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God’s Hand in the Bible
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Introduction: For the Christian believer, the Bible is our source of truth about God. We need to have a solid belief that God has His hand in shaping the Bible, so that we may be confident that we can know God through it (See 2 Tim. 3:16; Mark 12:24; Luke 24:32; John 2:22 – Knowing scripture is linked with knowing God).

Why Does It Matter If God’s Hand is in the Bible? 
· Evangelism: As we interact with nonbelievers who view the Bible as merely a book made up by men over the ages, we will need to have a sense that the Bible’s authorship is more than merely human. Then we will have something we can share with others. Being able to help a person see God’s handwriting in the Bible opens a door for that person to consider placing trust in it as a book that shares God’s purpose for his or her life.
· Life-Living: Our own life experiences will inevitably place us in challenging positions, where we will have to make a choice either to trust or distrust what the Bible has to say to us. These situations usually put us under serious pressure, so if there are any doubts about the Bible at the moment of trial, chances are we will fall short of relying on biblical principles, and instead rely on our own life strategies (e.g. who actually uses Phil 4:6-7?).
· Preparedness Beforehand: Therefore, it becomes imperative that we are 100% on board with what scripture wants to say to us in advance. This is why the Bible charges us with the discipline of reflecting on its truths repetitively (Deut. 6:6-9; Psalm 119:9-16) – as opposed to the strategy of running into life problems first, and then opening our Bibles to see how to handle them (e.g. Matt. 26:36-56). So let us reflect on God’s hand in each book of the Bible now, rather than once it’s too late and we fail to trust these books.

But Can We Tell If God’s Hand is in the Bible?
· According To the Bible, The Answer Is ‘Yes’: In the two bullets that follow, first we will look at a biblical claim, and then we will look at how we might test the claim.
· Bible Says: God Thought Up Scripture – Not Man: Read 2 Peter 1:19-21. When looking at the words of the prophets passed down to us (v.19), the Bible claims that prophecy is provoked by God, not willed by man. Now, is this a ‘just take it by faith’ claim, or is it a claim that can be tested? When looking at a collection of words passed down to us (v.19), is it possible to distinguish God’s influence from man’s influence?
· Bible Says: Tell Apart God’s Thinking from Man’s By How They Clash: Read 1 Corinthians 2. The Bible claims that God thinks differently (and even opposite) from man. Therefore, what if we could find content within the Bible, that human authors or editors would feel uncomfortable allowing it to be there? If such content made it past man’s filter into the Bible, then it could be that God either forced it or snuck it into the Bible – perhaps even against human intuition.

Our Key Principle: God Probably Wrote It, If Man Wouldn’t Write It: “There is stuff in the Bible that people would never write. Only God would write this kind of stuff.” Let us now look at some categories of the kinds of things that God would write, but people wouldn’t. We will refer to these categories as ‘Divine Gunpoint,’ ‘Divine Knighting,’ ‘Divine Script Leakage,’ ‘Divine Mind-Wandering,’ and ‘Divine Boringness.’
Divine Gunpoint: 
· Definition: Sometimes stuff finds its way into the Bible that people would seemingly be opposed to putting it there. For such stuff to make it into the Bible – even while flying in the face of conventional human thinking – suggests that God forced it to happen by ‘holding Bible authors and scribes at divine gunpoint.’ The following occurrences in scripture could suggest that Divine Gunpoint is at work:
· Disruptive Ideas: If an idea appears in scripture that the original authors/scribes would view as disruptive to orthodox teaching, it might take some Divine Gunpoint to force the idea into scripture. Example: Check out Isaiah 9:6-7.
· Embarrassing Details: If a detail appears in scripture that the original authors/scribes would be embarrassed to share, it might take some Divine Gunpoint to force the detail into scripture. Example: Check out Song of Songs.
· Getting Comfortable with Divine Gunpoint: Have you ever read a passage that has made you feel uncomfortable because it seems to fly in the face of everything you have come to believe? Have you ever read something that makes you want to ask, “Why did someone have to put that in the Bible?” If you can relate to this feeling, it may help you appreciate that maybe there are things that had to be ‘forced into the Bible at Divine Gunpoint.’

Divine Knighting:
· Definition: Sometimes stuff finds its way into the Bible that makes the author appear more confident than humanly natural, also the likes of which a human editor would be nervous to endorse. For such stuff to make it into the Bible – even while coming across as too bold – suggests that God did something supernaturally spectacular within the author’s life to ‘Divinely Knight him,’ instilling a supernatural confidence so that this person now speaks extra boldly in ways that a normal human would not. The following occurrences in scripture may suggest that Divine Knighting is at work:
· Excessive God-Confidence: If an idea is expressed in scripture in such a bold way that the author’s words might be put to the test and perhaps falsified – and maybe even worse, no loopholes are in place to help the author avoid looking like a fraud, it might take some Divine Knighting to have enough boldness to express the idea in scripture. Example: Check out … Exodus 3–4 … 1 Corinthians 4:18-21; c.f. 2 Corinthians 10:1-10; 13:1-3.
· Why Not Exodus 3-4? We know Exodus 3-4 suggests Moses was ‘Divinely Knighted,’ so why can’t we say God’s Hand must be in the Book of Exodus? The problem with this argument is the author could have made up Moses’ encounter with God, and we have no real way to test the accuracy of the author’s reporting. To prove that a book contains Divine Knighting, our premises must be testable.
· Getting Comfortable with Divine Knighting: Have you ever read a passage that has made you uncomfortable enough that you can’t imagine having the boldness to express the same idea to somebody else? Have you ever read something that makes you want to ask the author, “Why did you have to go there and open up that can of worms?” If you can relate to this feeling, it may help you appreciate that maybe the Bible authors and editors are just as timid as you and I, and maybe they need to be ‘Divinely Knighted’ in order to feel confident enough to express their ideas within the Bible.


Divine Mind-Wandering:
· Definition: Sometimes stuff finds its way into the Bible that makes the author seem more inattentive and absentminded than humanly natural. Such things suggest a Divine author who does not care about the same sort of details that a human author feels compelled to care about. If such a Divine author were mistaken for a human author while He leaves out details considered important to a human, He might come across as ‘Mind-Wandering.’ The following occurrences in scripture could suggest that Divine Mind-Wandering is at work:
· Unexplained Changes: If the author prescribes a change to the way the audience should understand something that the audience would consider important, but the change is left unexplained and entirely unacknowledged by the original authors/scribes, the change might take a Divine Author who lacks the concerns of an ordinary human to plant such an idea within the human author. Example: Ezekiel 46:6.
· Getting Comfortable With Divine Mind-Wandering:

Divine Script Leakage:
· Definition: Sometimes stuff finds its way into the Bible that makes the author appear to be more foreseeing than humanly possible. Such things suggest the author to be more than human, able to view life as a story that has already been scripted out, and able to ‘leak humanly unknowable details into the Bible.’ The following occurrences in scripture could suggest that Divine Script Leakage is at work:
· Prerecorded Events: If a description of an event were to become recorded in scripture before the event actually happened, and the original authors/scribes could not possibly predict such events from mere human intuition, it might take some Divine Script Leakage from God to make the authors aware of events that would not happen until the future. Example: Daniel 11.
· Superhuman Foreshadowing: Let’s talk about foreshadowing. When a story decides to provide foreshadowing, a few things hold true: 1. A shift in storyline is being anticipated in advance. 2. Once the shift occurs, it occurs according to the premeditated plan intended by the author in advance (as opposed to that plan being abandoned). 3. Clever foreshadowing often leaves the forthcoming shift mysterious and open-ended, such that once the shift finally occurs nobody following the story will have ever expected it, at which point the foreshadowing will become impressive. 4. One could say that an author is subtly leaking the story’s script whenever he/she provides foreshadowing. With all of that being said, if the Biblical story as it unfolds in human history were to experience a shift that could not likely be predicted by human intuition – and yet foreshadowing is recorded in scripture prior to the actual historical shift, it might require some Divine Script Leakage from God to enter into the minds of these original authors to inspire such foreshadowing. Example: Malachi 4.


Divine Boringness: (Define it)



The Postponed Lamb of Genesis
Genesis 22:7-8; cf. Genesis 22:13-14; Isaiah 53:4-7; John 1:29

Superhuman Foreshadowing Detected: Genesis
(Note ram=lamb interpretation seems inconsistent with O.T.’s tendency to stick with same verbiage rather than using synonyms)

Leviticus:
	Divine Mind-Wandering: (Ending)

Numbers:
	Boringness?





The ‘Unspiritual’ Song of Songs
Song of Songs

Embarrassing Book Detected: Could you ever see a pastor open up a passage in the Bible, and start to talk about climbing a woman’s body like a tree and grabbing her ‘fruit?’ And when questioned about the appropriateness of such a discussion, the pastor responds, “Well, don’t blame me; the Bible made me say it!” (See Song of Songs 7:7-8)
	Song of Songs uses an ancient romance genre that some might find inappropriate, objectionable, and even unspiritual. Speaking of unspiritual, the book seems to be altogether lacking in explicit spirituality, and never even mentions God explicitly. One wonders how such writing found its way into the Bible by human hands.
The point is not that a human would never write such a book. Rather, would human editors really have the openness and motivation to place such a ‘base book’ within their collection of holy writings? Such a thing is hard to explain. However, if God were to somehow make it clear that He backed the inclusion of this potentially embarrassing book into the Bible, then maybe the Bible’s editors would have had no choice but to include it (i.e. Divine Gunpoint).
Evidence:
· Song of Songs Seems To Lack The Spirituality Found Within The Other Books Of The Bible: Most of Song of Songs is two people expressing their love to one another. Then there are a few small conflicts in 3:1-5 and 5:1-6:3. Then there is King Solomon looking flashy in a carriage and wearing a crown. Then there are a few themes expressed proverbially, such as “Don’t arouse or awaken love until it so desires” (Song 2:7; 3:5 8:4). None of these features come across as amazingly spiritual. Even the proverb is one that can just as well be lived out by a non-spiritual heathen. The seeming lack of spiritual content in Song of Songs makes it odd that people would choose to put it in the Bible.
· Song of Songs’ Literal Interpretation Seems Dissatisfying, Suggested by the Popularity of Allegorical Interpretations That Sneak God into the Book: Most Jews view Song of Songs as an allegory of God’s relationship with Israel, and most Christians view it as an allegory of Christ’s relationship with the church.[footnoteRef:1] But how often does anyone ever take Song of Solomon at face value, and view it simply as a relationship between a husband and wife? Most people don’t seem to be satisfied with taking a literal view of Song of Songs, because then the reader has to wonder: Where does God fit into any part of this book? (Note that God is never explicitly mentioned within Song of Songs.) The tendency to force God into Song of Songs using allegorical interpretations suggests that the book on its own does not satisfy people’s expectations as a holy book, and presumably the same problem would haunt the original editors who decided to include it in the Bible. [1:  http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Song_of_Songs – See Sections ‘God,’ ‘Jewish Tradition,’ ‘Kabbalah’ ‘Christian Tradition,’ & ‘Messianic Interpretation’] 

· Song of Song’s Embarrassment Is Shown By Certain ‘Canons’ That Omit or Attack It: The Book of Sirach (dated 180 BC) which appears to suggest a Jewish canon of scripture omits Song of Solomon.[footnoteRef:2] Then later within the Mishnah, Yadaim 3:5 suggests that one of the rabbinic schools questioned Song of Solomon’s canonicity, which was overturned by a tradition that the Sanhedrin protected its canonized status. Given the apparent motivation by multiple sects to remove Song of Solomon, it is fair to ask: Why would the Bible’s original editors include such a book in the first place? [2:   http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jewish_canon – See Section ‘Sirach’] 

Assumptions:
· Song of Songs – Taken Literally – Does Not Seem to fit with the Bible’s Main Purpose of Defining the Relationship between God and Man: The Bible is filled with all sorts of genres, such as narration, poetry, epistle, wisdom literature, etc. But no matter what genre a book in the Bible uses, these books seem to always have in common laying out how man relates to God. Song of Songs seemingly goes against this pattern by limiting itself to merely describing the relationship between a man and a woman – and leaving God out of the picture, causing the book to seem inappropriate as a biblical book.
· Song of Songs Does Not Endorse Allegorical Interpretations: Allegorizing Song of Songs would not be a problem if the Book itself encouraged the reader to do so. However, the book gives no indications that allegory is intended, which is odd if the author really wanted his readers to interpret it allegorically. Allegorical interpretation seems more driven by readers seeking a spiritual message from the book, and less by the text itself.
· While Spiritual Messages May Be Drawn from Song of Songs, The Author Does Not Seem to Have Intended Them – Or Else He Would Spell Them Out: As with every book in the Bible, the believer looks for Song of Songs to provide a spiritual message, believing that God intends to speak spiritual truth through it. And while God may have a special message to share, it is not so obvious that the original author ever envisioned sharing any such message. The following are examples of spiritual messages God may have intended within Song of Songs, that the human author did not appear to intend:
· Song of Songs Portrays God’s Model of an Ideal Romance: Suppose the author intends Song of Songs to be an expression of how God wants married people to relate to one another romantically. If this were the case, we would expect the author to simply come out and say so. For example, when looking at the Book of Proverbs, chapter 10 onwards is merely collection of proverbs, and left by themselves an unspiritual nonbeliever could apply them just as well just as a believer. So there is no explicit spiritual value in the Book of Proverbs … until the author finishes the product by adding a nine chapter introduction, which lies out that the proverbs have their origin in God and His preexistent source of wisdom, and to trust in these proverbs is to trust in God Himself. Now, if the author of Song of Songs wanted to follow the same pattern and accredit his content to God, we might expect an explanatory introduction similar to Proverbs, linking the connection between the author’s romance narration and God’s intended design for romantic relationships. But Song of Songs contains no such clarification (i.e. Divine Mind-Wandering), and so we cannot know explicitly that God endorses the romance contained within, or that the human author truly ever intended such a connection. Since human tendency is for people to be clear in their intentions, Song of Songs seems lacking in this area and is not formatted in a way that implies a spiritual message.
· Song of Songs Initiates A Divine Storyline: Suppose we take Song of Songs as an allegory of a marriage between God and Israel. In this case the book would function nicely as a foreshadowing of the eventual adultery that Israel would later commit against God, as eventually reported in the Book of Hosea. Yet in order for a human author to intentionally foreshadow and story-tell this way, he would have to be aware of what Hosea would eventually write. But if Song of Songs was written as early as 900 BC (which is debated[footnoteRef:3]), and Hosea was written around 700 BC[footnoteRef:4], then how would the author of Song of Songs know of Hosea? When Song of Songs stands alone, we have no evidence of a God & Israel marriage storyline within the text itself. Moreover, only a Divine Writer such as God has the omniscience to introduce some foreshadowing of a God & Israel marriage in Song of Songs, and later build on it through an independent author such as Hosea (i.e. Superhuman Foreshadowing). [3:  Ibid – See Sections ‘Scholarly,’ ‘Language,’ & ‘Other Considerations.’ Song of Songs bears similarities to Ramesside Egyptian & Sumerian love poetry, suggesting early authorship. Persian loan words may suggest later authorship, or could just be due to later scribes performing ‘linguistic updating’ upon the text.]  [4:  http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Book_of_hosea – See Section ‘Background & Content’] 

· Song of Songs Is Intended As A Mystery: Suppose the author intended the meaning of Song of Songs to be a mystery that cannot be unlocked apart from being in tune with God’s Holy Spirit – similar to Jesus’ parables or Daniel’s prophecies. In this case, we would expect the author to come right out and say that his book is intended as a mystery to be discerned through spiritual meditation, just like Jesus and Daniel do. But the author leaves no such explanation (i.e. Divine Mind-Wandering).
Hard To Accept Principles In Song of Songs:
· Believer & Non-Believer – Be Slow to Jump into Romance: People tend to be quick rather than slow to search out romance. It would be unlikely that we would change our habits just because a book in the Bible suggests that we should be slow to jump into romance (Song 2:7; 3:5 8:4). But as we consider God’s Hand in Song of Songs, we have reason to give our quick impulsive tendencies a second thought.
· Believer & Non-Believer – The Honeymoon Phase of Romance Should Be Viewed Highly: Conventional wisdom often suggests that a honeymoon is merely an illusion that misrepresents the truth about marriage. Marriage is really a grueling relationship packed with self-sacrifice and frustration, and so it is sometimes suggested that one ought to take the happy beginnings of romance with a grain of salt. If we adopt this cynical view, then we find ourselves challenged by the positivity of Song of Songs that champions the delightfulness of romance. As we consider God’s Hand in Song of Songs, we can be motivated to view the honeymoon phase of romance as blessed by God, a beneficial foundation that fuels the life of the marriage relationship.

Isaiah’s Deity Child
Isaiah 9:6-7 cf. Isaiah 44-45

Disruptive Idea Detected: The Old Testament strongly affirms monotheism and opposes polytheism. The motivation to uphold monotheism is that God is a jealous God, and does not want to share His glory with other gods. The Book of Isaiah follows this pattern throughout, and it can be presumed that the last thing Isaiah’s editors would want to allow for is any notion that Isaiah endorses polytheistic beliefs. But then we have Isaiah 9:6-7, which claims that a child will be born and appears to be acknowledged as having the attributes of a deity (e.g. ‘Everlasting Father,’ ‘Mighty God’). Certainly Isaiah’s editors would want to edit out such a disruptive idea that might add to the polytheistic struggles that Israel bore already … unless Isaiah’s prophetic identity was so undeniable his editors would not dare modify his writings (i.e. Divine Gunpoint).
Evidence:
· Isaiah 9:6-7 Survives within an Anti-Polytheistic Book: One only need read Isaiah 44-45 to realize Isaiah is extremely against polytheism. And even supposing Isaiah 9:6-7 were written by a different author like many skeptics claim, at the end of the day Isaiah’s editors still chose to put it all together into one book attributed to one author, and they could have chosen to leave Isaiah 9:6-7 out. In fact, holding a late date of the Old Testament like critical scholars do makes Isaiah 9:6-7 even more awkward, because the more time passed in Hebrew history, the more anti-polytheistic Israel became – due to Israel viewing the exile as God’s judgment on idolatry.  Therefore, for this ‘deity child’ passage to somehow be retained even within the backdrop of Isaiah’s anti-polytheism begs for explanation.
· The Septuagint Seems To Be Hiding Something, Hinting At Isaiah 9:6’s Disruptiveness: The Septuagint – a Greek version of the Old Testament translated by later Jews – conveniently omits most of the deific adjectives within verse 6 – even though it gets all the details right in verse 7 which follows. Verse 6 merely reads, “His name is called the messenger of great counsel.” Could it be that later scribes were motivated to minimize the deific implications of Isaiah’s promised child? If so, why didn’t Isaiah’s original editors edit it out from the start?
· Modern Jewish Denial Highlights Isaiah 9:6’s Disruptiveness: Jewish interpreters aggressively deny that Isaiah’s promised child possesses true deity, suggesting instead that the deific qualities within his names speak to God’s nature rather than the child’s nature (a reinterpretation we will address later). This reinterpretation serves as evidence that Isaiah 9:6-7 goes contrary to natural Jewish thought. If Jews today want to deny the concept of a deity child, then how did such a concept find its way into Isaiah in the first place?
· Dangerous Implications Left Unchecked by Original Author & Editors: If Isaiah did not want his ‘deity child’ idea to leave behind any unintended polytheist implications, then we might expect him to lay out some clarifying details to set his readers’ minds at ease. Yet Isaiah offers little to no clarification, raising suspicion of a Divine Influence within Isaiah’s mind that does not concern Himself with typical human worries (i.e. Divine Mind-Wandering).
Assumptions
· Isaiah’s Deity Child Could Be Taken as Polytheistic: We assume the child Isaiah describes could be taken as resembling of the gods that were given birth within the Polytheistic religions. The Canaanites, Babylonians, Egyptians, and Greeks all had god-genealogies, in which most of their gods were borne by other gods.[footnoteRef:5] Although Isaiah’s deity child is not stated to be borne by another god, Isaiah’s editors who presumably were familiar with polytheistic concepts would likely be concerned that readers might get the wrong idea. [5:   http://www.gods-heros-myth.com/trees.html
    http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Canaanite_pantheon#Pantheon] 

· Hebrew Name Usage Allows for a ‘Deity Child’ Interpretation of Isaiah 9:6: Even the mere possibility that Isaiah 9:6 can be interpreted as deifying the promised child should be enough to make Isaiah’s editors uncomfortable. While some may have a false notion that Hebrew names can only describe God (e.g. Jeremiah 23:5-6; c.f. 33:16)[footnoteRef:6], Hebrew name usage allows for the possibility and common practice that a name describes the name bearer himself (e.g. Gen. 5:29; 25:25-26; 32:28)[footnoteRef:7]. Also in favor of these names describing the child rather than Father God is the following: Would the author of Isaiah 9:6 really use the title ‘prince’ to describe his Heavenly Father, a title that implies subordination?[footnoteRef:8] This evidence shows that one can take the names in Isaiah 9:6 to mean that the child possesses deity. [6:   http://www.angelfire.com/space/thegospeltruth/trinity/verses/Isaiah9_6.html (Author unidentified)]  [7:  http://www.koinoniablog.net/2008/12/hebrew-corner-13-what-is-in-a-name-isa-96-by-john-h-walton.html (Refer to comment field by “John E”)]  [8:   Ibid (John E shows that the word ‘prince’ implies subordination)] 

· A ‘Deity Child’ Interpretation Is Assumed From Isaiah 9:6-7’s Immediate Context: Though many argue that Isaiah 9:6’s deific names describe God and not the child, the surrounding context would suggests otherwise, as the rest of the details before and after the name list focus upon describing the child, and only the tail end of Isaiah 9:7 describes God. Since the immediate context of Isaiah 9:6-7 focuses upon describing the child, the deity descriptions found within the names are also most likely describing the child.
· The Larger Context Suggests Isaiah Could Have Clarified His Names: The larger Book of Isaiah shows Isaiah likes to provide explanations of people’s names (See Isa 8:18; Isa 7:3 c.f. 10:21-22; Isa 7:14 c.f. 8:8-10; Isa 8:3-4 c.f. 10:2-6; also see Gen 5:29; 22:14; 25:25-26; 32:28). Considering that the names in Isaiah 9:6 – if left unchecked – can easily suggest a child who possesses deity, one would expect Isaiah to clarify these names in Isaiah fashion, if he truly did not want his readers to ascribe deity to the promised child.[footnoteRef:9] [9:   http://www.angelfire.com/space/thegospeltruth/trinity/verses/Isaiah9_6.html (Author unidentified)] 

Hard To Accept Principles In Isaiah:
· Believer – God Judges His Community: Isaiah addresses a people who practice idolatry and don’t seem to live in fear of God’s judgment. Isaiah’s message to Israel: God judges all nations – including his own chosen community. Similarly, as we who are believers practice going to church, there can be an inclination to avoid examining our purity as a church. We may avoid confrontation or disciplining those who are out of line. We may avoid making changes that could help us be more in line with God’s principles and vision for His church. In short, we like to make church as easy as possible, and the notion that God judges his community is often an idea that lies dormant. Yet the same man (Isaiah) who inconveniences us by promising that God judges communities is also the man who we would be hard pressed to say he was not a prophet inspired by God. In light of seeing God’s hand in the Book of Isaiah, we have new reason to consider its challenging message for our community.
· Non-Believer – God Promises a Man through Whom Our Sins Are Forgiven: Non-believers tend to rely on being a good person to either make it to heaven or be at peace with their life choices. But Isaiah challenges every person with the idea that we all fall short. Isaiah stresses our need for atonement, and promised long ago that a man would come who would be put to death, so that we could be set right (i.e. justification – See Isaiah 52:13-53:12). This idea runs directly against the notion that living a good life is good enough, yet if we can help the non-believer see God’s hand in the Book of Isaiah, we can give him or her something new to ponder while leading one to consider Jesus.


Isaiah 53 (Divine Script)

Ezekiel’s Modified Offerings
Ezekiel 46:6 cf. Numbers 28:11

Unexplained Change Detected: The Law of Moses prescribes how the Israelites ought to present their sacrifices and offerings in worship of God. One of its many regulations is found within Numbers 28:11, in which Israel is supposed to offer to God at the time of the new moon the following: two bulls, seven lambs, and a ram.
	Then later on in history a priest named Ezekiel shows up and prophesies a future temple system for Israel. Just like the Law of Moses, Ezekiel 46:6 also prescribes an offering for the new moon, but his offering list differs from the Law of Moses: one bull, six lambs, and a ram.
	Ezekiel’s change in regulation is an oddity within scripture. What is odd is not merely that Ezekiel would prescribe a change within the Law. Rather, Ezekiel offers no explanation for why he changed the new moon ordinance. This lack of explanation is odd, given that allegedly Ezekiel is a priest, and presumably a priest would want to preserve the exactness of the Law of Moses and demand an explanation if a change were to ever be proposed. Surely Ezekiel would have the awareness that fellow priests might also demand an explanation and so feel compelled to offer one … unless the change in Law was not Ezekiel’s idea in the first place. Rather, suppose that the change in Law is actually God’s idea, and Ezekiel is merely reporting the change, and Ezekiel’s editors are reluctant to interfere because they acknowledge the Book of Ezekiel is a message from God. In this case, the lack of explanation for why the new moon offering changed would be a case of ‘Divine Mind-Wandering,’ in which God does not feel obligated to offer an explanation the way that a human would feel obligated.
Evidence:
· The Talmud Suggests Withdrawing Ezekiel from Circulation, Highlighting Its Disruptiveness: Rabbis throughout history have evidently considered preventing certain books of the Bible from being circulated, so that the uneducated would not misunderstand them – a practice called ‘genizah.’[footnoteRef:10] Ezekiel seems to have been one such book considered for genizah, as Shabbath 13b within the Talmud suggested that Ezekiel needs to be hidden, due to its contradiction with the Torah.[footnoteRef:11] While Ezekiel 46:6 is not stated as the exact verse in mind, it seems to be one of the most likely verses that would come across as contradicting the Torah, and later in the Talmud Menachoth 44b-45b attempts to reconcile this verse specifically.[footnoteRef:12] The rabbis’ discomfort with Ezekiel 46:6 poses the question of why this verse was ever accepted into the canon in the first place (i.e. Divine Gunpoint???). Moreover, in light of the search for an explanation by Ezekiel’s readers, the author’s failure to provide any such explanation and satisfy his audience suggests that Divine Mind-Wandering may be at work. [10:  http://www.aishdas.org/toratemet/en_canon.html – See Section ‘Genizah’]  [11:  http://www.halakhah.com/pdf/moed/Shabbath.pdf – See Section ‘Talmud – Mas. Shabbath 13b’]  [12:  http://www.halakhah.com/pdf/kodoshim/Menachoth.pdf – See Section ‘Talmud – Mas. Menachoth 44b’] 

Assumptions:
· To Change the Law Would Be a Big Deal That Begs for an Explanation: The change in Law found within Ezekiel 46:6 would only be a big deal, if it was a big deal to change the Mosaic Law in the first place. Consider Deuteronomy 4 & 12, which instructs Israel to follow God’s Law exactly, to not do whatever one feels like, and to not add or subtract from God’s commandments (See Deut. 4:1-2, 12:8, 12:32 specifically). We can confirm through most of Israel’s history that Israel took seriously the instruction to preserve the Law and keep it the way it is, when we compare how the Law was preserved through two separate manuscript traditions – the Masoretic Text and the Dead Sea Scrolls, and find 95% continuity between the two traditions.[footnoteRef:13] This continuity shows that Israel did not feel they the freedom to just change their traditions willy-nilly, and so it can be assumed that it would be a big deal to change the Mosaic Law, one that would cry for explanation. [13:  http://www.apologeticspress.org/apcontent.aspx?category=13&article=357 – See Section ‘The Scrolls And The Masoretic Text’] 

· The Author of Ezekiel Would Be Aware That His Offering List Differs From The Mosaic Law: We assume that the author is a priest just as he claims, and therefore would know that his prescribed offering is different from the Mosaic offering. We reject the notion that the author accidently reported an incorrect number of offered animals, making Ezekiel 46:6 an error that represents a Bible contradiction. It would be very unlikely that both the author and the editors would miss the fact that Ezekiel 46:6 differs from Numbers 28:11. This is especially true if we were to suppose that Ezekiel did not receive the new moon offering list directly from God, because then the source of his new moon offering list would most likely be the original list found within Numbers 28:11 itself. For scribes who allegedly guard the accuracy of the Biblical tradition meticulously,[footnoteRef:14] for scribes to translate the two offering lists differently by accident seems too uncharacteristic. Therefore, the author and editors were most likely aware that Ezekiel was prescribing a change in Law, and for them to insert no explanation into the book for why such a change was made begs for an explanation. [14:  Ibid] 

· Ezekiel’s Intent Is Not to Make the New Moon Offering ‘More Affordable’: Menachoth 44b-45b within the Talmud suggests that Ezekiel purposely reduced the amount of animals to be sacrificed on the new moon in order to make the offering more affordable (since animals are expensive to sacrifice).[footnoteRef:15] This explanation is unlikely, given that Ezekiel 46:6 belongs within a future sacrificial system, and Israel’s future is portrayed in Ezekiel as so prosperous (e.g. Ezek. 34; 38:10-13) that it would be odd for Israel’s prince to be unable to afford the full offering found within Numbers 28:11. Even if Ezekiel’s intent were to make the new moon offering more affordable, his failure to explain his intentions still begs for an explanation. [15:  http://www.halakhah.com/pdf/kodoshim/Menachoth.pdf – See Section ‘Talmud – Mas. Menachoth 44b’] 

Hard To Accept Principles In Ezekiel:

Book of Daniel
	Discuss chiasm vs. claim that Daniel 7-12 was written after Greek wars. Even if you say everything in the chiasm was written during the Babylon exile, you still have Daniel 7’s symbolism accurately describing future world powers, which is Divine Script Leakage.

Daniel 9
	Divine Script Leakage, Divine Gunpoint, & Divine Mind-Wandering
	Leakage: 70 Week Prophecy
	Gunpoint: Killing off the messiah
	Mind-Wandering: No explanation for killing off the messiah (compare with Isaiah 53)


Ecclesiastes:
	Divine Mind-Wandering:
· Interpreters of Ecclesiastes often offer apologetic commentary, explaining away portions of the book that are embarrassingly cynical and fail to pay tribute to God’s good character. A commentary might say something like, “While it’s true that life is meaningless under the sun, we find that under God life becomes meaningful.” But if interpreters feel so compelled to make such remarks, how did the original author and editors fail to provide these sorts of commentary in the first place? (And yes, Bible authors did in fact know how to insert commentary) A divine author, on the other hand, may feel comfortable leaving uncomfortable questions unresolved.
Divine Gunpoint:
· There are many principles within Ecclesiastes with a very proverbial flavor, and very few that carry a hint of spiritual flavor (Exceptions: The command ‘Fear God;’ the assurance that it will go well for the righteous despite appearances)
· While the appeal at the end of Ecclesiastes to fear God seems spiritual enough, it seems too little too late for the reader who has to sit through twelve chapters of 
· Note: It doesn’t work to say Ecclesiastes was canonized due to being written by Solomon, since skeptics reject that Solomon wrote it in the first place.

Malachi’s Elijah Ending
Malachi 4:5-6 cf. Matthew 17:10-13, Jewish Antiquities 18.5.2, Romans 11

Superhuman Foreshadowing Detected: Malachi 4:5-6 says God intends to send Elijah to Israel, who will reconcile fathers and sons … or else God will bring a curse of destruction on the land. 400 years later in Matthew 17:10-13, Jesus claims John the Baptist to be the Elijah who Israel has rejected. Also in Jewish Antiquities 18.5.2 116-119, Josephus reports the belief of some Jews that the temple’s destruction in A.D. 70 was God’s punishment because of how John the Baptist was treated. Finally in Romans 11, Paul suggests a storyline shift, claiming Israel has been dropped from the Biblical storyline for a while to allow for the Gentiles to come into God’s church. All in all, God seems to have taken some Superhuman Foreshadowing out of His Divine Script and placed it into Malachi.
Evidence:
· Almost Too Convenient: Mal. 3:1 earlier introduces the Elijah-messenger and his potential to prepare Israel for the Lord’s coming, but makes no mention of the possibility that the Elijah may fail. Only the last verse in Malachi hints at a mere possibility of Elijah’s failure, causing the foreshadowed twist to be disguised, and leaving Malachi’s ending mysterious and open-ended. The fact that Malachi’s ending nicely fits Jesus’ view on John’s imprisonment ‘seems almost too convenient.’ In terms of Biblical continuity one might say, “Well, that worked out too nicely.” (Compare the Biblical storyline to inconstant storylines like the show ‘Lost’ – see ‘Unanswered Lost Questions’ at collegehumor.com)
· God’s Divine Script Is Unforced: While Jesus or Matthew could have used Mal. 4:5-6 to thoroughly develop the connection between John the Baptist and the Elijah, Jesus just seems to quickly assert the connection without evidence (suggesting Divine Mind-Wandering), and the connection just seems to work out on its own. The fact that the connection between Mal. 4:5-6 and Matt. 17:10-13 is so unforced suggests a Divine Script that ties the whole Biblical storyline together without need of human apologists. (Compare this with more forced connections, such as the view that Ezekiel 37:14-17 foreshadows the Book of Mormon (Doctrines & Covenants 27:5), a forced viewpoint that clearly violates Ezekiel 37:18-28)
Assumptions:
· John the Baptist is an actual historical figure who was significant to the Jews: When relying on reports from resources like Jewish Antiquities 18.5.2. to show that some Jews viewed John the Baptist as a man from God, we are assuming these are reliable historical reports, instead of being later unhistorical alterations like some skeptics might claim.
· The Meaning in Mal. 4:5-6 Allows John the Baptist To Be An ‘Elijah’ Figure Who Fails to Bring Generational Reconciliation: What does reconciliation between fathers and sons mean in Malachi 4:6? It may be an allusion to Mal. 1:6, calling for Israel to properly honor ‘Father’ God. Or it may be an allusion to Mal. 2:10, calling for Israel to keep the forefathers’ commands. But whatever the meaning may be, we assume this passage allows for the possibility that an ‘Elijah’ figure such as John the Baptist can fail to ‘turn the hearts of sons to their fathers, and fathers to their sons.’

John’s Baptism of Jesus

Mark Ending

Luke & Acts:
· 

Paul’s Church Threats in 1 & 2 Corinthians
1 Corinthians 4:18-21; 2 Corinthians 10:1-10; 13:1-3

Excessive God-Confidence Detected 
· Intro – Smart People Don’t Bluff Arrogant Opponents: When a good poker player notices he is playing against an arrogant opponent – against someone who always calls and never folds, against someone who believes he always has the better poker hand – how would a good player overcome such an arrogant opponent? In this situation, the good player would patiently conserve his chips and wait until he gets a strong hand, and only then would he bet heavily against his opponent, in order to trap him in his arrogance. Moreover, in this situation the good player would never try to bluff when his cards are weak, because he knows the arrogant opponent would just call his bluff, and then the good player would find himself trapped, which would not be good poker playing.
· Paul Has Some Arrogant Opponents: The above poker situation is similar to what we find in Paul’s letters to the Corinthian church. Paul admits there are some people within the Corinthians who are arrogant and don’t take him seriously (1 Cor. 4:18, 19). These people think Paul hides behind authoritative sounding letters when he’s far away, but when Paul is actually in Corinth they think he is really just a timid person (2 Cor. 10:1). In short, Paul knows these people do not fear or respect him.
· Paul Threatens His Arrogant Opponents: And yet Paul promises in his letters to the Corinthians that he is going to come to Corinth and punish these people through supernatural means (1 Cor. 4:18-21; 2 Cor. 10:1-10; 13:1-3). Since most people in real life cannot invoke supernatural powers to overcome their opponents, we might assume that maybe Paul is just trying to bluff his opponents. But since these people seem not to fear Paul and think he is a bluffer already (2 Cor. 10:1; 13:3), would Paul really believe that he could get away with intimidating his opponents with a bluff? Unless something is wrong with Paul’s brain, it seems doubtful that he would try to bluff his opponents (Also see 1 Cor. 1:12-15; 4:6; 2 Cor. 10:12-17; 11:1).
· If Paul Is Not Bluffing … So if Paul is not bluffing when he promises to punish his opponents through supernatural means, then somehow Paul truly believes that God has his back and will supernaturally empower him to dish out punishment. The most likely cause of such ‘Excessive God-Confidence’ is that at some point in Paul’s life he actually managed to perform some remarkable supernatural acts – presumably by God’s empowerment (See Romans 15:17-19; 2 Cor. 12:11-12). These indicators of ‘Excessive God-Confidence’ found within 1 & 2 Corinthians are signs of God having His Hand in these letters, since God appears to have given Paul the mental ammunition to write so boldly within them (i.e. ‘Divine Knighting’).
Evidence
· The Church Retained 1 & 2 Corinthians Despite Their Potential To Embarrass The Church: So what happened after Paul threatened his opponents in Corinth? Did he go to Corinth and kick some butt? Did he get his own butt kicked? Or did he chicken out and never actually go to Corinth? History doesn’t tell us the outcome. But whatever the outcome was, because Paul made serious threats to his opponents within Corinth, there would be a real possibility that he would fail to follow through on his threats. Now if Paul did not deliver on what he threatened, then the threats contained within his letters would be an embarrassment to everyone within the church who wished to champion Paul as an apostle. Would the Corinthian church (and the eventually the church at large) really want to retain Paul’s letters in their embarrassing form, and even refrain from editing out the embarrassment of Paul’s empty threats? It is more likely that the Corinthian church (and eventually the church at large) retained Paul’s letters and the threats contained within because Paul actually delivered on what he threatened.
Assumptions
· Paul Authentically Wrote The Threats Found In 1 & 2 Corinthians: We are assuming that the ‘Paul of history’ wrote 1 & 2 Corinthians to an actual church in Corinth, including the portions containing threats to his alleged opponents. We are assuming these letters are not a make-believe fiction that the church created latter on in church history, in order to make Paul look more epic than he truly was. In favor of our assumption is that most scholars – believing and unbelieving – accept that Paul truly wrote 1 & 2 Corinthians. Here is some literary evidence: These letters read naturally and have the features of real life letters (e.g. relationship references, frustration in tone, rambling, etc.), and lack the features of fictitious writing (e.g. dramatization, over-spiritualization, etc.).
· Paul Is Not Overdramatizing In His Letter: Is Paul just making threats against hypothetical opponents, but in truth nobody in Corinth really cares enough to oppose him? Is Paul just overdramatically painting a ‘me against the world’ picture? Our assumption is that hostile people really did exist within the Corinthian church that opposed Paul and mounted a true challenge against his authority. In support is the sheer amount of volume Paul invests in addressing his opponents (Paul would sound ridiculous to his Corinthian audience if he didn’t really have any opponents – see 1 Cor. 4; 2 Cor. 10, 11, parts of 12 & 13). Moreover, Paul’s sarcastic tone seems to befit a man who has been truly irritated by real life opponents (See 1 Cor. 4; 2 Cor. 11 & 12).
· Paul Intended A Truly Supernatural Punishment, Going Beyond What Can Be Explained Naturally: True it seems Paul was serious about punishing his opponents, but could it be that his actual plan of dishing out punishment was to simply resort to mere natural methods – such as physical violence, intimidation, or mobbing – and then sugarcoat it by calling his punishment supernatural and divine? Or did he truly intend to go to Corinth and do supernatural acts of punishment? We assume the latter because Paul’s profile does not seem to fit someone who would rely upon natural means of punishment:
· Tradition suggests Paul was physically unimpressive, and Paul suggests he tended to get beaten up a lot (Acts of Paul And Thecla 1:7; 2 Cor. 11:23-33)
· Paul suggests his speaking skills were unimpressive (1 Cor. 2:1-5; 2 Cor. 11:1-6)
· Paul’s authority seems undermined and he seems to feel he has to defend his authority (1 Cor. 1:10-12; 3:3-5; 4:1-21; 9:1-27; 2 Cor. 12)
· Paul was rarely present at Corinth (1 Cor. 16; 2 Cor. 1)
· The above factors suggest Paul would have difficulty punishing people by resorting to physical violence, intimidation, or trying to raise a mob against his opponents. Therefore, Paul probably did not intend any of these shenanigans; he more likely intended to deliver a supernatural punishment.


The Epistles:
Divine Gunpoint: The Apostles’ Willingness to Accept Martyrdom (Needs to be combined with authorship & early date arguments)

People influential to the preparation of this lesson: Dr. Alan Hultberg (Talbot), , Randy Nygaard, 

Harold W. Attridge (Yale)
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/religion/portrait/john.html



See Song of Solomon in Wikipedia for below citations that suggest genre fits early influences
1. 
^ Cheryl Exum, Song of Songs, 2005.
2. ^ Fox, M.V. The Song of Songs and Ancient Egyptian Love Songs. University of Wisconsin Press, 1985




Extra Stuff (Probably Toss It)

General Scooby Doo Principle (‘something fishy’s going on here’): Look for oddities within the human authorship of scripture that suggest the Holy Spirit may have put his divine fingerprint on it.



· Biblical Basis that Its Reliability is Important: Consider Dan. 2:45; John 21:24-25; Acts 26:20-26; 2 Pet. 1:12-21. These passages show that the question of whether or not the Biblical reports are truthful mattered to the earliest believers.
· Biblical Basis that God’s Inspiration is Important: 
· Goal: The purpose of this lesson is to formulate a set of rules that helps us evaluate the reliability of a piece of writing in general, and then the Bible specifically.


Our Bible-Explanations Fit Into 4 Key Categories: Whether we believe or disbelieve the Bible or any piece of literature in general, we will always have some sort of explanation for how it came to say what it says. These explanations can be classified into four categories: 1. Natural, 2. Unnatural, 3. Naturalistic, 4. Supernatural. These categories will be used in assessing how close our explanations come to accurately evaluating the Bible’s reliability.
· Natural: To say that an explanation is natural is to say that the explanation makes sense. For example, to say that part of Chris Cornell’s style was influenced by the Beatles is natural explanation, since he has done multiple Beatles covers, which shows that he being influenced by them makes sense.
· Unnatural: To say that an explanation is unnatural is to say that an explanation does not make sense. For example, to say that Egypt got its mummification practice from the Renaissance is an unnatural explanation, because if the Renaissance came long after the Egyptians, then the Egyptians would have to time travel into the future in order to be influenced by the Renaissance, which does not make sense.
· Naturalistic: A naturalistic explanation is one that does not allow for inclusion of supernatural happenings. An example would be to say that Nostradamus’ detailed prediction of Henry II’s death should not be attributed to supernatural foreknowledge, but rather the fact that if enough people in history prophecy enough events at random, then eventually somebody is going to get lucky.
· Supernatural: A supernatural explanation is one that includes supernatural happenings. For example, it is often argued that the Egyptians could not have had the technological capability necessary to build the pyramids. Therefore, the Egyptians must have had the help of aliens or some other supernatural beings.


Clues Pointing to the Supernatural Explanation as the most Natural Explanation:

