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(Enns’s Incarnational Model for Understanding Biblical Inspiration)
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(Enns’s incarnational model in relation to “history” and “myth.” )
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(He answers by saying that it is unlikely that God would have allowed his
word to come to the Israelites according to “modern standards of truth and
error so universal that we should expect premodern cultures to have
understood them.” Rather, more probably, God’s word came to them
“according to standards they understood” (p. 41), which included
mythological standards of the time (and, recall once more, that part of
Enns’s definition of “myth” is that “stories were made up” [my italics]; p.
41). He concludes that the latter position is “better suited for solving the
problem” of how God accommodated his revelation to his ancient people (p.
41).)
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( Enns acknowledges that beginning with the monarchic age (1000-600
BC) more historical consciousness arises, so that history “is recorded with a
degree of accuracy more in keeping with contemporary standards” (p. 43). )
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( He immediately adds, however, that a negative answer must be given to
the question “can we not also conclude that the same can be said for
Genesis and other early portions of the Bible?” (p. 43). He continues, “[I]t
is questionable logic to reason backward from the historical character of the
monarchic account, for which there is some evidence, to the primeval and
ancestral stories, for which such evidence is lacking” (p. 43). He says the
same thing even more explicitly on page 44: )
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One would expect a more accurate, blow-by-blow account of Israel’s
history during this monarchic period, when it began to develop a more
“historical selfconsciousness,” as it were. It is precisely the evidence
missing from the previous periods of Israel’s history that raises the problem
of the essential historicity of that period [my italics].)
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(So, in one respect, we are on somewhat firmer ground when we come to
the monarchic period because it is there that we see something more closely
resembling what one would expect of “good” history writing by modern
standards: a more or less contemporary, eyewitness account. )
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( Likewise, Enns says a little later, )

Bealeif F5 25 | HENnsELE R AYEE

TR FRp F R RN LR o8 PRRELY A R 3 G e



AhaF - FE AR e B S F AN N E 22 E N e
£ 9L TGy R R AT B s 2 L paipE e L
0 A e it o 3 A e 35 e £ ELE B xF“‘Fﬁﬁzé’i - ;801

( The Mesopotamian world from which Abraham came was one whose own
stories of origins had been expressed in mythic categories . . . The reason
the opening chapters of Genesis look so much like the literature of ancient
Mesopotamia is that the worldview categories of the ancient Near East were
ubiquitous and normative at the time.  Of course, different [ancient]
cultures had different myths, but the point is that they all8 had them. )
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( The reason the biblical account is different from its ancient Near Eastern
counterparts is not that it is history in the modern sense of the word and
therefore divorced from any similarity to ancient Near Eastern myth.

What makes Genesis different from its ancient Near Eastern counterparts is
that . . . the God they [Abraham and his seed] are bound to . . . is different
from the gods around them. )
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(We might think that such a scenario is unsatisfying because it gives too
much ground to pagan myths [p. 53; my italics]. )
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(... God adopted Abraham as the forefather of a new people, and in doing

so he also adopted the mythic categories within which Abraham—and
everyone else—thought. But God did not simply leave Abraham in his
mythic world. )
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( Rather; [sic] God transformed the ancient myths so that Israel’s story
would come to focus on its God, the real one [pp. 53-54; my italics].
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( The differences notwithstanding [between Babylonians myths and the

Genesis creation and flood accounts], the opening chapters of Genesis
participate in a worldview that the earliest Israelites shared with their
Mesopotamian neighbors.  To put it this way is not to concede ground to
liberalism or unbelief, but to understand the simple fact that the stories in
Genesis had a context within which they were first understood. And that
context was not a modern scientific one but an ancient mythic one [my
italics]. )
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( The biblical account, along with its ancient Near East counterparts,

assumes the factual nature of what it reports.  They did not think, “We
know this is all ‘myth’ but it will have to do until science is invented to give
us better answers” [p. 55; my italics]. )
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(To argue . . . that such biblical stories as creation and the flood must be

understood first and foremost in the ancient contexts, is nothing new. The
point | would like to emphasize, however, is that such a firm grounding in
ancient myth does not make Genesis less inspired [p. 56; my italics]. )
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(It is important to note three things that he has just said in these extended
quotations. )
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(First, that ancient OT writers did not record history according to modern
historical and scientific standards means that they did not recount historical
events that corresponded with actual past reality, but which corresponded to
ANE myth; indeed, Enns wants to “emphasize” that “such a firm grounding
in ancient myth does not make Genesis less inspired” (p. 56)! Thus,
uncritical and unconscious absorption of myth by a biblical author does not
make his writing less inspired than other parts of Scripture.)
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( Second, and in connection with the first point, Enns says that “the
evidence missing from the previous [pre-monarchic] periods of Israel’s
history . . . raises the problem of the essential historicity of that period,”
which, in the light of all Enns has said above, most likely means for him
that these premonarchic accounts are not to be viewed as containing
“essential historicity.”)
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( Third, the main distinction between the ANE myths and Israel’s myths
lies not in the latter recording reliable history but in the latter proclaiming
that Israel’s God “is different from the gods around them.” It appears
fairly clear that the distinction between the ANE mythical accounts of
creation and the flood and those of the Genesis accounts is not in the former
containing non-history and the latter representing reliable historical events,
but the difference is to highlight the biblical God as true in contrast to the
false ANE gods. This is the primary way, then, that “God transformed the
ancient myths,” not in presenting a historical account that corresponds to
past historical reality, but causing “Israel’s story . . . to focus on its God, the
real one” (p. 54).)
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( Enns concludes his above thoughts by saying, “we might think that such
a scenario is unsatisfying because it gives too much ground to pagan myths”

(p.53).)
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('Yes, | think that many practicing respected OT and NT evangelical
scholars (and not only fundamentalists) will think that he, indeed, has given
way too much ground to “pagan myth.” In addition to the quotations from
Enns that I have italicized above, that Enns affirms that the Pentateuch
positively adopts mythical notions in the essentially normal sense of the



word (i.e. non-historical and fictitious narrative) is also apparent later, when
he addresses the question of polytheism in ancient Israel. Here, again
Enns explains what he means: )
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(It is important here that we not allow our own modern sensitivities to
influence how we understand Israel’s ancient faith. \We may not believe
that multiple gods ever existed, but ancient near Eastern people did. This
is the religious world within which God called Israel to be his people.
When God called Israel, he began leading them into a full knowledge of
who he is, but he started where they were. )
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" Describe God as greater than the gods of the surrounding nations. In
the Psalms, for example, this is seen in a number of passages [p. 98].)
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(I suppose one could argue that the psalmists . . . didn’t really intend to be
taken literally . . . For the comparison [between God and other “gods”] to
have any real punch, both entities must be presumed to be real. For
example, we may tell our children something like, “Don’t be afraid of the
dark. God is greater than the Boogey Man.”  Of course, adults who say this
know that the Boogey Man is not real, but they know that their children
believe he isreal. Even in contemporary Christian expression, we
compare God to many things: our problems, our challenges, our enemies,
and so on. And each comparison is made between two real (or perceived to
be real) entities.  This is what these Psalms are doing as well [p. 99].)
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http://springbible.fhl.net/Bible2/cgic201/read201.cgi?ver=big5&na=0&chap=564&ft=0&temp=149
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