof of 

Jesus’ resurrection centers in the “impact made by Jesus as it impressed 

                                                             

11
 Dunn, "Response to Darrell Bock," The Historical Jesus Five Views, 

300. 
12

 Ibid., 300. 
13

 Ibid. 
14

 Dunn, Jesus Remembered, 821-824 (824). 
15

 Ibid., 824. 
16

 Ibid., 824. 



JISCA Volume 9, No. 1, © 2016 

 

84 

itself into the tradition.” This “impact summarized in the word 

‘resurrection’ . . . requires us to concede that there was a something 

which happened ‘on the third day’ which could only be 

apprehended/conceptualized as ‘resurrection.’”
17

 Dunn summarizes his 

thinking on data and facts regarding the resurrection: 

 

[T]he resurrection certainly cannot be numbered among the 

data which have come down to us. Nor can we speak of 

empty tomb and resurrection appearances as data. The data 

are reports [italics in original] of empty tomb and of 

seeing/visions of Jesus. If historical facts are interpretations 

[italics in original] of the data, then the historical facts in this 

case, properly speaking, are at best the fact of the empty 

tomb, and the fact that disciples saw Jesus. The conclusion, 

“Jesus has been raised from the dead,” is further 

interpretation, an interpretation of interpreted data, an 

interpretation of the facts. The resurrection of Jesus, in other 

words, is at best a second order “fact,” not a first order 

“fact”—an interpretation of an interpretation.
18

 

 

Dunn’s thinking here reflects the skepticism of Hume as well as Kant, 

having praised the former by stating, “As David Hume had earlier 

pointed out, it is more probable that the account of a miracle is an untrue 

account than the miracle recounted actually took place.”
19

 Therefore 

Jesus being raised from the dead was possibly just an interpretation by 

the first disciples. For Dunn, this is why the resurrection of Jesus is so 

“problematic” for the twenty-first century quester: 

 

[T]he conclusion that “God has raised Jesus from the dead,” 

as a conclusion of the quest, is a further act of 

interpretation—again, an interpretation (evaluation) of the 

first-century interpretation (evaluation) of the first-century 

interpretation . . . that departure from this life (death) can be 

described as a historical event, whereas entry on to some 

further existence can hardly be so described—it can be seen 
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just how problematic it is to speak of the resurrection of 

Jesus as historical.
20

  

 

Dunn also describes the term “resurrection” as a “metaphor” wherein he 

says that “the power of a metaphor is the power ‘to describe a reality 

inaccessible to direct description’ (Ricoeur), ‘reality depicting without 

pretending to be directly descriptive’ (Martin Soskice).” Thus in Dunn’s 

thinking it defines an undefinable something—“something which could 

not otherwise be said” [italics in original]. Furthermore, “to translate 

‘resurrection’ into something more ‘literal’ is not to translate it but to 

abandon it.” Finally, he notes,  

 

Christians have continued to affirm the resurrection of Jesus, 

as I do, not because they know what it means. Rather, they 

do so because, like the affirmation of Jesus as God’s Son, 

“the resurrection of Jesus” has proved the most satisfying 

and enduring of a variety of options, all of them inadequate 

in one degree or other as human speech, to sum up the 

impact made by Jesus, the Christian perception of his 

significance . . . In short, the “resurrection of Jesus” is not so 

much a criterion of faith as a paradigm for hope.
21

  

 

If one applied this same logic to Dunn’s writing, then the data of his 

writing are merely interpreted facts of what Dunn certainly intended to 

express, and therefore, no one can be certain as to what Dunn meant 

except that what he says is a metaphor for what he meant because it is 

beyond anyone’s true comprehension to discern the intentions only 

understood by Dunn himself. Thus Dunn offers us, as he did with Paul, 

“a new perspective on the Jesus tradition.”
22
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Example Number Four: Scot McKnight—Scholarship Reigns Over 

Lordship and the Inerrancy of Scripture 

 

One other example of scholar mentioned in this sampling from I (Still) 

Believe who mentored students is that of Scot McKnight. Being 

associated in his youth with a baptistic background (“[m]y father was a 

deacon at First Baptist Church”), McKnight relates that “as a child I was 

saved one night kneeling at a chair with my mother and father” (p. 160). 

He later would experience what he termed a “rededicated” life because 

of a “backslidden” condition (p. 161). After rededicating his life, he 

“was given a voracious desire to study and know the Bible, to 

comprehend theology, and to become a teacher someday” (p. 161). 

McKnight admits, however, that  

 

[I]n my junior and senior year I became embittered about 

fundamentalism, and the leading impulse was the work of 

Francis Schaeffer. Ironically, Francis Schaeffer was a 

fundamentalist but was also critical of the shallowness of the 

American evangelical church. At that time I had not known 

the difference between an evangelical and a fundamentalist 

but a summer missionary experience in Austria with reading 

people like John Stott led me to see that I was an evangelical 

and no longer a fundamentalist. I became critical of 

fundamentalism enough that there were times when I was no 

longer sure what I believed. Seminary and later doctoral 

studies helped me sort out my faith” (p. 162-63).  

 

He attended Trinity Evangelical Divinity School where he came under 

the influence of such mentors as Murray Harris, Douglas Moo and Grant 

Osborne, to name only a few. He notes that “[i]t was at Trinity, under the 

tutelage of Walter Liefield and Grant Osborne, that I fell in love with 

Jesus and it was during that time my faith was formed christocentrically. 

Prior to that time my faith was fundamentalistic, systematic, and 

reactive. During those days I found what needs to be at the center of 

Christian faith: God in Christ.” 

Nottingham University accepted him as a doctoral student where 

James D. G. Dunn: “admitted me and became both a wonderful mentor 

to my research and now a friend (even if he will always be my 

Doktorvater)” (p. 164). Later he would replace Wayne Grudem at Trinity 
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as a New Testament professor (p. 165). He now teaches at Northern 

Seminary (p. 166).  

He admits that “[f]irst as a college student, but then even more in 

my seminary education and especially in my doctoral studies, minute 

comparison of the Synoptic Gospels shook what I had been taught about 

the doctrine of Scripture” (p. 167). He notes that he now believes that the 

OT and NT is “not one self-contained text added to the previous but one 

text interacting—sometimes agreeing, sometimes even disagreeing, but 

often expanding and adjusting and renewing the previous texts. God’s 

inspiration then is at work in a history and a community expressed by an 

author for a given moment” (p. 167). He continues that,  

 

[t]his experience of underlining the Synoptics one word and 

one line after another led me to think that the words like 

“inerrancy” are inadequate descriptions of what is going on 

in the Bible. I have for a long time preferred the word “true” 

or “truth.” The Bible is God’s true and living Word is far 

more in line with the realities of the Bible itself than the 

political term that have arisen among evangelicals in the 

twentieth century” (p. 167-68).  

 

As a result, he joined into the third search for the “historical Jesus” but 

has now rejected it because “historical Jesus studies yields limited 

conclusions . . . . I can prove that Jesus died but I can never prove that he 

died for my sins; I can prove that Jesus asserted that he would be raised 

from the dead but I can never prove he rose for my justification; the 

historical method can only do so much” (p. 168). He asserts that the 

church “does not need historical Jesus studies” (p. 168). Also, he relates 

that “I have come to the conclusion that the Gospels are the church’s 

portrait of Jesus, and that portrait is what the church needs most” (p. 

168). He considers Jimmy Dunn’s Jesus’ Remembered as a very good 

example of good research. 

He concludes that in his experience, “many former believers 

walk away more often [from the Christian faith] because of superficial 

theology of Scripture they are taught in conservative circles. Or because 

they have combined that kind of Scripture theory with a sudden 

encounter with the science of evolution . . . but when someone is reared 

in the faith to think it is all or nothing and that Genesis 1-3 describe the 

world about 6,000 or 10,000 or 20,000 years ago and they suddenly learn 

that the universe is 14.5 billion years old and that our DNA emerges out 
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of hominid ancestors way more than even 20,000 their entire faith can be 

turned inside out.” And again, “I am grateful that I learned about science 

from some theologians who did not diminish science, as it often is in 

some conservative circles, but who slowly and patiently worked out 

theology in conversation with science” (p. 170).  

When he is often asked to address Christians who are losing 

their faith, he tries is to “distance their faith from what they have learned, 

from the theology that they have embraced, and to try to get them to 

think about Jesus—the Jesus of the Gospels—what he taught, what he 

did, what he reveals about God, and if he is God, what he reveals God to 

be like” (p. 171) 

 

 

 

CONCLUSION:  

The Need for Repentance by Some Evangelical Scholars 

 

This article began by noting that Jesus called the Pharisees “sons of hell” 

(gehenna) because they overturned the Word of God for their traditions. 

The educated rabbis taught the teaching of men and nullified the Word 

of God. What these sampling of testimonies from I (Still) Believe has 

demonstrated the very same approach among Christian “rabbis” or 

“teachers.” They have used historical criticism (“teaching of men”) to 

negate the plain, normal sense of God. These evangelical historical-

critical scholars overturn the Word like the rabbis of Judaism. 

Just like the rabbis, they have questioned God’s Word and 

“defeated God” as not being able to guarantee the absolute truth of His 

Word. What kind of God do they imagine that they confess to serve that 

cannot preserve the factuality, integrity and historical veracity of His 

Word? Their God is weak, subject to the vacillations of human weakness 

that apparently their God cannot overcome when he inspired His inerrant 

Word, a term that they reject as liberating. They revile those who reject 

inerrancy and inspiration of God’s Word in an orthodox sense and refuse 

to give in to “scientific thinking.” They consider themselves to be the 

arbiters of what can and cannot be accepted as historical, factual and 

actual in God’s Word. HOW MANY STUDENTS HAVE THEY 

TRAINED who will become more radical than their teachers, just like 

Jesus said of the Pharisees. They spread doubt and uncertainty about the 

written word, all the while, confirming the certainty of their teachings 

and conclusions. The Word of God is the clear looser in their 
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approaches. Their kind of apologetic “defense” actually is a clever 

undermining and attack on God’s nature and God’s Word.  

The question left unanswered in this book regarding many of 

these evangelical scholars from a variety of Christian schools and 

seminaries is left hanging: Do they REALLY, TRULY STILL 

BELIEVE?  The evidence from their own testimony leaves that answer 

in grave doubt, at least as far as the full inerrancy of the Bible is 

concerned. How many preachers and future teachers have been infected 

and will be infected in the future with such doubts by these mentors? No 

wonder Jesus said, “When the Son of Man returns will he find THE 

FAITH upon the earth” (Luke 18:8). 
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Salvation, the Church, and the Papacy 

Mike Field
1
 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The inerrancy of Scripture is common ground for Protestants and Roman 

Catholics.
2
 However, its interpretation is not. In fact, Catholic apologist 

Robert Sungenis asserts: “the written Word cannot cry out to you, ‘Wait! 

You have misinterpreted me!’ But the Church can.”
3
 Thus, Roman 

Catholics believe that the Church, in the person of Peter’s successor and 

the bishops in communion with him, possesses “the charism of infallibility 

when authentically teaching matters of faith and morals.”
4
 The papal bull, 

Unam sanctam, written by Boniface VIII in 1302, provides a provocative 

example of such teaching on salvation, the church, and the papacy. Indeed, 

Unam Sanctam concludes with the words: “we declare, say, define and 

pronounce that it is absolutely necessary for the salvation of every human 

creature to be subject to the Roman Pontiff.”
5
 Commenting on this papal 

bull, Catholic apologist Mark Shea says: “When a Pope declares, 
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http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/documents/vat-ii_const_19641121_lumen-gentium_en.html
http://www.mark-shea.com/unam.html
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pronounces and defines, he is using the formula to make crystal clear that 

he is delivering, not his personal opinion, but the dogmatic teaching of the 

Catholic Church.”
6
 Nevertheless, like the apostle Paul, we Protestants ask: 

“what does the Scripture say?”
7
 In other words, might the divine author be 

saying through Scripture that Boniface VIII has misinterpreted His inerrant 

Word? 

The primary questions of interest in this study are: (1) Is EENS as 

articulated by Boniface VIII in Unam Sanctam consistent with Scripture?, 

and (2) Is EENS as formulated by Vatican II consistent with Unam 

Sanctam and/or Scripture? The initial assumption is that it is presumptuous 

to declare what is absolutely necessary for salvation (as Boniface VIII 

did), and unwarranted to speculate about those incapable of faith, such as 

infants or the profoundly retarded. The methodology I have chosen is to 

analyze Unam Sanctam in its historical context, drawing from Scripture 

and the writings of the church fathers and others, including Roman 

Catholic apologists, and then to evaluate its present interpretation 

according to Vatican II.  

 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

Published on November 18, 1302, the papal bull Unam Sanctam was 

prompted by a Church-State quarrel between Boniface VIII and King 

Philip IV of France that began in 1296 over taxation of the clergy.
8
 Over 

the intervening years the power struggle escalated to encompass control of 

the clergy’s attendance at rival councils called by the king and the pope. 

The pinnacle of hostilities occurred in September, 1303, ten months after 

Unam Sanctam was published, when an armed band from Philip briefly 

captured Boniface after hearing of his plans to excommunicate him. The 

pope died within a month. This episode represents just one of many 

chapters in Church-State conflicts over the centuries.  

                                                             

6
Ibid.  

7
Rom. 4:3; Gal. 4:30. Unless otherwise noted, Scripture quotations are 

from the New American Standard Bible (La Habra, CA: The Lockman 

Foundation), 1995. 
8
For further reading, see Philip the Fair and Boniface VIII: State vs. 

Papacy, ed. Charles T. Wood (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1967).  
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For example, after Christianity was declared a legal religion in 

313, Constantine set the precedent for all of the Ecumenical Councils (AD 

325 to 787) to be convened by the Roman emperor (and in one case, the 

Roman empress). Yet in 800, Pope Leo III presided over Charlemagne’s 

coronation as Emperor of the Holy Roman Empire. The Church-state 

pendulum then swung the other way for more than two centuries of lay 

investiture, wherein feudal lords and vassals appointed bishops and other 

church officials. Pope Gregory VII (1073 – 1085) wrested power back to 

the Church, not only ending lay investiture, but also excommunicating and 

deposing King Henry IV of Germany. Pope Innocent III (1198 – 1216) 

further consolidated power by acquiring title to papal states, declaring all 

kings to be subject to the pope, and asserting that the pope, as Christ’s 

vicar, could be judged by no man.
9
 It is in this context that Unam Sanctam 

was published and has come to be viewed as “one of the most carefully 

drafted documents which emerged from the papal chancery . . . a formal 

exposition of the plenitude of papal power, spiritual and temporal.”
10

 In 

light of today’s prevailing perspective wherein the powers of Church and 

State are considered to be largely complementary, Boniface’s papal bull 

might seem irrelevant – were it not for his dogmatic claims about salvation 

and the papacy.  

 

Boniface VIII’s Unam Sanctam 

Boniface VIII makes five provocative claims in Unam Sanctam, each 

building upon the preceding ones. This study will briefly examine these 

claims in light of their historical context and the teaching of Scripture. The 

five claims are: 

(1) Salvation and forgiveness of sins can be found only in the one, 

holy, catholic, and apostolic Church. 

(2) There is one head of the Church: Christ and the Vicar of Christ 

(the pope). 

(3) The pope is the shepherd of all of Christ’s sheep, and only 

those who are committed to the pope can be Christ sheep.  

                                                             

9
For further reading on Gregory VII and Innocent III, see Mandell 

Creighton, “Halfway House from Gregory VII to Luther,” in Wood, 94 – 95.  
10

F. M. Powicke, “The Culmination of Medieval Papalism,” in Wood, 

103. 
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(4) The plentitude of papal powers underscores the perils of 

resisting the pope.  

(5) It is absolutely necessary for the salvation of every human 

creature to be subject to the Roman Pontiff.  

The opening statement of Unam Sanctam offers an interesting mix of 

Scripturally-based ecclesiology and the provocative soteriological premise 

upon which Boniface builds a series of pretentious claims about the 

relationship between salvation, the Church, and the papacy. 

 

Unam Sanctam’s Opening Statement 

Urged by faith, we are obliged to believe and to maintain that 

the Church is one, holy, catholic, and also apostolic. We 

believe in her firmly and we confess with simplicity that 

outside of her there is neither salvation nor the remission of 

sins, as the Spouse in the Canticles proclaims: ‘One is my 

dove, my perfect one. She is the only one, the chosen of her 

who bore her,’ and she represents one sole mystical body 

whose Head is Christ and the head of Christ is God. In her then 

is one Lord, one faith, one baptism.
11

 

Much of this opening statement about the Church is scripturally sound. For 

example, the Church is one according to 1 Cor. 12:5-12 (the body of Christ 

is one, though the members are many). The Church is holy according to 

Eph. 5:25-27 (Christ cleansed the church “by the washing of water and the 

word . . . that she would be holy and blameless”). Moreover, 1 Cor. 1:2 

attests to the catholic, or universal, scope of the Church, including “all 

who in every place call on the name of our Lord Jesus Christ.” In addition, 

Paul describes the apostolic character of the Church in Eph. 2:20 by 

affirming that the Church has been “built on the foundation of the apostles 

and prophets.” Boniface then reiterates the point that the Church is unique, 

“the only one” (Song of Songs 6:9; cf. Rom. 12:4-5, 1 Cor. 10:17; 12:12-

                                                             

11
The English translation of Unam Sanctam, unless otherwise noted, is 

quoted from Catholic Planet.com at http://www.catholicplanet.com/TSM/Unam-

Sanctam-English.htm (accessed February 22, 2015). The name, Unam Sanctam, 

comes from the first words of the bull: Unam sanctam ecclesiam catholicam (one 

holy catholic church). 

http://www.catholicplanet.com/TSM/Unam-Sanctam-English.htm
http://www.catholicplanet.com/TSM/Unam-Sanctam-English.htm
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13, 20; Eph. 2:16; 4:4; 5:25-32; Col. 1:24; 3:15; etc.), and he alludes to 

Col. 1:18, identifying Christ as the head of the Church, and to 1 Cor. 11:3, 

which says that the head of Christ is God. The paragraph concludes with a 

quote from Eph. 4:5, further describing the Church, marked by “one Lord, 

one faith, one baptism.” These truths are common ground for Protestants 

and Roman Catholics.  

 

Boniface’s First Provocative Claim 

Embedded among Boniface’s affirmations about the Church is his first 

provocative claim: that outside of the one, holy, catholic, and apostolic 

Church there is neither salvation nor the remission of sins. The general 

belief that “outside the church there is no salvation” was well-established 

long before Boniface’s time, known by the Latin phrase, “extra ecclesiam 

nulla salus” (EENS). However, Boniface’s precise language and his 

subsequent assertions about the Church, the papacy, and salvation raise 

significant questions. How does this dogma, as understood by Boniface 

and the church fathers, stand up in the light of Scripture? 

 

Outside of the Church There is No Salvation (EENS) 

Boniface VIII justifies his premise by appealing to the story of Noah’s ark. 

He writes: “For certainly, in the time of the Flood, the ark of Noah was 

one, prefiguring the one Church. . . . And outside of Her, everything 

standing upon the land, as we read, had been destroyed.” Compare Heb. 

11: 7 – “By faith Noah, being warned by God about things not yet seen, in 

reverence prepared an ark for the salvation of his household, by which he 

condemned the world.” Thus, the ark functioned as a safe haven during 

God’s judgment of the world by the great flood: whoever was in the ark 

was saved, whoever was outside of the ark perished. Boniface infers that 

the Church will function in the time of God’s future judgment as the ark 

did in Noah’s time.  

The EENS dogma is by no means unique to Boniface, having been 

articulated more than a thousand years earlier by Cyprian of Carthage. 

Cyprian quotes 1 Pet. 3:20, writing: “[Peter] said, ‘In the ark of Noah, a 

few, that is, eight souls, were saved by water; the like figure where-unto 

even baptism shall save you;’ proving and attesting that the one ark of 



JISCA Volume 9, No. 1, © 2016 

 

95 

Noah was a type of the one Church.” A number of other church fathers 

agree with Cyprian.
12

 Yet, Augustine recognizes an important 

soteriological difference between the ark and the Church: “How many 

sheep there are without, how many wolves within!”
13

 

Augustine’s observation about the Church notwithstanding, those 

who leave the Church are singled out. Cyprian cites 1 John 2:19, “Let none 

think that the good can depart from the Church. . . . ‘They went forth from 

us, but they were not of us; for if they had been of us, surely they would 

have continued with us.’”
14

 However, Cyprian takes this verse out of 

context. John is talking about ‘antichrists,’ who deny that Jesus is the 

Christ. Christians leave churches and other fellowships for many reasons, 

the vast majority having nothing to do with rejecting Christ. For example, 

John Mark deserted Paul and Barnabas in Pamphylia during his first 

missionary trip, yet his faith remained intact, as Paul himself attests later 

(cf. Acts 15:38; 2 Tim. 4:11).
15

 Hence, Cyprian’s interpretation of 1 John 

is not a reliable test of whether or not someone is outside of the Body of 

Christ. 

Cyprian also asserts that schismatics as well as heretics are outside 

the Church. For example, in the treatise, Unity of the Church, he quotes 

Luke 11:23 and comments: “‘He who is not with me is against me, and he 

who gathereth not with me scattereth.’ He who breaks the peace and the 

concord of Christ, does so in opposition to Christ; he who gathereth 

elsewhere than in the Church, scatters the Church of Christ.”
16

 Cyprian 

                                                             

12
Cyprian of Carthage, Letters 75.2 (ca. AD 255), in Ante-Nicene Fathers 

vol. 5 (ANF 5), ed. Alexander Roberts and James Donaldson (Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 1975). Others who taught EENS prior to Boniface VIII include 

Irenaeus, Origen, Lactantius, Jerome, Augustine, Gregory the Great, Innocent III, 

and Thomas Aquinas.   
13

Augustine, Homilies on the Gospel of John 45.12, in Nicene and Post-

Nicene Fathers, series 1, vol. 7 (NPNF 1-07), ed. Philip Schaff and Henry Wace 

(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1888).   
14

Cyprian, Unity of the Church 9, in ANF 5. 
15

Anti-popes might similarly be charged with schism; but was Hippolytus 

therefore outside the Church when he opposed the heretical Callistus, yet restored 

to the Church when he later reconciled with another pope? 
16

Cyprian, Unity of the Church 6. 
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likens schismatics to Korah, who rebelled against Moses.
17

 However, 

schisms are messy, and typically all participants share some fault.  

Nevertheless, Augustine argues from 1 Corinthians 13: “You ask, 

do they [schismatics] have the baptism of Christ? Yes. You ask, do they 

have the faith of Christ? Yes. If they have these, what do they lack? . . . 

Listen to the Apostle: ‘if I understand all holy things . . . if I have all 

prophecy . . . and all knowledge.’ . . . Listen further: ‘if I have all faith . . . 

so that I could move mountains. But if I have not love, I am nothing.’”
18

 

Augustine infers that if you have not love, your faith is nothing and you 

are therefore without Christ and have no hope of salvation. He continues: 

“Prove to me now that you have love: hold to unity. . . . If we praise one 

Father, why don’t we recognize also one mother?”
19

 However, if unity is 

the proof of love, unity with whom? For example, the “mother church” in 

Jerusalem was destroyed in AD 70. The remaining churches still shared 

one Lord, one faith, one baptism; yet the schism between East and West in 

1054 persists to this day.
20

 Attempts to take sides in that schism by 

identifying the “mother church” are futile. More importantly, do we 

recognize and love our brothers and sisters in Christ? Our Lord must 

grieve schisms, and we should strive to avoid them and to be reconciled 

one to another.  

In spite of the strong tradition supporting EENS, not all church 

fathers limit salvation to membership in the Church, or even to faith in 

Christ. For example, Justin Martyr (ca. 170) writes: “[Those] who lived 

according to reason [logos] were really Christians, even though they were 

thought to be atheists, such as, among the Greeks, Socrates, Heraclitus, 

and others like them.”
21

 However, salvation by reason alone is another 

gospel. Another church father, Clement of Alexandria (ca. 200), asserts: 

“before the advent of the Lord, philosophy was necessary to the Greeks for 

                                                             

17
Cyprian, Letters 72.8 and 75.8. 

18
Augustine, Address to the People of the Church at Caesarea 3, 

translated by Jean Goodwin, at 

http://www.public.iastate.edu/~goodwin/sermo.html (accessed February 23, 

2015). 
19

Ibid. 5. More importantly, do we still recognize and love our brothers 

and sisters in Christ? 
20

There have been steps between the East and Rome to “forgive and 

forget,” but the schism remains. 
21

Justin Martyr, First Apology 46, in ANF 1 (ca 170). 

http://www.public.iastate.edu/~goodwin/sermo.html
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righteousness,” because, he says, it brought the Greeks to Christ as the 

Law did the Hebrews.
22

 Again, philosophy without Christ never saved 

anyone (cf. Acts 17:22-31).  

In summary, EENS (“outside the Church there is no salvation”) 

has enjoyed a strong, though not unanimous, following since the third 

century. This tradition counts deserters, heretics, and schismatics as being 

outside the Church – notwithstanding John Mark’s desertion and the long-

standing schism between the East and the West. In addition, EENS raises 

questions about the definition of the Church: are the Old Testament saints 

catalogued in Hebrews 11 members of the one, holy, catholic, and 

apostolic Church? Interestingly, even Calvin and the Westminster 

Confession endorse a version of EENS.
23

 But – what does Scripture say 

about these things? 

 

A Scriptural Evaluation of EENS 

First, nowhere does Scripture articulate EENS. Instead, Scripture teaches 

broadly that “Whoever calls upon the name of the LORD will be saved” 

(Joel 2:32; cf. Acts 2:21; Rom. 10:13).
24

 And, according to Gen. 4:26, 

“men began to call upon the name of the LORD” in the time of Adam and 

Eve. Interestingly, the Old Testament name, YHWH, translated LORD, is 

incorporated in Jesus’ name, which means “YHWH saves” (cf. Matt. 

                                                             

22
Clement of Alexandria, Stromata 1.5, in ANF 2 (ca. 200). 

23
According to Calvin, “Moreover, beyond the pale of the Church no 

forgiveness of sins, no salvation, can be hoped for . . . the paternal favour of God 

and the special evidence of spiritual life are confined to his peculiar people, and 

hence the abandonment of the Church is always fatal.” However, he cites Joel 

2:32, “And it will come about that whoever calls on the name of the Lord will be 

delivered; For on Mount Zion and in Jerusalem there will be those who escape . . 

.” (Institutes of Christian Religion 4.1.4, trans. Henry Beveridge [Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 1989]). Thus, according to Calvin, the Church includes Jews. The 

Westminster Confession similarly states that there is “no ordinary possibility of 

salvation” out of the visible Church, “which consists of all those throughout the 

world that profess the true religion; and their children” (25.2). See The 

Westminster Confession, in Reformed Confessions Harmonized: with an 

annotated Bibliography of Reformed Doctrinal Works, ed. Joel R. Beeke and 

Sinclair B. Ferguson (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1999). 
24

The phrase, “the name of the LORD,” appears more than one hundred 

times in Scripture.  
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1:21). Thus, Old Testament saints, in effect, called upon the name of Jesus. 

Hebrews 11 gives many examples of such saints who lived long before the 

Church was founded, and yet have come to the “heavenly city.” Moreover, 

Rev. 7:4-8 explicitly identifies twelve thousand from each tribe of Israel as 

“sealed bond-servants of our God,” and Rev. 21:9-27 depicts the bride of 

Christ as having twelve gates representing the tribes of Israel and twelve 

foundation stones representing the apostles (cf. Eph. 2:20; Rev. 4:4, 10; 

etc.).
25

 In summary, according to Scripture, salvation is not confined to the 

one, holy, catholic and apostolic Church – but extends to all who call upon 

the name of the LORD (YHWH, Jesus).  

In particular, Scripture promises salvation and forgiveness of sins 

to all who are ‘in Christ’ by grace through faith. For example, “In Him, 

you also, after listening to the message of truth, the gospel of your 

salvation—having also believed, you were sealed in Him with the Holy 

Spirit of promise” (Eph. 1:13; cf. Rom. 1:16). Moreover, Peter declares in 

Acts 10:43, “Of Him [Jesus] all the prophets bear witness that through His 

name everyone who believes in Him receives forgiveness of sins.” 

Furthermore: “For all of you who were baptized into Christ have clothed 

yourselves with Christ” (Gal. 3:27). In other words, no one “in Christ” can 

be outside the Church since the Body of Christ is the Church, according to 

Col. 1:18.  

 

Boniface’s Second Provocative Claim 

Boniface’s second provocative claim is that there is one head of the 

Church: Christ and the Vicar of Christ (the pope). Like EENS, the primacy 

of Peter has a long history in the Church, but the church fathers did not 

articulate it as Unam Sanctam did. For example, Cyprian writes of Peter: 

“upon whom He built the Church, and whence He appointed and showed 

the source of unity.”
26

 Theodoret of Cyrus (ca. 450) also says of Rome: 

“For that holy see has precedence over all churches in the world.”
27

 

However, no church father ever suggested that Christ and the pope 

constitute one head of the Church. From where did this idea come?   

                                                             

25
Israel, with its unique gifts and calling, should not be confused with the 

Church (cf. Rom. 9-11). Members of both are written in the Lamb’s book of life 

(Rev. 21:27; cf. Dan. 12:1; Rev. 12-13). 
26

Cyprian, Epistles 72.7, in ANF 5 (ca. 255). 
27

Theodoret, Epistles 116, in NPNF 2-03 (ca. 450). 
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According to Unam Sanctam: “[The ark] had one pilot and 

helmsman, that is, Noah, and outside of Her, everything . . . had been 

destroyed. . . . And so, of the one and only Church there is one body and 

one head, not two heads like a monster; that is, Christ and the Vicar of 

Christ, Peter and the successor of Peter.” In other words, since the ark 

prefigured the Church (as Boniface previously argued), and the ark had 

“one pilot and helmsman,” so also must the Church have only one pilot 

and helmsman. However, Noah could not have been the pilot of the ark 

because he, like the other passengers, was stowed deep inside, tossed by 

the waves and driven by the winds and currents to land on Mt. Ararat. 

Rather, God was the pilot and helmsman of the ark.  

Nevertheless, Boniface continues to argue that since Christ is the 

head of the Church and there can only be one head (lest the Church be like 

a two-headed monster), then Christ and “Vicar of Christ” must be one 

head. Boniface is right that Christ is the head of the Church and there is 

only one head. But one plus one is not one. Peter and his successors cannot 

say “I and Christ are one” in the same way that Jesus said “I and the Father 

are one” (John 10:30).
28

 Jesus alone, being both divine and human, is 

capable of being the head of the whole Church, of both those in heaven 

and on earth (cf. Col. 1:18; 2:19). Moreover, Peter and his successors are 

undeniably members of Christ’s body, not the head of the body. Thus 

Boniface commits a category mistake. Furthermore, Peter himself 

acknowledges that he is not the “Chief Shepherd” (1 Pet. 5:4).
29

 Boniface 

is mistaken: Christ has no peer in the Church; He alone is its head. The 

ramifications of Boniface’s claim, which implies two heads of the Church, 

become clearer as the text of Unam Sanctam unfolds. 

 

                                                             

28
Jesus, having taken human nature while remaining eternal God, makes 

an ontological claim when he says, “I and the Father are one.” That God subsists 

in three persons is not a contradiction. One person (the Father) plus one person 

(the Son) plus one person (the Holy Spirit) is three persons and at the same time 

one God.  
29

On the other hand, Stephen Ray notes that the President of the United 

States does not deny his office when he addresses his audiences, “My fellow 

Americans.” However, the President does not say, “When your President comes . . 

. ,” as Peter says of the Chief Shepherd. See Stephen K. Ray, Upon This Rock: St. 

Peter and the Primacy of Rome in Scripture and the Early Church, (San 

Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1999), 59. 
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Boniface’s Third Provocative Claim 

Boniface next argues that the pope is the shepherd of all of Christ’s sheep. 

On what grounds? He writes: “there is one head [of the Church]. . . Christ 

and the Vicar of Christ, Peter and the successor of Peter, since the Lord 

speaking to Peter Himself said: ‘Feed my sheep’, meaning, my sheep in 

general, not these, nor those in particular, whence we understand that He 

entrusted all to him [Peter].” The idea that Peter was the universal teacher 

or the chief shepherd of the Church was by no means new with Boniface. 

For example, John Chrysostom late in the fourth century cites John 21:17-

19: “‘Tend My sheep’ . . . ‘Follow Me’ . . . And if any should say, ‘How 

then did James receive the chair at Jerusalem?’ I would make this reply, 

that He appointed Peter teacher, not of the chair, but of the world.”
30

 

Gregory the Great, at the turn of the seventh century, also comments on 

Acts 10:25-26 thus: “When Peter entered, Cornelius met him, and fell at 

his feet and worshiped him. But Peter raised him up, saying, ‘Stand up; I 

too am just a man.’ It is hence that the chief Shepherd of the Church . . . 

refers to the equality of his creation.”
31

 However, it is one thing to make 

claims about Peter; it is another to apply them to Peter’s successors.  

Interestingly, regarding Jesus’ prophecy in John 10 to bring other 

sheep into his flock, Catholic apologist Tim Staples asks: “Who does our 

Lord use as the shepherd to bring this prophecy to pass?” He then suggests 

that John 21:17 supplies the answer: “Jesus the shepherd here commissions 

Peter to be the prophetic shepherd of John 10:16 to shepherd the entire 

people of God!” Staples next asserts that the prophecy is fulfilled in Acts 

10 when Peter “commanded [Cornelius and his household] to be baptized . 

. . There was now one fold and one shepherd for Jews and Gentiles.”
32

 

                                                             

30
Chrysostom, Homilies on the Gospel of St. John 88, in NPNF 1-14.   

31
Gregory the Great, Morals on the Book of Job 21.24, trans. John Henry 

Parker and J. Rivington (1844) at 

http://www.lectionarycentral.com/GregoryMoralia/Book21.html (accessed March 

19, 2015). Cf. Book 5, Epistle 18.   
32

Catholic Answers, “The Papacy in Scripture, no Rocks Required,” by 

Tim Staples, at http://www.catholic.com/blog/tim-staples/the-papacy-in-scripture-

no-rocks-required (accessed March 6, 2015). Staples also attributes supernatural 

strength to Peter who “heaves the entire net of fish to shore by himself” (the net, 

according to Staples, is a symbol of the church). Staples fails to acknowledge that 

moving a heavy object in water requires no special strength, as long as the object 

http://www.lectionarycentral.com/GregoryMoralia/Book21.html
http://www.catholic.com/blog/tim-staples/the-papacy-in-scripture-no-rocks-required
http://www.catholic.com/blog/tim-staples/the-papacy-in-scripture-no-rocks-required
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However, Staple ignores the fact that Christ had already decided that Paul 

would be entrusted with all of the Gentiles (Acts 9:15; Rom. 1:5). 

In addition, the authors of the book, Jesus, Peter, and the Keys, 

assert that because other disciples were present when Jesus commanded 

Peter to feed his sheep, that Jesus gave Peter a distinct and supreme office, 

ruler over all the flock.
33

 Moreover, they say, “Our Lord did not say feed 

these lambs, nor those lambs. He said My lambs . . . He does not abdicate 

His office of pastor when He appoints a Vicar; He makes him co-pastor 

with Him and in Him. All the lambs and sheep of Christ are Peter’s also. 

No one in the whole flock, no disciple of Christ, can claim exemption from 

the jurisdiction of Peter.”
34

 Yet Rom. 1:5 and other passages indicate 

otherwise.  

According to the book, Upon This Rock, by Stephen Ray, even the 

apostle John was subordinate to Peter’s successors after Peter’s death. He 

asserts that John, writing his gospel thirty years after Peter’s death, paid 

special attention to the claims of Peter “because Peter was living on in his 

successors who even during John’s own lifetime . . . were exercising 

Peter’s prerogative of shepherding the entire flock.” He continues, 

“Whatever John’s position . . . he was still inferior not only to Peter but to 

Peter’s successors, for to John was not given the supreme commission to 

feed the entire flock of Christ.”
35

 However, John’s own disciples knew 

nothing of this. Ignatius of Antioch (ca. 105) addressed a fellow-disciple 

of the apostle John, Polycarp, as the “Bishop of the Church of the 

Smyrnaeans, or rather, who has, as his own bishop, God the Father, and 

Jesus Christ.”
36

 The apostolic fathers, therefore, did not recognize a special 

Petrine office.
37

  

                                                                                                                                           

is buoyed by water (water was used by NASA to simulate the moon’s much 

lighter gravity when training astronauts in the 1960s).   
33

Scott Butler, Norman Dahlgren, and Rev. Mr. David Hess, Jesus Peter, 

and the Keys: A Scriptural Handbook on the Papacy (Santa Barbara: Queenship 

Publishing Company, 1996), 118 – 22. 
34

Ibid. 123. Notice the similar language vis-à-vis Unam Sanctam: “not 

these lambs, nor those lambs.” 
35

Stephen K. Ray, Upon This Rock, 49n64 (quoting Hugh Pope). 
36

Ignatius of Antioch, Epistle to Polycarp preface, in ANF 1. Ignatius 

was also a disciple of John.  
37

Roman Catholics cite Ignatius’ letter to Rome as evidence for the 

primacy of that See, but the text merely mentions “the region of the Romans” 
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A Scriptural evaluation of the pope as universal shepherd 

Scripture portrays the broad extent of Peter’s shepherding role as 

temporary at best. In fact, Christ personally entrusted a significant portion 

of His sheep to Paul during Peter’s lifetime. As Paul writes in Galatians: 

“Those who were of high reputation” (Peter, James, and John) recognized 

“that I had been entrusted with the gospel to the uncircumcised, just as 

Peter had been to the circumcised” (Gal. 2:6-9; cf. Acts 22:21; Rom. 

15:15-16). In fact, Paul writes to the church of Rome that he, not Peter, 

was entrusted with the Gospel to all of the Gentiles (Rom. 1:5). Moreover, 

as Peter addresses his fellow shepherds of Christ’s flock, he admits that he 

is not the Chief Shepherd: “I exhort the elders among you, as your fellow 

elder . . . shepherd the flock among you. . . . And when the Chief Shepherd 

appears, you will receive the unfading crown of glory” (1 Pet. 5:1, 2, 4; cf. 

Acts 20:28; Heb. 13:20).
38

 Finally, Jesus did not say to Peter, “Feed all my 

sheep;” whereas Scripture affirms that He did entrust Paul with the gospel 

to all the Gentiles. Boniface’s interpretation of John 21:17 does not follow.  

Furthermore, Jesus leaves no doubt in John 10 who is the ‘one 

shepherd’: “I am the good shepherd, and I know My own and My own 

know Me, . . . and I lay down My life for the sheep. I have other sheep, 

which are not of this fold; I must bring them also, and they will hear My 

voice; and they will become one flock with one shepherd” (John 10:14-

16). Jesus thereby identifies Himself as “the good shepherd,” claiming a 

personal relationship with each of His lambs, whom He will bring into one 

fold, where they hear His voice and follow Him (cf. vv. 27-28). No bishop 

is capable of such a personal relationship with all of Christ’s sheep. 

                                                                                                                                           

(ANF 1). Moreover, Ignatius asserts that all authorities, including Caesar, should 

be subject to the [local/regional] bishop, as their bishop is to Christ (To the 

Philadelphians 4, in ANF 1).  
38

Because shepherding requires personal relationships, the office of 

shepherding Christ’s flock on earth is distributed among many: “He gave some as 

apostles, some as prophets, some as evangelists, and some as pastors and 

teachers” to spiritually feed the members of Christ’s flock under their care (cf. 

Eph. 4:11).
38

 The Catechism of the Catholic Church agrees in principle: “the 

office of shepherding the Church, which the apostles received . . . [is] to be 

exercised without interruption by the sacred order of bishops.” Catechism of the 

Catholic Church (CCC) 862, at 

http://www.scborromeo.org/ccc/p123a9p4.htm#889 (accessed March 1, 2015).  
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Moreover, by laying claim to all of Christ’s sheep, Boniface creates 

tension between Christ and His alleged Vicar. No one can serve two 

masters (Matt. 6:24). There is no question, then, that Boniface’s 

interpretations of John 10 and John 21 are contrary to the teaching of 

Scripture and the testimony of the apostolic fathers. Jesus Christ is and 

always has been the only universal shepherd of the Church.  

 

Corollary to Boniface’s Third Provocative Claim 

Having just argued that the pope is the universal shepherd of all of Christ’s 

flock, Boniface then claims that only those committed to the pope can be 

Christ’s sheep. He writes: “Therefore, if either the Greeks or others declare 

themselves not to be committed to Peter and his successors, they 

necessarily admit themselves not to be among the sheep of Christ, just as 

the Lord says in John, ‘there is one sheepfold, and only one shepherd.’” 

Ironically, he also likens the Church to Christ’s seamless tunic which was 

not torn (cf. John 19:23-24), yet now he specifically cites the Greeks. 

What about the Greeks who had followed Christ since Paul brought them 

the gospel, and who continued to follow Christ after the East-West 

schism?  

About commitment to the Petrine office, Catholic apologist Mark 

Shea says, “It is impossible to accept Christ without accepting the 

authority of Peter’s office to some degree or other. If you say to Jesus, 

‘You are the Christ, the Son of the living God’ you are submitting to the 

judgment of Peter, who said it first (Matthew 16:16).”
39

 Shea forgets that 

the thief on the cross never heard Peter’s confession, so it was not possible 

for him to submit to Peter’s judgment. Jesus also said that Peter’s 

confession was a revelation from God, not the result of human judgment. 

In fact, Scripture teaches “no one can say, ‘Jesus is Lord,’ except by the 

Holy Spirit” (1 Cor. 12:3). Furthermore, the context of Boniface’s 

statement has nothing to do with King Philip’s response to Peter’s 

confession. Boniface is instead warning the king against resisting the pope, 

which he more fully articulates in the next section of Unam Sanctam. 

Nevertheless, Boniface’s assertion that Greeks or others not 

committed to the pope are not Christ’s sheep rests on a false premise. Peter 

could not hand down a universal office that he himself did not hold. 

                                                             

39
Shea, “Just Exactly Where is the Church?” 
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Moreover, it is striking that Boniface denies that some are Christ’s sheep 

without regard to Christ’s own relationship with them. Indeed, Jesus says, 

“My sheep hear My voice and follow Me, and I give eternal life to them, . . 

. and no one will snatch them out of My hand” (John 10:27-28). 

Furthermore, “All that the Father gives Me will come to Me, and the one 

who comes to Me I will certainly not cast out” (John 6:37). Indeed, “The 

Lord knows those who are His” (2 Tim. 2:19). Scripture thus refutes 

Boniface’s arbitrary exclusion of Greeks (who were originally entrusted to 

Paul anyway) and others (such as the thief on the cross) from Jesus’ flock. 

Moreover, Boniface exposes his own duplicity: claiming to be “one head” 

with Christ, he could not be further from the mind of our Savior, who 

desires all men to be saved (1 Tim. 2:3-4).  

 

Boniface’s Fourth Provocative Claim 

So far, Boniface has focused on commitment to the pope; he focuses next 

on the dangers of resisting the papacy.
40

 In the fourth section of Unam 

Sanctam, he asserts that the pope possesses a plentitude of powers, and 

consequently anyone who resists papal authority does so at his own peril.
41

 

Among these powers, Boniface asserts that the Church has ‘two swords’ – 

one spiritual and the other, temporal. He supports this claim by citing Luke 

22:38, where Peter asks Jesus if two swords are enough as they head to 

Gethsemane following the Last Supper. His interpretation simply does not 

follow. He also claims that the Church has been appointed over the nations 

and kingdoms of the earth, as God says of Jeremiah in Jer. 1:10. Yet Rom. 

13:4 declares that civil government with its temporal power is a minister of 

God, not of the Church. Third, he asserts that the supreme spiritual power 

[the pope] judges all things but he himself is judged by no one (cf. 1 Cor. 

2:15). Innocent III made this same claim a century earlier. Perhaps this 

assertion explains the impunity of past immoral popes?
42

 Did not Jesus 

                                                             

40
Unam Sanctam merely escalates warnings to the king communicated a 

year earlier (1301) in his papal bull, Ausculta fili. Not long after Unam Sanctam 

Boniface VIII wrote a bull of excommunication against King Philip. 
41

The text for this fourth claim is actually divided among four sections (4 

– 8) of Unam Sanctam as translated at catholicplanet.com.  
42

Roman Catholics acknowledge the gross immorality of popes such as 

John XII (AD 955), Benedict IX (1032–48), and Alexander VI (1492–1503), but 

they say that the Vicar of Christ does not have to be impeccable (sinless) to be 
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say, “You shall know them by their fruits” (Matt. 7:15-19); and did not 

Peter himself say, “Let another man take his office” (Acts 1:20; cf. Deut. 

21:21; 1 Cor. 5:11-13)? 

Boniface bases all of these powers on Jesus’ words to Peter in 

Matthew 16: “Christ ‘disclosed [Peter] to be the firm rock, just as the Lord 

said to Peter himself: ‘Whatever you shall bind, etc.’” He describes this 

authority as “a divine power given by divine word of mouth to Peter and 

confirmed to Peter and to his successors by Christ himself.” However, 

Jesus gave the other apostles the same power to bind and loose, and He 

never addressed Peter’s successors (Matt. 18:18; cf. John 20:23). 

Moreover, throughout the history of the Church there has never been a 

unanimous interpretation of ‘this rock’ in Matthew 16:18.
43

 For example, 

although Tertullian (ca. 210) and some early church fathers describe Peter 

as “the rock on which the church is built,”
44

 Hilary of Poitiers (ca. 365) 

and others say that Jesus was speaking of “the rock of confession whereon 

the Church is built.”
45

 Moreover, Augustine declares: “For the Rock was 

Christ; and on this foundation was Peter himself also built. For other 

foundation can no man lay than that is laid, which is Christ Jesus.”
46

 After 

all, Christ is the corner stone (Eph. 2:20; cf. Matt. 21:42; Acts 4:11). 

Nevertheless, Boniface assumes the “plentitude of papal powers” 

to be his, and adds, “Whoever, therefore resists this power so ordained by 

God, resists the ordinance of God. . . .” (cf. Rom. 13:1-2). By claiming all 

                                                                                                                                           

infallible. However, the point is that such men should have been deposed and 

replaced.  
43

In spite of the diversity of interpretations of Matt. 16:16-19 noted, 

Stephen Ray asserts that “preconceived biases or anti-Catholic sentiments, and not 

objective study of the passage itself, compel the objector to resist the clear 

meaning of the biblical passage” - clear only to those who agree with Ray? (Upon 

This Rock, 61n82)  
44

Tertullian, The Prescription Against Heretics 22, in ANF 3. Cyprian, 

Origen, Ephraem the Syrian, Basil of Caesarea, Epiphanius, Jerome, and Cyril of 

Alexandria also said Peter was the rock upon which the Church was built. Some 

of these church fathers also endorse other interpretations of ‘this rock’ in Matt. 16. 
45

Hilary of Poitiers, On the Trinity 6.36, in NPNF 2-09. Gregory of 

Nyssa, Ambrose, Epiphanius, Chrysostom, Cyril of Alexandria, and Theodoret 

also identify the rock as Peter’s confession or his faith. 
46

Augustine, Homilies on the Gospel of John 124.5, in NPNF 1-07. 

Eusebius, Cyril of Alexandria, Theodoret, and John of Damascus agree that Christ 

was the rock upon which the Church was built.  
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of these powers, Boniface portrays himself as Christ’s equal. Furthermore, 

his appropriation of Paul’s teaching about civil authority projects a certain 

ominous tone, leading to his fifth, and most provocative, claim.  

 

Boniface’s Fifth Provocative Claim 

Unam Sanctam concludes with the words: “Furthermore, we declare, say, 

define and pronounce that it is absolutely necessary for the salvation of 

every human creature to be subject to the Roman Pontiff.”
47

 This claim 

seems to rest on an implicit assumption: that the pope is an arbiter of 

salvation. Boniface thereby usurps the prerogative of Jesus, the author of 

salvation (Heb. 2:10). Whatever the power of the keys of the kingdom 

might be, salvation is from the Lord alone. “There is no savior besides 

Me,” declares the Lord in Hosea 13:4 (cf. Isa. 45:21; 1 Tim. 4:10; Tit. 1:4). 

In fact, Peter himself, filled with the Holy Spirit testifies of Jesus: “there is 

no other name under heaven that has been given among men by which we 

must be saved” (Acts 4:12). Neither Peter nor his successors are able to 

save.
48

 Thus, the conclusion of Unam Sanctam, invoking the formula of 

papal infallibility, contradicts Scripture and is therefore false.  

In summary, Boniface argues in Unam Sanctam (1) that the pope 

is Christ’s peer in the Church, outside of which there is no salvation or 

forgiveness of sins; and (2) that the power of the keys passed down to 

Peter’s successors extends to salvation itself. However, Scripture and 

reason counter every provocative claim Boniface makes. Christ alone is 

Savior and head of the whole Church. Moreover, the Body of Christ has 

flourished in Orthodox and Protestant Churches around the globe for 

centuries apart from the pope. How, then, have Roman Catholics 

                                                             

47
Thomas Aquinas’ Contra Errores Graecorum (ca. 1265) contains a 

number of assertions favorable to the papacy, including: “It is also shown that to 

be subject to the Roman Pontiff is necessary for salvation” (part 2, 38). See 

Contra Errores Graecorum, trans. Peter Damian Fehlner, ed. Joseph Kenny, at 

http://dhspriory.org/thomas/ContraErrGraecorum.htm#b38 (accessed March 2, 

2015). The editor says he has supplied “missing chapters,” but does not identify 

which chapters were thus supplied and why they were missing. Nevertheless, the 

assertions about the papacy attributed to Aquinas are addressed in this study. 
48

“There is only one Lawgiver and Judge, the One who is able to save 

and to destroy” (James 4:12).  

http://dhspriory.org/thomas/ContraErrGraecorum.htm#b38
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(especially, as taught by Vatican II) understood the provocative claims 

asserted by Unam Sanctam?    

As background, it is important to recognize that Roman Catholics 

cannot ignore Pope Boniface VIII’s ‘infallible’ teaching, thanks to the 

dogma adopted at Vatican I in 1870.
49

 Yet, Unam Sanctam has been 

divisive for Roman Catholics: some, like Leonard Feeney, assert that it 

and Vatican II are incompatible; whereas most, like Dave Armstrong, 

believe that Vatican II and Unam Sanctam are consistent.
50

 Yet others 

express various personal opinions, such as this one by Phil Porvaznic 

(“Philvaz”): “a non-Catholic CANNOT submit or be subject to the Pope, 

even if the person sincerely desired to obey the Pope in everything and 

believe all his teachings. Only CATHOLICS can submit to the Pope . . . 

Therefore, Unam Sanctam applies only to Roman Catholics.”
51

 

Porvaznic’s opinion, however, is not compatible with Boniface’s explicit 

assertion that Greeks not committed to the pope are not among Christ’s 

sheep. Nor is his opinion consistent with the Catechism of the Catholic 

Church and the documents of Vatican II, the official sources of Roman 

Catholic teaching that will be considered next.  

 

 

 

                                                             

49
At Vatican I, Pope Pius IX defined the dogma of papal infallibility 

while declaring his previous (1854) teaching of Mary’s “Immaculate Conception” 

to be infallible. Canon 18 of Session 3 asserts: “this is the infallibility which the 

Roman Pontiff, the head of the college of bishops, enjoys in virtue of his office, 

when, as the supreme shepherd and teacher of all the faithful, who confirms his 

brethren in their faith, by a definitive act he proclaims a doctrine of faith or 

morals.” The formula used by Pius XII in his later declaration of Mary’s bodily 

assumption into heaven (1950) is almost identical to that of Unam Sanctam.  
50

Leonard Feeney (1897-1978) was excommunicated for teaching that 

Jews and Protestants could not be saved; however, other “old school” Roman 

Catholics remain. For example, several years ago, a contributor on Stephen Ray’s 

Defenders of the Catholic Faith apologetics forum (http://www.catholic-

convert.com/) told me, “You are separated from the Mystical Body of Christ and 

the wrath of God does indeed remain upon you.” 
51

Phil Porvaznic, “The Unam Sanctam ‘Problem’ Resolved: Can Non-

Catholics Be Saved?” at http://www.philvaz.com/apologet0ics/debate9.htm 

(accessed February 12, 2015). 

http://www.philvaz.com/apologetics/debate9.htm
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Unam Sanctam Revisited: Vatican II 

Vatican II largely retains the perspective of Unam Sanctam, albeit with 

some significant revisions. For example, the dogma that outside the 

Church there is no salvation (EENS) is now stated thus: “Hence they could 

not be saved who, knowing that the Catholic Church was founded as 

necessary by God through Christ, would refuse either to enter it or to 

remain in it.” The Catechism continues: “those, who through no fault of 

their own, do not know the Gospel of Christ or his Church” but “who seek 

God with a sincere heart” and try to do his will according to their 

conscience, “may achieve eternal salvation.”
52

 Thus Vatican II recognizes 

“invincible ignorance” as an exception to the rule of “no salvation outside 

of the Church.”  

 

Invincible Ignorance 

Catholic apologist Dave Armstrong affirms “invincible ignorance” as 

taught by Vatican II and claims it was known and accepted by Boniface 

VIII. He cites Thomas Aquinas to support this position. However, Unam 

Sanctam, exempts no one from the “absolute necessity” of being subject to 

the pope. Moreover, according to Aquinas, if unbelievers “who have heard 

nothing about the faith are damned, it is on account of other sins, which 

cannot be taken away without faith, but not on account of their sin of 

unbelief.”
53

 Aquinas therefore denies that invincible ignorance saves 

anyone. Rather, as Scripture repeatedly affirms: salvation requires faith in 

the name of the Lord (cf. Joel 2:32; Hos. 13:4; John 1:12; 3:16; Acts 

                                                             

52
CCC 846-47; cf. LG 16. Pope Pius IX was the first pope to tie 

‘invincible ignorance’ to EENS (Singulari Quadem, 1854). The tradition 

articulated by Pope Innocent III (Fourth Lateran Council, 1215), Pope Boniface 

VIII (Unam Sanctam, 1302), Pope Eugene IV (Cantate Domino, 1441), and Pope 

John XXIII (1958) has been revised. 
53

Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica vol. 2, part 2 of 2, 10.1 (New 

York: Benziger Brothers, 1947). Aquinas also denies that one who has a false 

opinion of God (e.g., other religions) knows Him (ibid. 2.2.10.5). Dave Armstrong 

cites Aquinas, arguing that invincible ignorance is not a sin; but he fails to 

recognize the burden of other sins that, without faith, condemn all humans. See 

“Dialogue on ‘Salvation Outside the Church’ and Alleged Catholic Magisterial 

Contradictions” (2004), at Biblical Evidence for Catholicism with Dave 

Armstrong,  http://socrates58.blogspot.com/2007/03/dialogue-on-salvation-

outside-church.html (accessed March 10, 2015).  

http://socrates58.blogspot.com/2007/03/dialogue-on-salvation-outside-church.html
http://socrates58.blogspot.com/2007/03/dialogue-on-salvation-outside-church.html
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16:31; Rom. 10:11-13; 2 Tim. 3:15; Heb. 11:6; 1 Pet. 1:5, 9; etc.). God 

may overlook ignorance, but He does not reward it. 

According to Jesus, “I am the way, and the truth, and the life; no 

one comes to the Father but through Me” (John 14:6). Moreover, Paul 

affirms that “whoever calls upon the Lord will be saved” and asks, “How 

then will they call on Him in whom they have not believed? How will they 

believe in Him whom they have not heard?” (Rom. 10:13-14). Thus, 

according to Paul it is necessary to hear and believe in order to call on the 

Lord. Paul demonstrates this in Acts 17, where he finds Athenians groping 

for an unknown God and he responds by telling them about Jesus, saying: 

“Therefore having overlooked the times of ignorance, God is now 

declaring that all people everywhere should repent” (cf. Acts 17:22-31). 

Instead of excusing ignorance, Paul asserts that God now demands 

repentance from all peoples. Therefore, Vatican II appears to be at odds 

with the Apostle by asserting that ignorance (if ‘invincible’) exempts one 

from needing to call upon the name of the Lord, which requires knowing 

who the Savior is (cf. Acts 10:34-35; Rom. 10:13-14). Rather, fulfillment 

of Jesus’ Great Commission is necessary for the salvation of “some from 

every tribe, tongue, people, and nation.”  

The Head of the Church 

Vatican II also differs from Unam Sanctam in its treatment of the 

head of the Church. According to the Catechism of the Catholic Church, 

“[A]ll salvation comes from Christ the Head through the Church which is 

his Body.”
54

 Lumen Gentium adds that the successor of Peter is “the Vicar 

of Christ, the visible Head of the whole Church.”
55

 Vatican II thus stops 

short of calling the pope ‘one head’ with Christ. Yet Christ and the pope 

cannot both be head of the whole Church; you cannot serve two masters.
56

 

Moreover, Eph. 1:22-23 teaches that Christ is “head over all things to the 

church, which is His body.” 

Not surprisingly, Vatican II has retained Boniface VIII’s claim 

that the pope is the shepherd of all of Christ’s sheep. As expressed by 

Unitatis Redintegratio, Christ “selected Peter, and after his confession of 

                                                             

54
CCC 846.  

55
LG 3.18; cf. CCC 882. 

56
Conflict occurs when requiring religious assent and submission to the 

teaching of the pope (such as in Unam Sanctam) that can be reasonably shown to 

contradict the teaching of Christ and His apostles (cf. LG 3.25). 



JISCA Volume 9, No. 1, © 2016 

 

110 

faith determined that on him He would build His Church. Also to Peter He 

promised the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and after His profession of 

love, entrusted all His sheep to him to be confirmed in faith and 

shepherded in perfect unity.”
57

 The claim that Christ entrusted all of His 

sheep to Peter and his successors has already been refuted.  

 

Christ’s Sheep and Unity 

On the other hand, Vatican II views Christ’s sheep in a radically different 

way than Unam Sanctam. In fact, instead of saying that anyone not 

committed to the pope cannot be among Christ’s sheep, Unitatis 

Redintegratio declares: “The Church knows that she is joined in many 

ways to the baptized who are honored by the name of Christian, but do not 

profess the Catholic faith in its entirety or have not preserved unity or 

communion under the successor of Peter.”
58

 This document calls such 

Christians “separated brethren” (more will be said about this later). 

Regarding unity, Vatican II asserts: “The Roman Pontiff, as the 

successor of Peter, is the perpetual and visible principle and foundation of 

unity of both the bishops and of the faithful.”
59

 Catholic apologist Tim 

Staples ties this interpretation to Luke 22:24-32, where “Jesus prayed that 

Peter’s faith would not fail, so that ‘he may be the source of strength and 

unity for the rest of the apostles’”
60

 However, it does not follow that Jesus’ 

prayer for Peter’s faith makes his successors the permanent “source of 

strength and unity for the whole Church.” 

                                                             

57
Unitatis Redintegratio (UR) 1.2, a decree of Vatican II, at 

http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/documents/vat-

ii_decree_19641121_unitatis-redintegratio_en.html (accessed February 28, 2015). 

At the same time, CCC 862 affirms “the office of shepherding the Church, which 

the apostles received . . . to be exercised without interruption by the sacred order 

of bishops.” 
58

UR 1.3. Interestingly, this broader view of Christ’s sheep has incited a 

backlash from some conservative Roman Catholics who claim Vatican II ushered 

in a realm of anti-popes who have corrupted the Church’s dogmas. The fact is, the 

Protestant situation today is in principal the same as it was for the Greeks in 

Boniface’s day.  
59

LG 3.23; cf. Cyprian, Epistles 72.7 (ca. 255). 
60

Staples, “The Papacy in Scripture.” 

http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/documents/vat-ii_decree_19641121_unitatis-redintegratio_en.html%20(accessed
http://www.vatican.va/archive/hist_councils/ii_vatican_council/documents/vat-ii_decree_19641121_unitatis-redintegratio_en.html%20(accessed
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Scripture never teaches that Peter’s successors are the source of 

unity; in fact, the papacy, with its antipopes and its roles in the great 

schisms of the Church, has a mixed record on unity.
61

 According to Eph. 

4:4-5, unity is found in “one Spirit, one hope of your calling, one Lord, 

one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all.” In fact, perhaps 

baptism, with its confession of the one faith, is a better visible sign and 

symbol of unity of the Church.
62

 

 

Papal Powers 

Regarding papal powers, Vatican II says: “The pope’s power of primacy 

over all, both pastors and faithful, remains whole and intact. In virtue of 

his office, . . . the Roman Pontiff has full, supreme and universal power 

over the Church. And he is always free to exercise this power.”
63

 This 

claim is based on Jesus’ promise to Peter: “I will give you the keys of the 

kingdom of heaven; and whatever you bind on earth shall have been bound 

in heaven, and whatever you loose on earth shall have been loosed in 

heaven” (Matt. 16:19). For most Catholics, this is the strongest Scriptural 

argument for the exclusive claims of the papacy. For example, Scott Hahn 

argues that the keys imply a permanent office requiring perpetual 

succession from Peter throughout the history of the Church.
64

  

                                                             

61
There have been more than forty antipopes (including Boniface VII). 

Moreover, the pope initiated both the Great East-West Schism (1054) and Martin 

Luther’s excommunication (1521), resulting in lasting schisms within the Body of 

Christ. In addition, not long after Boniface VIII, two or three popes 

simultaneously claimed to be the only valid successor of Peter for forty years 

(1378 to 1418) – a situation Unam Sanctam did not anticipate. 
62

The Eucharist is (should be) another visible sign and symbol of the 

unity of the Body of Christ (cf. 1 Cor. 10:17). Sadly it has become a symbol of 

divisions within the Body. Similarly, the assembly of Christians for worship can 

be either a sign of unity or division, depending on the context. It, too, often is a 

sign of the latter. 
63

LG 3.22; cf. CCC 882. 
64

Catholic-pages.com, Scott Hahn on the Papacy, at http://www.catholic-

pages.com/pope/hahn.asp (accessed March 26, 2015). Interestingly, Calvin 

identifies the keys as a metaphor for the gospel, which is the power of God for 

salvation (cf. Rom. 1:16; Eph. 1:13). See Institutes of Religion 4.6.4. He says 

“heaven is opened to us by the doctrine of the Gospel.” 

http://www.catholic-pages.com/pope/hahn.asp
http://www.catholic-pages.com/pope/hahn.asp
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On the other hand, it is not at all clear (1) what power and 

authority Peter possessed that was not shared by other apostles, and (2) 

what authority Peter actually handed down to his successors.
65

 As already 

noted, the other apostles shared the power to bind and loose (Matt. 18:18), 

and Christ subsequently entrusted Paul with the Gospel to all of the 

Gentiles (Rom. 1:5; cf. Gal. 2:9). Thus, Peter himself held no permanent 

exclusive power or authority (cf. 1 Cor. 5:5; 1 Tim. 1:20).
66

 Moreover, 

none of Peter’s successors walked on water or exhibited any other signs 

and wonders to confirm this alleged supreme office. Furthermore, none of 

Peter’s successors are part of the foundation of the Church, as the apostles 

were. There is simply no basis in Scripture or in history for the 

presumption that Christ granted supreme perpetual power to Peter or to his 

successors. 

 

Separated Brethren and EENS 

Regarding the salvation of Christians separated from the Church, Vatican 

II takes a cue from Augustine’s understanding of EENS. Having argued 

that unity is the proof of love, without which faith is nothing, Augustine 

continues:  

Outside the Catholic Church there can be everything except 

salvation. He can hold office, he can have sacraments, he can 

sing “alleluia,” he can respond “amen,” he can hold to the 

gospel, he can have faith and preach in the name of the Father 

and Son and Holy Spirit. But never except in the Catholic 

Church can he find salvation.
67

 

                                                             

65
Another question might be: How does anyone today know to which of 

Peter’s successors “the keys” were actually bequeathed? For example, Mark, a 

well-known protégé of Peter was the first patriarch of Alexandria; and the line of 

succession from Peter in Rome is not reported consistently by the church fathers.  
66

Roman Catholics cite Isa. 22:15-25 as a type of the keys Jesus offered 

to Peter. However, in Isaiah, Shebna, the incumbent, is deposed and replaced by 

Eliakim, something that has never happened with the papacy (“the supreme 

spiritual power is judged by no one”). Instead, there were often ‘anti-popes,’ and 

only in hindsight did “the Church” decide which were the rightful heirs of ‘Peter’s 

Chair’.  
67

Augustine, Address to the People of the Church of Caesarea 6.  
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Apparently Augustine recognized in his day that Christians “outside of the 

Catholic Church” demonstrated all the visible signs of Church life. Yet, he 

felt compelled to insist on institutional unity as the test of the widely 

accepted dogma that outside the Church there is no salvation. 

Nevertheless, does not Scripture teach that “if you confess with your 

mouth that Jesus is Lord and believe in your heart that God raised Him 

from the dead, you will be saved” (Rom. 10:9-11)? Sadly, Vatican II 

followed the tenets of EENS rather than Scripture, and said: “[I] is only 

through Christ’s Catholic Church . . . that they can benefit fully from the 

means of salvation.”
68

 In addition, Unitatis Redintegratio 2.22 states: 

“Baptism, therefore, envisages a complete profession of faith, complete 

incorporation in the system of salvation such as Christ willed it to be, and 

finally complete ingrafting in eucharistic communion.” Therefore, 

according to Vatican II, ‘separated brethren’ cannot “benefit fully from the 

means of salvation” because they lack “complete incorporation in the 

system of salvation.” Consequently, how do Roman Catholics today 

believe Protestants are saved?  

Roman Catholics find it difficult to articulate how Protestants are 

saved because of the dogma of EENS. What follows is an attempt to 

explain this complex issue in simple terms. According to Vatican II, a 

person is incorporated into the Church by Trinitarian baptism, which does 

not have to be administered by a priest (UR 1.3, CCC 1256). Thus, 

Protestants are incorporated into the Church by baptism. However, the new 

life conferred at baptism requires ongoing nourishment, which Rome 

attributes to the Eucharist based on John 6:53: “Truly, truly, I say to you, 

unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink His blood, you have 

no life in yourselves” (cf. CCC 1392).
69

 Roman Catholics are required to 

                                                             

68
UR 1.3; cf. CCC 845. CCC 830 defines the means of salvation to be: 

“correct and complete confession of faith, full sacramental life, and ordained 

ministry in apostolic succession.” CCC 1129 says that the sacraments are 

necessary for salvation: “The fruit of the sacramental life is that the Spirit of 

adoption makes the faithful partakers in the divine nature by uniting them in a 

living union with the only Son, the Savior.” CCC 1816 also says that “service of 

and witness to the faith are necessary for salvation” (cf. Matt. 10:32-33).  
69

Protestants view John 6:63 as the key to Jesus’ Bread of Life discourse: 

“It is the Spirit who gives life; the flesh profits nothing; the words that I have 

spoken to you are spirit and are life.” Tertullian says of this passage: “we ought 

therefore to desire Him in order that we may have life, and to devour Him with the 

ear, and to ruminate on Him with the understanding, and to digest Him by faith” 
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partake of this “spiritual food” at least annually, which in turn requires 

preparation by the sacrament of Reconciliation (CCC 1389). However, 

Rome asserts that only priests possessing sacramental Orders conferred 

through apostolic succession can administer a valid Eucharist, in which the 

bread and wine truly become the body and blood of Christ (CCC 1400).
70

 

Moreover, according to Joseph Ratzinger (later, Pope Benedict XVI), 

Protestant “Communities do not enjoy apostolic succession in the 

sacrament of Orders, and are, therefore, deprived of a constitutive element 

[the Eucharist] of the Church.”
71

 In other words, Protestants are deprived 

                                                                                                                                           

(On the Resurrection of the Flesh 37, in ANF 3). Similarly, Irenaeus writes: “Eat 

ye from every Scripture of the Lord” (Against Heresies 5.20.2). Consequently, 

Protestants seek spiritual nourishment primarily by coming to Christ through the 

written Word of God: through reading, prayer, and preaching; although Anglicans 

celebrate the Liturgy of the Word together with the Liturgy of the Sacrament. See 

the footnote below for more on the Anglican perspective of the Eucharist.   
70

According to Rome, even Anglicans, who claim apostolic succession, 

do not have a valid priesthood, nor a valid Eucharist, because they deny 

transubstantiation. Thomas Aquinas explains this dogma in Summa Theologica, 

vol. 2, 3.73 – 83. According to Aquinas, “the entire Christ could be in both His 

hands and mouth. Now this could not come to pass were His relation to place to 

be according to His proper dimensions” (3.81.1 ad 2). Also, “God ‘wedded His 

Godhead,’ i.e. His Divine power, to the bread and wine, not that these may remain 

in this sacrament, but in order that He may make from them His body and blood” 

(3.75.2 ad 1). These are highly strained interpretations of Jesus’ words, “This is 

My body.” The Apostle Paul suggests an alternative in 1 Cor. 10:2-4, where he 

identifies manna as spiritual food and says that the rock that gave the Israelites 

spiritual drink “was Christ.” The substance of the manna and the water did not 

change, yet they provided both physical and spiritual nourishment. Thus the 

sacrament can be affirmed as “an outward and visible sign of an inward and 

spiritual grace” (the Anglican view).   
71

Joseph Ratzinger, Dominus Iesus 17, [2000]). See 

http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith

_doc_20000806_dominus-iesus_en.html (accessed March 22, 2015). According to 

Ratzinger, Protestants worship in “ecclesial communities” which “cannot be 

called ‘Churches’ in the proper sense” because “these Communities do not enjoy 

apostolic succession in the sacrament of Orders, and are, therefore, deprived of a 

constitutive element [the Eucharist] of the Church” (cf. CCC 1275). However, the 

Eucharist was originally celebrated house to house with more than 3000 people 

without the sacrament of Orders (cf. Acts 2:42, 46-47). Protestant clergy fulfill the 

requirements and functions of church leaders defined in 1 Tim. 3; 2 Tim. 2:2; Tit. 

1; Heb. 13:17; etc.   

http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_20000806_dominus-iesus_en.html
http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_20000806_dominus-iesus_en.html
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of ongoing spiritual nourishment through a valid Eucharist. Hence, 

according to the Roman Catholic Church, Protestants lack what Jesus said 

is necessary for [spiritual] life. Nevertheless, like Augustine, Roman 

Catholics cannot deny the vibrant spiritual life manifest in many Protestant 

communities today. Consequently, Roman Catholics conclude that 

Protestants may be saved by means of extra-ordinary grace, being excused 

from the ordinary means of grace provided through the Eucharist because 

of non-culpable ignorance.
72

 However, this is essentially the same means 

of salvation that Vatican II articulates for unbelievers. Why is “by grace 

you have been saved through faith” not enough? 

 

CONCLUSION 

Summary and Scriptural Reflections on the Papacy 

In summary, Vatican II differs substantially from Unam Sanctam as 

follows: (1) it says that those who are invincibly ignorant, yet sincerely 

seek God, may be saved outside of the Church (vs. “there is no salvation 

outside of the Church”); (2) it recognizes baptized Christians not in 

communion with Rome as Christ’s sheep (vs. only those committed to the 

pope are Christ’s sheep); and (3) it distinguishes Christ, the (invisible) 

Head of the Church, from the pope, the visible head of the whole Church 

(vs. Christ and the Vicar are “one head,” not “two heads like a monster”). 

However, Vatican II does claim that the papacy is the “supreme and 

universal power over the Church” as well as “the perpetual source of 

unity.” Finally, Vatican II asserts that all baptized Christians – except for 

those who do not know any better – must be completely incorporated in 

“the system of salvation” available through the Church (vs. the “absolute” 

necessity for all humans to be subject to the Roman Pontiff).   

In contrast, Jesus says that whoever believes in Him shall not 

perish but have everlasting life. What is necessary for salvation? Trusting 

the Savior who has revealed Himself through the prophets and in the 

person of Jesus Christ (Acts 4:12; Rom. 10:13-14; Heb. 11:6).
73

 We 

Protestants affirm salvation by grace alone, through faith alone, in Christ 

                                                             

72
This explanation was given by Andrew Preslar in private 

correspondence, August 18, 2015. 
73

It is vain to call on the name of the Lord without faith (cf. Job 35:13; 

Psa. 18:41; Isa. 1:15; Rom. 10:9).  
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alone, according to the Scriptures alone, for the glory of God alone (the 

“five solas”). Nevertheless, the Church plays a significant role in nurturing 

God’s children on their journey of salvation. 

Regarding the nurturing role of the Church, Scripture suggests 

several ways the papacy may be affirmed. For example, as a bishop, the 

pope is called to preach the gospel and teach the mysteries of God, as well 

as to exhort, rule, and manage the church of God under his care (cf. 1 Tim 

3:1-7; 2 Tim. 2:2; Tit. 1:5-9).
74

 Moreover, as the spiritual leader of more 

than one billion Christians, he has great responsibility and power (Heb. 

13:17). Therefore, he must be careful not to usurp the authority and role of 

the Head and Chief Shepherd of the Church, nor disparage the authority of 

other overseers of Christ’s flock (cf. 1 Pet. 5:1-5). In addition, as Paul 

writes: “Render to all what is due them” (Rom. 13:7). Christians who are 

under the pope’s care are to follow his example and to obey him, as he 

watches over their souls (Heb. 13:7, 17); Protestants, as well, should love, 

honor, and respect the pope as a brother in Christ and as the leader of 

many of Christ’s sheep.  

Finally, with a sincere desire to seek reconciliation between 

Christians who are separated from one another by various divisions, I 

commend the following from Vatican II: “Sacred Scriptures provide for 

the work of dialogue an instrument of the highest value in the mighty hand 

of God for the attainment of that unity which the Saviour holds out to all” 

(UR 2.2).  

 

APPENDIX: Summary of Unam Sanctamôs Claims and Responses 

(1)  Salvation and forgiveness of sins can be found only in the one holy 

catholic and apostolic Church – a questionable assertion, in view of 

Joel 2:32 and Hebrews 11. Salvation is from the Savior, who is not 

bound exclusively to a New Testament institution. 

(2)  There is one head of the Church: Christ and the pope – nonsensical 

(one plus one is not one); a category mistake (Peter is a member of 

the body, not the head). Christ is the sole head of His body, the 

Church. 

                                                             

74
The pope, like all other bishops and overseers of the Church, must meet 

the qualifications of and fulfill the responsibilities of the office.  
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(3a)  The pope is the shepherd of all of Christ’s sheep – refuted in Rom. 

1:5 and Gal. 2:9 (Christ entrusted Paul with the Gospel to the 

Gentiles); and by John 10 (according to Jesus, the shepherd has a 

personal relationship with each sheep; there is one heavenly 

shepherd and many earthly shepherds). 

(3b)  Only those committed to the pope can be Christ’s sheep – contrary 

to Scripture: Jesus promises eternal life to all who come to him; and 

no one will snatch His sheep (including the Greeks) from His hand 

(cf. John 10:27-29). 

(4)  The plentitude of papal powers underscores the perils of resisting 

papal authority – claims based on eisegesis, wrongly portraying the 

pope as Christ’s peer. 

(5)  It is absolutely necessary for the salvation of every human creature 

to be subject to the Roman Pontiff – it is presumptuous for the pope 

to set himself up as an arbiter of salvation (Heb. 2:10); salvation is 

from the Lord alone (Hos. 13:4; Acts 4:12). 
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A Note on the Qur’an and the Crucifixion 

Jeroen H. C. Tempelman
1
 

 

 

Jesus was taken up into heaven according to Muhammad, 

who himself remains in the grave. Now can anyone doubt 

which of these two to follow? 

—Hugo de Groot
2
 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The idea is widespread among Christians who have explored the rudiments 

of Islam that the Qur’an teaches that Jesus did not die on the cross. 

According to Lee Strobel, for example, “[t]he idea that Jesus never really 

died on the cross can be found in the Koran.”
3
 J. Kerby Anderson states 

that “[t]he Qur’an teaches that Jesus was not crucified (Sura 4:157).”
4
 

Muslim writers frequently make the same claim. According to The 

Koran for Dummies, written by Sohaib Sultan, “the Koran says that God 

saved Jesus from crucifixion by raising him up to the heavens; God only 

made it seem as if he had been crucified.”
5
 And the title alone of Ahmed 

Deedat’s Crucifixion or Cruci-Fiction? needs little further elaboration. 

The idea that the Qur’an rejects the notion that Jesus died on the cross 

ultimately derives from Q 4:156–159, specifically verses 157–158, which 

translated into English read as follows: 

                                                             

1
 Jeroen H. C. Tempelman is an M.A. student at the London School of 
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2
 Hugo de Groot, Bewijs van den waren Godsdienst (1622), book 6, 

section IV. 
3
 Lee Strobel, The Case for Christ: A Journalist’s Personal Investigation 

of the Evidence for Jesus (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 2013), 206. 
4
 J. Kerby Anderson, A Biblical Point of View on Islam (Eugene, Ore.: 

Harvest House Publishers, 2008), 42. 
5
 Sohaib Sultan, The Koran for Dummies: A Reference for the Rest of Us! 

(Hoboken, N.J.: Wiley Publishing, Inc., 2004), 77. 
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That they said (in boast), “We killed Christ Jesus the son of 

Mary, the Messenger of Allah”—but they killed him not, nor 

crucified him, but so it was made to appear to them, and those 

who differ therein are full of doubts, with no (certain) 

knowledge, but only conjecture to follow, for of a surety they 

killed him not— 

Nay, Allah raised him up unto Himself; and Allah is Exalted in 

Power, Wise—
6
 

Notwithstanding the prevalence of the view that the Qur’an teaches that 

Jesus did not die on the cross, the ambiguities in the language of these 

verses, in both the original Arabic and in this and other English 

translations, easily lend themselves to a range of interpretations of this 

passage. Indeed, through much of history, Muslim exegetes have offered 

interpretations much different from the one that has prevailed. 

This essay will review some of these different interpretations. It has 

been suggested that exegetes who have interpreted Q 4:157–158 as stating 

that Jesus did not die on the cross have done so for theological or 

polemical reasons rather than based on linguistic or scholarly 

considerations. Although an assessment of whether this is indeed the case 

involves to some extent an interpretation of the interpreters of the passage, 

this essay will express some sympathy for this view. 

 

HISTORICAL INTERPRETATIONS 

The notion that Jesus did not die and that God raised him up to himself 

presumably goes back all the way to Muhammad himself. In Ibn Hisham’s 

edition of Ibn Ishaq’s biography of Muhammad, we read how the Prophet 

addressed a deputation from the Christians of Najrān: 

Then He mentions His taking up of Jesus to Himself when they 

decided to kill him and says: “And they plotted and God 

plotted and God is the best of plotters.” Then He tells them—

refuting what they assert of the Jews in regard to his 

crucifixion—how He took him up and purified him from them 

and says: “When God said, O Jesus I am about to cause thee to 

                                                             

6
 ‘Abdullah Yūsuf ‘Alī, tr., The Meaning of the Holy Qur’ān, 11

th
 ed. 

(Beltsville, Md.: Amana Publications, 2009), 235–236. 
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die and to exalt thee to Myself and to purify thee from those 

who disbelieve” when they purposed as they did, “and am 

setting those who follow thee above those who disbelieve until 

the day of resurrection.”
7
 

Beyond this attribution to Muhammad, the most detailed historical survey 

of interpretations of Q 4:157–158 and surrounding verses is arguably that 

by Todd Lawson.
8
 Lawson divides the interpretations of more than 40 

Muslim exegetes chronologically into three periods: (i.) early traditions up 

to Abū Ja’far Muhammad ibn Jarīr al-Tabarī (d. AD 923); (ii.) classical 

and medieval interpretations (923–1505); and (iii.) interpretations dating 

from the end of the Middle Ages to the present.
9
 

 

(i.) Early Traditions up to Abū Ja’far Muhammad ibn Jarīr al-Tabarī (d. 

AD 923) 

Lawson points out that the earliest extant interpretation of Q 4:157 is not 

by a Muslim but by a Christian, namely John of Damascus, a Church 

Father who lived from c. 675 to 749.
10

 John’s interpretation of Q 4:157–

158 can be found in his work De haeresibus, ch. 101. In addressing what 

                                                             

7
 Muhammad Ibn Ishāq, The Life of Muhammad, tr. A. Guillaume 

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1955), 276. 
8
 Todd Lawson, The Crucifixion and the Qur’an: A Study in the History 

of Muslim Thought (London: Oneworld Publications, 2009). 
9
 Ibid., ch. 2, 3, and 4, respectively. 

10
 Ibid., 7n13, 21, 144. Lawson also discusses an interpretation of this 

Qur’anic passage by ‘Abd Allāh ibn al-’Abbās, who died in 687, when John was 

only 11 or 12 years old (ibid. 44–48). But the attribution of traditions to Ibn 

‘Abbās is generally considered unreliable, and the traditions regarding the 

crucifixion attributed to him may instead originate with Muhammad al-Kalbī, 

although Kalbī in turn frequently credits Ibn ‘Abbās (ibid., 45–46, referencing 

Andrew Rippin, “The Exegetical Works Ascribed to Ibn ‘Abbās: An 

Examination,” The Qur’an and Its Interpretative Tradition, Aldershot, England: 

Variorum, 2001). By contrast, Mark N. Swanson has argued that Christians were 

aware early on in the eighth century AD that Muslims interpreted the Qur’an as 

stating that Jesus was not crucified (Mark N. Swanson, “Folly to the Ḥunafā’: The 

Crucifixion in Early Christian-Muslim Controversy,” The Encounter of Eastern 

Christianity with Early Islam, eds. Emmanouela Grypeou and Mark N. Swanson, 

Leiden: E. J. Brill, 2007, 237–256). 
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he calls “the superstition of the Ishmaelites” and “a false prophet named 

Mohammed,”
11

 John notes as follows: 

And he [i.e. Muhammad] says that the Jews wanted to crucify 

Him [i.e. Jesus] in violation of the law, and that they seized 

His shadow and crucified this. But the Christ Himself was not 

crucified, he says, nor did He die, for God out of His love for 

Him took Him to Himself into heaven.
12

 

In this citation John states unequivocally that Muhammad (and 

presumably, by extension, the Qur’an) claims that Jesus (i.) was not 

crucified and (ii.) did not die, because (iii.) God took him to himself into 

heaven. It is not clear whether this is John’s own interpretation of Q 

4:157–158, or whether he was merely recounting Muslim interpretations 

with which he was familiar. 

Early Islamic interpreters of Q 4:157–158, by contrast, almost all 

agreed that someone had been crucified. They did not agree who that was, 

but they did agree that it was not Jesus.
13

 Thus, instead of merely Jesus’ 

shadow being crucified, as John of Damascus would have it, someone else 

was substituted for Jesus, a theory apparently first proposed by ‘Abd Allāh 

ibn al-’Abbās.
14

 Most early Muslim exegetes claimed that the substitute 

was a volunteer seeking favor with God, but some claimed it was someone 

being punished, such as Judas Iscariot.
15

 

An exception was Ja’Far ibn Muhammad al-Sādiq, who 

interpreted Q 4:157–158 as affirming Jesus’ death.
16

 Another exception 

was Yahyā ibn Ziyād al-Farrā’, who interpreted the object of “they did not 

                                                             

11
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Damascus: Writings (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America 

Press, 1958), 153. 
12

 Chase, op. cit., 154. 
13

 Lawson, op. cit., 47, 66. 
14

 Ibid., 46. 
15

 Ibid., 44–66. Other substitutes who have been proposed include the 

apostle Peter, Simon from Cyrene, one of the Roman soldiers who were guarding 

Jesus, someone newly created by God on the spot, and even Satan (Christine 
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unpublished manuscript available at http://www.contra-
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kill” to be “it” rather than “him,” with “it” being a reference to knowledge. 

Some subsequent Muslim exegetes would pick up on this interpretation. At 

least three early exegetes have left us no interpretation of Q 4:157–158, 

which may reflect the fact that whether Jesus did or did not die on the 

cross is simply not critical to Islamic doctrine.
17

 

A transition between the early and classical Muslim exegetes was 

formed by al-Tabarī, whose methodology was to present multiple 

commentaries that had preceded him on a given verse and to select from 

those commentaries.
18

 In fact, we know of some of those preceding 

commentaries only because al-Tabirī discussed them.
19

 Al-Tabarī 

discusses as many as 11 preceding interpretations, some of which conflict, 

but he himself is somewhat vague in taking a position on whether Jesus 

died on the cross.
20

 Still, unlike most of those who preceded him, al-Tabarī 

appears to be more open to an interpretation other than one that denies 

Jesus’ death. 

 

(ii.) Classical and Medieval Interpretations (923–1505) 

Whereas early Muslim interpreters of Q 4:157–158 were at times driven 

by a desire to differentiate the then newly emerging Islam from 

Christianity, this was less of a factor during the classical period and the 

Middle Ages, when Islam had become more established. Thus, Muslim 

exegetes during this period felt freer to drift away from the notion that 

someone other than Jesus was crucified, which is a theory that undermines 

a key doctrine of Christianity, namely substitutionary atonement, 

according to which Christ bore the sins of the world when He was 

crucified.
21

 Perhaps as a result, classical and medieval Muslim exegetes 

arrived at multiple interpretations of Q 4:157–158, not all of which denied 

Jesus’ death on the cross. 
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(ibid., 65). 
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Abu Ishāq Ibrāhīm ibn al-Sarī al-Zajjāj and al-Zamakhsharī, for 

example, became the first Muslim exegetes to invoke grammatical 

considerations in interpreting the passage.
22

 Al-Qāsim ibn Ibrāhīm al-Rassī 

was a Shi’i interpreter who affirmed that Jesus died on the cross; he, in 

fact, interpreted Jesus’ crucifixion as a “ransom to God.”
23

 Abū Hātim al-

Rāzī pointed out that the New Testament makes a distinction between 

Jesus’ body dying on the cross but not his spirit, and he explained the 

apparent discrepancy by interpreting Q 4:157–158 as stating that Jesus’ 

bodily death is what made it seem to eyewitnesses that He had died.
24

 

Ja’far ibn Mansūr al-Yaman and Abu Ya’qūb al-Sijistānī also accepted 

that Jesus died on the cross.
25

 

An exception here was Abū al-Fidā’ Ismā’īl b. ‘Umar ibn Kathīr, 

who again took up the notion that someone volunteered to substitute for 

Jesus. But his writings are notoriously punctuated with anti-Jewish 

sentiments, to the point of being polemical rather than scholarly.
26

 

 

(iii.) Interpretations from the End of the Middle Ages to the Present 

Since the end of the Middle Ages, Muslim interpreters have again largely 

denied the historicity of the crucifixion. Sayyid Ahmad Khān, for example, 

believed that Jesus’ disciples took him down from the cross before He died 

and then hid him.
27

 Mullā Muhammad Muhsin Fayd al-Kāshāni believed 

that Jesus was not killed.
28

 

The main basis for the Islamic interpretation of Q 4:157–158 157 

since the beginning of the twentieth century was not so much Muslim 

interpretative traditions but rather the Gospel of Barnabas. This 

nonbiblical writing proclaims that Jesus was replaced by Judas Iscariot, 

who was crucified instead. Most Western scholars, however, consider the 
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Gospel of Barnabas to be a Western late medieval concoction rather than 

an authentic example of early Christian literature.
29

 

Among recent Muslim exegetes, Sayyid Qutb believed that the 

biblical gospels offer insufficient and contradictory details to provide a 

definitive interpretation of Q 4:157–158.
30

 In his estimation, the Gospel of 

Barnabas was written prior to the fourth biblical gospel, and it was 

therefore more authentic and reliable as a source of historical information 

than the Gospel of John. But Qutb was willing to acknowledge that the 

Gospel of Barnabas may not be accurate, and that the Qur’an is not 

specific enough to establish the identity of the person who was crucified in 

Jesus’ place.
31

 

Also in the twentieth century, Abū al-A’lā Mawdūdī was driven 

by a self-professed desire to maintain Islam as separate and distinct from 

other religions, and to prevent it from being absorbed by them.
32

 Mawdūdī 

argued that the Jews recognized that Jesus was a prophet but—warped as 

they were—killed him, just as they had done previously with other 

prophets, most recently with John the Baptist.
33

 Mawdūdī also adhered to 

the substitution theory, but claimed that we simply do not know what is 

meant by the clause “are full of doubts” in v. 157.
34

 Mawdūdī offered no 

discussion of previous interpretations of Q 4:157–158.
35

 Instead, his 

principal objective, along with other modern exegetes such as Rashīd Ridā, 

was to debunk Christian doctrine rather than to discern the meaning of Q 

4:157–158.
36
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ALTERNATIVE INTERPRETATIONS 

Michael G. Fonner distinguishes two types of interpretation of Q 4:157, 

one he calls “literalist” and one he calls “contextual/theological.”
37

 The 

literalist type restricts itself to Q 4:157–158 as stating merely that Jesus did 

not die on the cross. This type includes three different interpretations that 

are frequently recognized in the secondary literature as such:
38

 

 

(1.) Someone other than Jesus was crucified and died. This is the 

substitution theory encountered above. 

(2.) No one was crucified; it only seemed that way to observers. This 

interpretation is not unlike some heretical forms of early 

Christianity, such as Docetism, some versions of which also deny 

that Jesus died on the cross.
39

 

(3.) Jesus was crucified but did not die. Instead, Allah healed Jesus 

while in the grave and raised him up into heaven.
40

 Alternatively, 

Jesus was attended to by Nicodemus, who, it so happened, was an 

expert physician and nursed Jesus back to health. Jesus then went 

east in order to look for the ten lost tribes of Israel, eventually 

dying in Kashmir.
41

 

According to the contextual/theological type of interpretation, Q 4:157–

158 do not intend to say anything with respect to the historicity of the 

crucifixion. The purpose of the verses is not to deny Jesus’ death by 

crucifixion, but rather to convey something else. Fonner distinguishes as 

many as three possible contexts of Q 4:157–158:
42

  

                                                             

37
 Michael G. Fonner, “Jesus’ Death by Crucifixion in the Qur’an: An 

Issue for Interpretation and Muslim-Christian Relations,” JES 29 (1992), 441. 
38

 E.g. Fonner, op. cit., 443–444; Lawson, op. cit., 23; Michael R. 

Licona, Paul Meets Muhammad: A Christian-Muslim Debate on the Resurrection 

(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Books, 2006), 41; Peter G. Riddell and Peter 

Cotterell, Islam in Context: Past, Present, and Future (Grand Rapids, Mich.: 

Baker Academic, 2003), 78–80; Schirrmacher, op. cit., 2. 
39

 Fonner, op. cit., 443–444; Lawson, op. cit., 2–3; Riddell and Cotterell, 

op. cit., 79. 
40

 Licona, Paul Meets Muhammad, 41. 
41

 Riddell and Cotterell, op. cit., 79–80; Schirrmacher, op. cit., 7–8. 
42

 Fonner, op. cit., 439–441. 



JISCA Volume 9, No. 1, © 2016 

 

126 

(1.) Criticism of the Jews: In the verses leading up to Q 4:157–158, 

Jews are criticized for denying God and his apostles (v. 150), for 

challenging Moses (v. 153), for breaking the covenant, killing 

God’s prophets/messengers, and committing blasphemy (v. 153), 

for slandering Jesus’ mother Mary (v. 156), and, in the passage at 

hand, for boasting they had killed Jesus (v. 157). 

(2.) An internal qur’anic debate as to whether God’s messengers on 

earth are killed by their opponents or whether God grants them 

victory 

(3.) An illustration of the notion that God is a better plotter than his 

opponents (Q 3:54; cf. 8:30, 13:42). Thus considered, Q 4:157–

158 emphasize the idea that the Jews thought they had killed Jesus 

but that God had outsmarted them by only making it seem that 

way to them. 

The first of these three contexts has resonated more than the other two in 

the secondary literature.
43

 Given this context, the main objective of Q 

4:157–158 is to reject the claim by the Jews that they had killed or 

crucified Jesus. Not all scholars agree, however, that this particular 

interpretation is, in fact, correct. Peter G. Riddell and Peter Cotterell point 

out that this interpretation of the Arab language is not at all the natural 

reading of the passage: “the Arabic text does not emphasize the pronoun 

‘they’ [signifying the Jews] as might have been expected if that was the 

intended meaning; this interpretation is just, but only just, barely 

possible.”
44

 The scholarly debate here serves to underscore the ambiguity 

of the meaning of the qur’anic text noted above. 

Fonner has argued that to which interpretation of Q 4:157–158 one 

subscribes depends in part on one’s theological presuppositions.
45

 

Christians believe that Jesus is God, while Muslims believe He was merely 

a prophet. Christians believe the crucifixion is only half the story—the 

resurrection being the other half. Muslims do not subscribe to the Christian 
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doctrine of substitutionary atonement, according to which Christ bore the 

sins of the world when He was crucified. 

But we can go further than Fonner. The historicity of the 

crucifixion and death of Jesus of Nazareth is supported by both biblical 

and extrabiblical records that long predate Islam. The historical 

proposition that Jesus died on a cross is accepted by many secular 

historians, even those who do not accept Jesus’ resurrection and divinity. 

The dominant Islamic interpretation of Q 4:157–158 that Jesus did not die 

on the cross, either because He was never crucified or because He was 

removed from the cross before He died, is at variance with this widely 

accepted historical record. 

Thus, an interpretation of Q 4:157–158 as denying Jesus’ death 

and crucifixion looks to have been driven by theological rather than 

historical considerations. John of Damascus’ interpretation, and similar 

interpretations by Muslims who followed him, may well reflect the times 

in which these interpretations originated. John may have been trying to 

point out similarities between Islamic doctrine and the by then discredited 

Docetism. Muslims may have attempted to differentiate their new religion 

from those that already existed, such as Christianity.
46

 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

We have seen that throughout history, Muslim and non-Muslim scholars 

alike have offered a range of interpretations of Q 4:157–158. But the 

interpretation that Jesus did not die on the cross has dominated the 

alternatives. The interpretation that denies Jesus’ death is to some extent 

polemical rather than scholarly. Its Muslim proponents, during both the 

early stages of Islam and the twentieth century, let their theology drive 

their qur’anic interpretation rather than the other way around, and ignored 

the historical record with respect to the crucifixion of Jesus of Nazareth. 

                                                             

46
 Fred M. Donner, Muhammad and the Believers: At the Origins of 

Islam (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2012), 216–217; Fonner, op. 

cit., 440; Lawson, op. cit., 19–23; Suleiman A. Mourad, “Does the Qur’ān Deny 

or Assert Jesus’s Crucifixion and Death?” New Perspectives on the Qur’an: The 

Qur’an in its Historical Context 2, ed. Gabriel Said Reynolds (New York: 

Routledge, 2011), 349–357; Reynolds, op. cit., 237, 257–258. 



JISCA Volume 9, No. 1, © 2016 

 

128 

Twentieth-century Muslim exegetes, furthermore, ignored rather than 

critically engaged previous interpretations that arrived at opposing 

conclusions. 
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In Kurosawa’s classic film The Seven Samurai, desperate farmers convince 

veteran warriors to help defend their village and harvest from raiding 

bandits. Six ronin and one apprentice accept the challenge. After fortifying 

the village and giving the farmers a crash course in asymmetric warfare, 

the seven samurai lead the defense when the marauders return. Some of 

this story line and imagery came to mind as I read Vital Issues in the 

Inerrancy Debate (VIID) because first and foremost it is a defense.  

Twenty-eight of its thirty-two chapters are written by six veteran 

scholars (holding PhDs in various fields). Four of its chapters are written 

by two MDiv candidates. In every chapter the authors are, as the preface 

says, “earnestly contending for the faith delivered once and for all to 

God’s people.” Every one of its meaty pages defends the traditional, 

conservative evangelical views of inspiration, inerrancy, and hermeneutics 

from the destructive use of biblical criticism. By extension they are 

defending all the propositions in and doctrines derived from the Bible.  

VIID is an anthology of some of the best and most recent articles 

on topics of inerrancy, hermeneutic, and the quest for the historical Jesus. 
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While it does weave in some of the history of the main clashes in the battle 

for the Bible in the twentieth century—such as the fundamentalist-

modernist controversy, Barth and Neo-Orthodoxy, Fuller, Ladd, Rogers, 

McKim, the International Council on Biblical Inerrancy (ICBI), ETS and 

Robert Gundry—it doesn’t linger on them. Mainly it offers fresh and 

intelligent responses to the newest wave of challenges to the Bible offered 

by evangelicals in books like The Resurrection of Jesus (IVP, 2010), The 

Lost World of Scripture (IVP, 2013), Ten Guidelines for Evangelical 

Scholarship (Baker, 2013), Five Views on Biblical Inerrancy (Zondervan, 

2013), Can We Still Believe the Bible? (Brazos, 2014), Lost World of 

Adam and Eve (IVP, 2015), Peter: False Disciple and Apostate According 

to Saint Matthew (Eerdmans, 2015), and I (Still) Believe (Zondervan, 

2015). 

Here is a sampling of the many thought-provoking questions 

which are discussed: How much emphasis should genre be given when 

doing interpretation? What is the nature of historical narratives? How do 

hermeneutics and inerrancy interrelate? Are the ideas of the International 

Council on Biblical Inerrancy still important and relevant? What do the 

three living framers of the Chicago statements (Sproul, Packer, and 

Geisler) say about the new hermeneutic and the redefinitions of inerrancy? 

How do we deal with difficult passages in the Bible? What did the framers 

of the ICBI statements really mean? Where should one turn to get 

clarification about the Chicago Statements? Are the academic institutions 

of the evangelical world failing to learn the lessons of the past? Was the 

Apostle Matthew an Apostate? Which view has continuity with the early 

church fathers, Augustine, Aquinas, the Reformers, the writers of the 12-

volume The Fundamentals, and the old Princetonians? Is inerrancy just for 

Calvinists? How early were the gospels really written? Is inerrancy just a 

peripheral doctrine? Is inerrancy derived from inductive and/or deductive 

logic? Was Matthew really the only one to mention the raising of the saints 

in Matthew 27? What do the Church fathers say about Matthew 27? Did 

any ancient Romans detect the influence of Roman historiography in 

Matthew 27? Should inerrancy be used as a litmus test of orthodoxy? Are 

the tools of biblical criticism really neutral? Does purpose or intention 

determine meaning? What does “truth” really mean? Is an intentionalist 

view of truth an alternative to the correspondence view of truth? Why did 

Bart Ehrman drift from fundamentalism to liberalism? What was the 

conservative resurgence in the Southern Baptist Convention? Is there a 

resurgence of neo-evangelicalism? How does postmodernism fit into all 

this? Should the story of Adam and Eve be taken literally? Should 



JISCA Volume 9, No. 1, © 2016 

 

131 

organizations enforce their doctrinal statements amongst their own 

members? Does every scholarly evangelical organization lose its grip on 

inerrancy by the third generation? Should apologists defend both the Faith 

and the Bible? Should evangelicals send their budding scholars to earn 

PhDs at schools that specialize in biblical criticism? 

VIID is provocative. The most controversial thing about the book 

is probably its willingness to name the names of many influential men. I’m 

not just talking about the old rascals like Bacon, Barth, Bart D. Ehrman, 

Bultmann, Darwin, Descartes, Hobbes, Hume, Kant, Lessing, Perrin, 

Reimarus, Schweitzer, Spinoza, Strauss, Tillich, Troeltsch, and von 

Harnack. VIID does mention them. But if focuses more on the also names 

the names of present and recent scholars, publishers, and bloggers: Ben 

Meyer, Birger Gerhadsson, Bruce Waltke, Carlos Bovell, Charles Talbert, 

Christopher Ansberry, Christopher Hays, Christian Smith, Clark Pinnock, 

Craig Blomberg, Craig Evans, Craig Keener, D. Brent Sandy, Daniel P. 

Fuller, Daniel Harlow, Daniel Wallace, Darrell Bock, David Capes, David 

E. Garland, Donald Hagner, Donald K. McKim, Douglas Moo, Edwin 

Yamauchi, E. P. Sanders, Ernst Wendland, Gary R. Habermas, George 

Eldon Ladd, Gerd Theissen, Grant R. Osborne, Gregory A. Boyd, H. C. 

Kee, Heath Thomas, I. Howard Marshall, J. Merrick, J. P. Holding, Jack B. 

Rogers, James Barr, James Bruckner, James Charlesworth, James 

Crossley, James D. G. Dunn, Jeremy Evans, James Hamilton, Joel N. 

Lohr, Joel Watts, John Byron, John R. Franke, John Schneider, John H. 

Walton, Ken Schenck, Kenton Sparks, Kevin J. Vanhoozer, Lee 

McDonald, Leith Anderson, Leon Morris, Martin Soskice, Matthew 

Montonini, Michael F. Bird, Michael Green, Michael R. Licona, Moises 

Silva, Murray Harris, N.T. Wright, Nick Peters, Nijya Gupta, Paul Copan, 

Paul Jewett, Peter E. Enns, Paul Ricouer, Peter H. Davids, Phillip Long, 

Richard Burridge, Richard Horsley, Robert H. Gundry, Robert W. 

Yarborough, Robert Webb, Scot McKnight, Stephen M. Garrett, Thomas 

Schreiner, Tremper Longman III, W. David Beck, Walter Liefield, 

William Lane Craig, William Warren, and William Webb. (I probably 

missed a few!) Many of these men are held in high esteem in by many 

evangelicals. And yet VIID says that each of these men have in some way 

and to some degree challenged the parameters delineated by the ICBI in 

The Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy (CSBI, 1978) and The 

Chicago Statement on Biblical Hermeneutics (CSBH, 1983). 

Standing in the watchman tradition of books like The Battle for the 

Bible (Lindsell, 1976), The Bible in the Balance (Lindsell, 1979), The 

Jesus Crisis (Thomas and Farnell, 1998), The Jesus Quest (Geisler and 
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Farnell, 2014), and Defending Inerrancy (Geisler and Roach, 2011), an 

exposé of this scope runs the risk of being accused of fratricide, libel, 

divisiveness, disunity, faction creating, quarrelsomeness, malice, and 

nastiness. But really all of its authors do a remarkable job of contending 

without being contentious. None of the pages were stuck together with 

drops of venom. With a passionate concern they succeeded in “not be[ing] 

quarrelsome but . . . correcting his opponents with gentleness” (2 Ti. 2:4) 

and in “not regard[ing] him as an enemy but warn[ing] him as a brother” 

(2 Th. 3:15). 

There is merit in the maxim “attack the idea, not the man who 

holds it.” Perhaps the Apostle Paul anticipated this question when he 

wrote, “We destroy arguments and every lofty opinion raised against the 

knowledge of God, and take every thought captive to obey Christ” (2 Co. 

10:5). Ultimately the good fight of faith is not against people but against 

opinions and thoughts. But then must the defense always preclude the 

naming of names? As much as we might all prefer to avoid pointing 

fingers, it seems unavoidable at times. When specific professors are saying 

specific things to specific audiences, the defense cannot be sufficiently 

meaningful (certainly not in any actionable sense) unless specific names 

are named and their actual words are exposed and evaluated.  

Also, in the act of naming names of men spreading ideas they 

deem corrosive to the orthodox faith, these watchmen are following 

apostolic precedents. The Apostle John named Cain as the old rascal who 

should not be imitated (1 Jn. 3:2) and named Diotrephes as the noteworthy 

contemporary antagonist inside the network of first-century churches. He 

described Diotrephes as one who does not properly recognize apostolic 

authority, who spoke “wicked nonsense” against them, and who should not 

be followed (3 Jn. 9-12). Similarly the Apostle Paul named Jannes and 

Jambres as the old rascals who will serve as patterns for many in these last 

days (2 Ti. 3:1-9). He also generalized that “all who are in Asia have 

turned away from me” and singled out Phygelus and Hermogenes as 

noteworthy examples (2 Ti. 1:15). Similarly he warned about Demas—a 

man who had been one of Paul’s coworkers and companions—because he 

preferred the world (2 Ti. 4:10). Paul also wanted church leaders to be 

wary of “Alexander the coppersmith” who “did me great harm” and 

“strongly opposed our message” (2 Ti. 4:14-15). He urged Timothy to 

“charge certain persons not to teach any different doctrine, nor to devote 

themselves to myths . . . which promote speculations rather than . . . a 

good conscience and a sincere faith.” These “certain persons” had 

“wandered away into vain discussion, desiring to be teachers. . . without 
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understanding either what they are saying or the things about which they 

make confident assertions” (1 Ti. 13-7). He named three of them by name 

(“among whom are Hymenaeus and Alexander” and “among them are 

Hymenaeus and Philetus”). These were men who also were operating 

inside the first-century network of apostolic churches. They were insiders 

who had “made shipwreck of their faith” and “swerved from the truth.” 

They were “upsetting the faith of some” with “irreverent babble” that will 

“lead people into more and more ungodliness” and “spread like gangrene” 

(1 Ti. 1:19-20; 2 Ti. 2:16-18). Similarly the authors of VIID are attempting 

to warn the Bible-believing world that many of the professors at 

evangelical schools (who generally earned their PhDs from prestigious 

post-protestant, anti-evangelical schools) are leading evangelicals away 

from evangelical orthodoxy through the use of unorthodox methodology.  

VIID also runs the risk of being accused of trying to stymie the 

progress of biblical scholarship, of trying to keep us stuck in the past, of 

interfering with the grand quest to “follow the truth wherever it leads,” and 

of thus being overall anti-intellectual and anti-scholarly. But VIID is an 

intellectual and scholarly attempt to discourage the use of corrosive 

literary criticism while encouraging healthy biblical scholarship. The 

authors urge considering of lessons of the past which show how the higher 

critical path leads not to pinnacles of illumination, enlightenment, and 

progress but to precipices of doubt. The application of feminist criticism, 

form criticism, genre criticism, historical criticism, Marxist criticism, 

midrash criticism, mythological criticism, New Criticism, new historical 

criticism, post-colonial criticism, post-structuralist criticism, 

psychoanalytic criticism, redaction criticism, rhetorical criticism, 

sociological criticism, source criticism, and whatever the next flavor of 

literary criticism that becomes vogue among secular scholars in the next 

decade all have one thing in common: They are critical and revolutionary 

by nature. Progress is made by challenging traditions and creating new 

knowledge with new wisdom. VIID insists that when evangelical scholars 

use secular literary criticism in their biblical criticism, it will ultimately 

lead to the same doctrinal graveyard that the neo-orthodox and 

liberal/modernist scholars filled in former decades with their use of higher 

criticism. The speculations produced during the exercise of critical 

methodologies is invariably given precedence over the plain meanings in 

the text of the Bible, once again the word of God is nullified for the sake 

of human traditions.  

The neo-evangelical revolution is also changing the field of 

historical-evidential Christian apologetics. More than once VIID touches 
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upon the rising tendency among evangelical biblical scholars to meet the 

historical critics on their own turf. They often create scholarly defenses for 

the big things—such as the general historical reliability of the gospels and 

the historical likelihood of the resurrection of Jesus—while being overly 

willing to amputate some of the seemingly less defensible and more 

dispensable propositions in the Bible. This innovative (non-classical) 

approach seems to be creating a division between those satisfied with 

defending a historical, creedal, and “mere” Christianity and those who 

would also defend the Bible in whole and part. 

Some of VIID’s chapters are derived from articles originally 

posted at DefendingInerrancy.com, a website that has had more than 

200,000 visits, 55,000 Facebook likes, and 48,000 signatures on its 

petition in support of The Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy. These 

statistics suggest that the latest battle for the Bible has not been lost yet. In 

The Magnificent Seven, a western adaptation of The Seven Samurai, the 

plot is further complicated by the ongoing question of whether the 

villagers will allow the bandits to continue to fleece them or whether they 

will really rise up and join the veterans in the fight. What will the villagers 

in the evangelical village do about neo-evangelical and neo-orthodox 

scholarship that is robbing them of their doctrinal heritage? To borrow a 

phrase from the oaths sworn by those seeking either citizenship or high 

office in the United States, will we defend our constitution “against all 

enemies, foreign and domestic?” Will we fight the good fight of faith not 

just against the siegeworks erected outside the city walls but also against 

those that have been smuggled inside the walls? Or will we watch the 

undermined walls collapse mysteriously around us and wonder how our 

harvest was plundered again? For those fighting the good fight of faith, 

Vital Issues in the Inerrancy Debate deserves consideration.  

 


