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  Introduction




  This book is the result of the Theology Conference held at Wheaton College, April 5-7, 2001, on The Evangelical Doctrine of Scripture. The essays selected represent a variety of perspectives on interesting developments in an evangelical understanding of God's Word. It may be appropriate to begin by noting the obvious: in the twenty-first century, there is no one "evangelical" doctrine of Scripture. Thus these essays offer not only a sampling of current views on Scripture held by those professing to be evangelicals, but also a window into the state of evangelical scholarship today. In fact, a more representative title for this conference—and this collection—might have been "Is There an Evangelical Doctrine of Scripture?"




  The current state of this discussion is reminiscent of that of the early church as it wrestled with the proper understanding of the divine-human nature of the incarnate Christ. As the early church saw the importance of holding to the totality of the testimony concerning Jesus Christ—he is fully God and fully human—so in our own day we continue to wrestle with a similar affirmation about the nature of the Old and New Testament revelation: it is fully divine in its origin, and yet it comes to us by means of fully human agents. To stress too strongly the divine origin at the expense of reducing the human participants to mere automatons is to run the risk of ignoring the wealth, variety and riches of the human practices and perspectives affirmed by the scriptural authors and witnesses; to stress too strongly the human limitations and fallenness of its composers is, in turn, to run the risk of limiting the divine initiative and supremacy, creating a god in the image of deism. What all of the essays in this volume seek to understand is how finite humans can make sense of the relationship between the divinely inspired Word written by fallible human beings and the living God who continues to speak to his people through the written Word by the illuminating work of his Spirit. As with early church debates, which were striving for an orthodox understanding of the incarnate Christ, our effort to determine the proper balance in understanding the divine-human authorship of the written Word, along with the ongoing illumination of God's Holy Spirit, requires much wisdom and humility.




  The collection of essays is broken down into three broad areas: Scripture and the evangelical tradition, Scripture and evangelical exegesis, and Scripture and evangelicals in the postmodern context. As stated earlier, all of the contributors are heirs of evangelicalism to one degree or another, each addressing the questions put forward in the three areas: Whence have we come? Where are we now? Where are we going? This volume will hopefully be a modest contribution in facilitating this ongoing discussion.




  Scripture and the Evangelical Tradition




  More than a quarter of a century has passed since the publication of Harold Lindsell's The Battle for the Bible. It is appropriate, then, that in the first section of this volume Stanley J. Grenz ("Nurturing the Soul, Informing the Mind: The Genesis of the Evangelical Scripture Principle"), Thomas Buchan ("Inerrancy as Inheritance? Competing Genealogies of Biblical Authority"), Bruce L. McCormack ("The Being of Holy Scripture Is in Becoming: Karl Barth in Conversation with American Evangelical Criticism") and Donald W. Dayton ("The Pietist Theological Critique of Biblical Inerrancy") are engaged in what Grenz calls the "theological history of the evangelical trajectory" of the centrality of Scripture. As Grenz admits, this is a crucial endeavor for evangelicals, for whom the formal principle is loyalty to a completely true and trustworthy Bible, the "norming norm" that is the final and authoritative source for theology. The historical treatments that begin this reassessment of the "evangelical doctrine of Scripture" attempt to put into perspective how evangelicals in the United States by the 1940s came to define Christian orthodoxy more generally and evangelical identity more particularly by the litmus test of inerrancy, with its precedent in the fundamentalist-modernist controversy of the 1920s and its context in the larger attack on biblical authority that began in earnest in the nineteenth century.




  Grenz, McCormack and Dayton argue that the emphasis on an inerrant Bible rested on prior philosophical commitments that reflected the beliefs of the day. For one, it was tied to the reigning empirical scientific method with the result that Christians came to see Scripture as the repository of theological "facts" awaiting discovery in a manner similar to the chemist who goes through a set of procedures in the laboratory to unlock the identity of unknowns in a chemical solution. In addition, Scottish common-sense realism (the notion that our minds are so constituted by God that we can know reality directly) fueled this treatment of the Bible. McCormack and Dayton argue independently that Karl Barth and the Pietists (unlike the neo-evangelicals) refused to begin with such philosophical commitments in their approach to Scripture, which they feared would force theology to conform to content of nonbiblical origin. Beyond the philosophical presuppositions operative in the view of Scripture as inerrant, Buchan further proposes that competing historical perspectives or genealogies of biblical authority have also played a role. He suggests that the intramural debate among evangelicals—particularly between the two camps that we will delineate shortly—involves the politics of equating evangelical identity with biblical inerrancy in campaigns meant to convince us all that a particular understanding of inerrancy has always been the church's teaching, even if only implicitly.




  But here we come to the crucial point in this theological history of the evangelical conviction, illustrated in several of these essays by the manner in which the inspiration of Scripture has been understood. As Buchan points out, for inerrantists such as Lindsell, the doctrine of inspiration became the fundamental axis of the conservative evangelical position. Yet as Grenz, McCormack and Dayton argue, early evangelicals (by which they mean Martin Luther, John Calvin, the Puritans and the Pietists) were not concerned with devising theories about the mechanics of inspiration. Furthermore, while those who hold to Lindsell's view have grounded the inerrancy of the biblical text in the inspiration of the text, inspiration might more profitably be thought of as being related to the author. The significance of this distinction is brought out by McCormack's insistence that Barth was actually closer to the Reformers in his understanding that revelation is to be viewed as ongoing and in his contention (in agreement with Luther, Calvin and the Westminster divines) that the same Holy Spirit who inspired the original authors of the biblical text continues to illumine its contemporary readers. Making a similar claim about the Pietists' approach to Scripture, Dayton would agree with McCormack that the Lindsell perspective approaches the Bible with an "epistemological Pelagianism" that attempts to make evangelicals more respectable at the table of professional meetings where the meaning of the text is thoroughly unpacked by regenerate and unregenerate minds alike by means of critical methods that pay no regard to any spiritual influence or divine understanding. Grenz, for one, claims that the cultivation of the Reformers' soil by the Puritans and Pietists led them to insist that the Holy Spirit enables the dead letter of Scripture to become a living power through the ongoing revelation of saving knowledge. It is in this sense that McCormack maintains Barth was more Reformed than contemporary inerrantists are, and that Dayton insists the Pietists were more dependent on the Bible than evangelical critics of Pietism are. And both McCormack and Dayton remind us that the evangelical charge of subjectivism in Barth and Pietism is not only unfair, but is not successfully countered by appeals to human reason that supposedly ensure Scripture's authority and unlock its "true" meaning.




  So what the Reformers taught—indeed, what has been the "orthodox" position of the church through the ages on the authority of Scripture—has been debated among evangelicals. Grenz, Buchan and Dayton rehearse aspects of this debate to help us appreciate its nuances. The neo-evangelical consensus (represented by Harold Ockenga, for instance, and following the line of seventeenth-century Protestant scholasticism, Francis Turretin, Charles Hodge, B. B. Warfield, Carl Henry and John Woodbridge) was challenged by Jack Rogers and Donald McKim. The former group understands the Bible to be primarily propositional revelation from God, emphasizing verbal inspiration, biblical inerrancy and a literalistic hermeneutic. (The last feature made the Princetonians and fundamentalists strange bedfellows when it came to their respective amillennial and premillennial eschatologies.) This school's stance on the origin, inspiration and authority of Scripture led to an insistence that the Bible is accurate in every detail and that it is primarily a storehouse of revealed propositions. Such an understanding of an error-free Bible undergirds what is purported to be the chief goal of theology—namely, to compile theological "facts" that arise out of the propositional character of the Bible as containing doctrinal truths to which one must give mental assent. This line was questioned by the latter group (of Rogers, McKim and others), who claimed that the modern inerrantists had moved away from the Reformers' confession of the what, who and why of Scripture as an article of faith to the how of Scripture as the foundation of an entire systematic theological program. As Grenz points out, this shift is in part understandable, since evangelicals were no longer addressing a Roman Catholic position on Scripture and tradition, but rather the rising influence of a secularized culture and liberal theology. In the end, however, Buchan cleverly argues that the Rogers-McKim concern—viewing the Bible not as textually flawless but as an inspired message conveyed by means of accommodated divine language—leaves both camps suffering the distortions of their apologetic agenda and reading twentieth-century conceptions back into premodern sources. Thus both participate in an argument native to a particular form of evangelicalism.




  For this reason, to ensure that we are leaving no conceptions behind in tracing the orthodox understanding of Scripture, Grenz's historical template is instructive. He suggests that the "evangelical trajectory" has emphasized two ways in which the Bible has functioned in the believing community. First, there are those who stress Scripture's role as the source of correct doctrine—the means for informing the mind. This is the emphasis of the former group cited above and a tradition that continues to be carried on by Wayne Grudem and, to some measure, Millard Erickson. Second, there are those who stress Scripture's role as the source of spiritual sustenance—the means for nurturing the soul. To some extent this is aligned with the Rogers-McKim camp and, according to Grenz, is illustrated as well in Clark Pinnock's work. Grenz traces the theological lineage of these views and concludes that the sola scriptura claims of the Reformers leads "most directly" to understanding Scripture's role as primarily a "source of sustenance." But the perspective that evolved from fundamentalist to neo-evangelical to evangelical eventually equated "believing the Bible" with "believing the doctrines that evangelical theologians concluded the Bible itself teaches" and represented as such a partial victory of Protestant scholasticism over the Puritan-Pietist legacy. This is a thesis Dayton applauds as well. And it is worthwhile to note in passing that both Grenz and Dayton cite James Orr as the one significant exception among the authors of the essays in The Fundamentals who did not support their understanding of inerrancy, but who appealed to the effect of the Bible in human hearts.




  So this first collection of essays suggests that much of the "battle for the Bible" among evangelicals has to do with rival political agendas and differing conceptions of the role Scripture plays in theological systems and in the life of the believer. Is the Bible primarily the locus of the one, complete, timeless body of correct doctrines compiled and scientifically systematized by the theologian? Or is it primarily the Spirit's means of the ongoing process of accommodated revelation, stretching from the inspiration of human authors to the illumination of human readers? Grenz suggests that we need not and should not choose between these perspectives. Both lines in the evangelical genealogy are required: the Bible functions to nurture the soul and to inform the mind (though Grenz proposes that the former is the primary function of Scripture, which the latter then serves).




  Still, we are in a bit of a theological muddle. If these first four essays are even partially correct, we are left with a puzzle proposed by Dayton and seconded by Buchan: With regard to the doctrine of Scripture, how did evangelicals come to think of themselves as the children of orthodoxy and to place a debatable interpretation of the magisterial Reformers over against the Pietists? Have evangelicals been presumptuous and highjacked a lineage not entirely their own? Or, in a manner reminiscent of John Henry Newman's Essay on the Development of Doctrine, have they made explicit what the orthodox Christian church has always held? And even if we give the benefit of the doubt to the camp represented by Henry, Lindsell, Woodbridge and others, Grenz poses two significant questions to this group. First, is not this view, tied as it is to a specific conception of the scientific method, out of sync with recent developments in the philosophy of science and with shifts in epistemology that have chastened the Western understanding of autonomous human reason? Second, if the purpose of Scripture is to read through the texts to the underlying doctrinal system, then once the doctrinal system has been constructed, does this evangelical approach ironically make the Bible superfluous in the end, undermining the role of Scripture as a means of the soul's nurture? Grenz's concluding queries suggest that it is time to engage in some honest reflection about just how evangelicals do understand the nature and role of Scripture in our exegetical work and in the context of a postmodern culture.




  Scripture and Evangelical Exegesis




  The four papers in part two offer a similarly interesting complement to one another. What they hold in common is that all grapple with what we mean by and how we are to take seriously the divine-human nature of God's Word. John J. Brogan's "Can I Have Your Autograph? Uses and Abuses of Textual Criticism in Formulating an Evangelical Doctrine of Scripture" provides an introduction to the history of how Scripture has been understood, focusing primarily on the New Testament. His historical overview briefly summarizes conceptions that were common in the patristic and medieval periods in order to provide a backdrop for the changes brought about by the rise of textual criticism. How did the early and medieval church view the many textual variants that existed in its day? What did it do about challenges to the canon? Might the answers to these questions provide any guidance for the church today? Brogan then addresses the challenges that resulted from the advent of textual criticism, once again with an eye toward examining how the church responded to these in connection with a doctrine of Scripture. On what bases did the church come to determine which version was to be the authoritative one? What influences (both positive and negative) and challenges arose as a result of the rise of textual criticism? How did the church respond to them? Further, how has evangelicalism responded since? Next, Brogan explores and critiques the ways in which, on the one hand, evangelicalism has incorporated many findings of textual criticism while, on the other, it has insisted on an inerrant autographic text. He points out perceived inconsistencies in such a methodology, noting that an emphasis on an inerrant text is a relatively recent development in the life of the church—and perhaps one that finally is inadequate. He then proceeds to offer some challenges to the evangelical church, arguing ultimately for a return to an understanding of Scripture that is more consistent with the church's historical position, accepting it as the authoritative and inspired revealed Word from God to his people.




  In "The Sun Also Rises: Accommodation in Inscripturation and Interpretation," Kent Sparks begins with a more recent historical overview. In this instance the focus is on a theological overview of how Scripture has been interpreted. He starts by noting the positions of various Reformers during and following the time of the Copernican revolution and what their objections were, on biblical grounds, to the heliocentric perspective (i.e., the once-suspect notion that the Earth revolves around the sun). What insights are to be gained from these past biblical hermeneutical mistakes, and how can they help keep the present church from making the same kinds of errors in its own use and interpretation of Scripture? Might the objections and concerns presented by the Reformers about the science of their day have been avoided had some of them been more receptive to accommodation as an interpretive tool? Having surveyed the Reformers, Sparks also returns to the early church, seeking guidance from and exploring examples in both the Alexandrian and Antiochene schools of interpretation, demonstrating how both all too gladly made use of accommodation as an interpretive tool for the sake of preserving and protecting divine consistency. Sparks then turns to the present evangelical arena by recommending ways in which evangelicals might also profitably appropriate an accommodationist hermeneutic as a means of coming to greater clarity regarding the teachings revealed in the Holy Scriptures. Addressing possible misgivings that evangelicals may have toward an accommodationist position, he closes with two final excursuses in which he reflects further on the implications that such a position might entail with regard to the doctrine of inerrancy and its interpretive control so prized by evangelicals.




  The third essay in this section, J. Daniel Hays's "Jeremiah, the Septuagint, the Dead Sea Scrolls and Inerrancy: Just What Exactly Do We Mean by the `Original Autographs'?" raises the provocative question of whether the Old Testament—as is the case with the New—ought to be tied to the original manuscripts or the final version of the manuscripts as we now have them. Hays begins by noting the uneasy relationship that has existed between the views of systematic theologians and of textual critics on matters of inerrancy and textual criticism. He observes that there has been little exchange between these disciplines, especially when dealing with the Old Testament. To further complicate matters, one tendency that occurs far too often is that principles drawn from New Testament textual critical studies (e.g., hearkening back to the original autographs) are uncritically applied—or assumed to apply—to Old Testament critical studies, in which it is far more common to work with the final compositions of these collections. Hays offers other examples of how these two disciplines differ and explores the book of Jeremiah as an example of how scholars have dealt with conflicting data between the Hebrew Masoretic Text and the Septuagint versions of this book. How is an evangelical who is committed to the authority of God's Word to make sense of these differences? Hays presents and critiques some of the solutions offered to date, presenting interesting and important historical background as to why the church has sometimes preferred the Septuagint rendering and at other times the Masoretic Text. He concludes with an assessment and recommendation of how we might continue to uphold the authority of God's Word while wrestling with the texts that have been handed down to us.




  In the final essay of this section, "How Many Isaiahs Were There and What Does It Matter? Prophetic Inspiration in Recent Evangelical Scholarship," Richard L. Schultz investigates the nature of criticism today by surveying recent debates on the book of Isaiah. He offers a brief introduction to the long-standing controversy on its composition: Is it the product of one author? Two? Three? A community? An ongoing process? Schultz correctly notes that in the not-too-distant past, evangelicals were in agreement in their understanding of Isaiah's unity: the consensus was that there was only one author—Isaiah himself, as borne witness to in the biblical record. However, in the current evangelical climate, a variety of understandings are being held that have creatively tried to marry historical-critical tools with a divine understanding of this book's authorship. He places these developments within the context of the broader Isaian studies and presents recent examples of the various ways in which evangelicals are grappling with—and expanding the boundaries of—divine inspiration in their understanding of the composition of this canonical book. Schultz incorporates critical and insightful questions throughout this work as a means of challenging a number of these positions. By what methodology do we disallow the testimony offered in the text itself? How do we keep from reading back into the text interpretations that become controlled by the construals we bring with regard to its composition? In his final section, Schultz thoughtfully explores the implications of this scholarship for understanding biblical prophecy and the relationship it has to inspiration, prediction, the prophetic books and the authority of Scripture itself.




  These four essays wisely illustrate how evangelical biblical scholars are wrestling with the very issues raised in the first part of this volume, especially with the evolving understanding of the appropriate manner in which the exegete should approach the biblical text and the relation of inspiration to various features of the text's composition. Add the contemporary cultural context next, and the waters seem to get muddier.




  Scripture and Evangelicals in the Postmodern Context




  The challenges raised by postmodernity are addressed in the final section of this volume. Bruce Ellis Benson (" `Now I Would Not Have You Ignorant': Derrida, Gadamer, Hirsch and Husserl on Authors' Intentions") begins by addressing the issue of authorial intent. While some proponents of the postmodern turn have argued that a great chasm exists between the authors' intentions and the readers' comprehension of meaning, Benson avers that it is possible for words to express intentions adequately enough for successful discernment by readers and listeners. Taking us on a journey through Edmund Husserl's theory of meaning intentions, Jacques Derrida's understanding of "presence," Hans Georg Gadamer's horizons and E. D. Hirsch's view of meaning and significance, Benson helps us to understand how there is a level at which we can understand the biblical texts, even though they were written in a different historical horizon. The key lies in acknowledging that, while it may be true that we cannot read the Bible in an identical way to how it was read by those who lived in that era, we are not so completely different from Paul and other biblical writers that we read completely differently. In fact, it is impossible for us to be so categorically different from other human beings that we are unable to have an understanding of meaning that is the "same" as that of the author—at least on some level. The issue of understanding is a difficult one, but not so difficult that words must be assumed to block all discernment of an author's intentions.




  The authority of tradition in relation to Scripture receives a nonfoundationalist spin in John R. Franke's essay, "Scripture, Tradition and Authority: Reconstructing the Evangelical Conception of Sola Scriptura." Addressing the relationship between tradition and the Protestant Reformational principle of sola scriptura, this essay contends that sola was never intended to cast tradition aside in the task of interpretation and theological construction, contrary to some predominant evangelical perceptions of this principle. While acknowledging that the Reformers reacted against an undue elevation of tradition in the church and that Protestant reaction to the Council of Trent hardened the attitude toward tradition, Franke argues that it was not the intent of all of the Reformers (for example, Calvin) to abolish any and all reference to tradition in biblical interpretation and theological development. In fact, at issue was a struggle over differing concepts of tradition. The essay proceeds to demonstrate a link between pneumatology and tradition, noting the relationship between the Spirit's role in forming the Christian community and the community's Spirit-guided production of the biblical text. The work of the Spirit in this regard has not ceased, however. Though our context is not that which produced the canon, the Spirit illuminates the reading community in a manner similar to the way he inspired the early church to recognize the canon. Franke contends that "it continues as the Spirit attunes the contemporary community of faith to understand Scripture and apply it afresh to its own context in accordance with the intentions of the Spirit." This ongoing, open-ended, eschatologically oriented work throughout the ages is the tradition, which Franke understands to be the hermeneutical trajectory of the theological task. The pneumatological turn of this essay also is key to its nonfoundationalist stance, as authority is now rooted in the Spirit rather than in the text or the tradition produced by the Spirit. This approach encourages us to view Scripture and tradition as aspects of the Spirit's ongoing ministry with an emphasis on the community's performance of the biblical message in every context.




  Pneumatology also plays a significant role in Daniel J. Treier's contribution to this volume, "Canonical Unity and Commensurable Language: On Divine Action and Doctrine." Like Franke, Treier has a concern for the Christian practices, but he understands these to be conceptual traditions that function as habits which have a level of permanence relative to their contextual adequacy. This enables him to find commensurability between various theological judgments made in response to questions posed to the text. Just as Benson was concerned with showing that contemporary humans can discern the intentions of the biblical authors, Treier wants to show the possibility of conversation and understanding among different responses to the gospel message. A chief concern is how it is possible to link the canonical linguistic "world" of Kevin Vanhoozer and the eschatological "world" of Grenz with the worlds in which we live. The essay shows us that doctrine emerges as a result of the Spirit's work in enabling the church to indwell the biblical story and to derive doctrinal concepts (habits) from the text itself and by extension of the canonical teaching in particular cultural-linguistic contexts. Tradition—the church's Spirit-led performances, past and present—links us to the canonical world and sharpens the vision we portray of the world to come. The Spirit's role here is directive, authoritative and productive of tradition, but it is not the source of a nonfoundational approach as found in Franke's essay. By the Spirit, the church is able to maintain constancy (not sameness) through doctrinal practices across the ages, an idea similar to Franke's view of tradition as a hermeneutical trajectory. In the case of both Treier and Franke, the desire is not to usurp biblical authority, but to find a better link between tradition and Scripture from an evangelical perspective. Their approaches reveal an emphasis on pneumatology and performance that is helpful in deepening our understanding of Scripture amidst postmodern concerns.




  Performance or act finds another use in David Alan Williams's essay, "Scripture, Truth and Our Postmodern Context." Drawing on pragmatism and George Lakoff and Mark Johnson's understanding of metaphorical language, Williams helps us broaden our understanding of truth by revealing different metaphors for truth and noting that a key point is how metaphors both reveal and hide truth, an insight too often overlooked when considering their value. While most evangelicals unconsciously use the language of truth as an object, this essay reveals that this common way of speaking about truth—what Williams refers to as a metaphor—also hides aspects of truth such as the links between the knower and the known, a prominent postmodern concern. By focusing on the metaphor of truth as solidarity, process or act, Williams reveals the interconnection between belief and identity. Beyond this, Scripture is found to use not only the metaphor of truth as object, but also, significantly, the metaphor of truth as an action. In Scripture, it is important not only to apprehend truth, but also to perform the truth. This brings attention to the need for evangelicals to be as concerned about their performance of the text as they are about obtaining truth from the text, an emphasis with which both Franke and Treier would concur. Williams is quick to point out that his concern is to broaden our conception of scriptural truth, not to make a case for the exclusive use of one metaphor above others. This broader understanding of truth does justice to the many metaphors for truth used in Scripture and should help illuminate discussions about the Bible and truth.




  These four essays contribute to the ongoing discussion of Scripture in evangelicalism by helping us do the hard work of addressing issues such as authorial intent, tradition and our language for truth. These authors are not in complete agreement on every issue, but their work serves as a catalyst for discussion among those with postmodern concerns. The essays provide a service to the church by helping us gain insight into the mystery of words, the importance of a tighter relationship to our shared tradition, the significance of the various modes of doctrinal performance and a deeper understanding of truth.




  The editors of this volume would like to express our appreciation to InterVarsity Press for the long relationship they have had with the Theology Conference and their generous cosponsorship of it from the beginning. It is our hope that this book will make a positive contribution to the church's ongoing struggle to understand more clearly the nature and content of God's gift of the written Word. To that end, Jesus Christ the Word, to whom the text points, will be glorified.
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  Scripture and the Evangelical Tradition
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  Nurturing the Soul, Informing the Mind




  The Genesis of the Evangelical Scripture Principle




  Stanley J. Grenz




  From infancy you have known the holy Scriptures, which are able to make you wise for salvation through faith in Christ Jesus.




  2 Timothy 3:15 NIV




  In 1977, at the height of the "battle for the Bible" that was threatening to polarize American evangelicalism, Kenneth Kantzer described the movement (of which he was an important leader) as concerned above all with "addressing the lost, confused, and desperately needy world . . . with the gospel of God's redeeming love and the sure biblical chart for sailing on life's uncharted seas."[1] This illuminating description of the evangelical self-consciousness embodies two central principles that have marked the movement throughout its three-century trajectory: the concern to be a "gospel people" and the concern to be a "Scripture people."[2] In keeping with this sentiment, many contemporary evangelical leaders speak about evangelicalism as being characterized by commitment to a formal and a material principle.[3] Although difference of opinion remains regarding the latter, American evangelicals since the mid-twentieth century have come to a near consensus that the formal principle of the movement entails loyalty to the Bible as the completely true and trustworthy, final and authoritative source for theology.[4] Kantzer, in fact, went so far as to assert that this principle "represents a basic unifying factor throughout the whole of contemporary evangelicalism" and that as a result "the evangelical . . . seeks to construct his theology on the teaching of the Bible, the whole Bible, and nothing but the Bible."[5]




  Kantzer's conclusion may well be a bit overstated, especially as a characterization of evangelicalism as both a historical and a global phenomenon. Moreover, allegiance to Scripture is not a distinctively evangelical commitment, for all ecclesiastical traditions view the Bible as in some sense normative for community life and teaching. Yet evangelicals tend to see themselves as the true guardians of this common Christian heritage. They claim that the church is by its very nature a community that gathers around the Bible and for which the Bible is not merely a norm but the norming norm. Taking their cue from John Wesley—who in the preface to a collection of his sermons declared tersely, "Let me be homo unius libri"—evangelicals understand themselves not only as a people of the book, but as a people of one book.[6]




  But what does it mean to be a people of one book? My goal in this essay is to offer a description of what loyalty to the Scripture principle has entailed when viewed from an evangelical perspective. More specifically, I am posing the historical-theological query, what concerns led to the centrality of Scripture in evangelical theology? And I will respond by retelling the theological history of the evangelical trajectory.




  The Formation of the Evangelical Scripture Principle




  Although evangelicals have always elevated the Bible, they have not agreed—and do not yet agree—among themselves as to how the Bible functions within the believing community. In fact, we could pinpoint at least two quite different, yet mutually informing, approaches to the role of Scripture prevalent among evangelical thinkers.




  Some view the Bible primarily, if perhaps not exclusively, as the source of correct doctrine. This is especially evident, for example, in Wayne Grudem, who subtitled his mammoth text in systematic theology "an introduction to biblical doctrine" and, in the preface, stated that the book is "for every Christian who has a hunger to know the central doctrines of the Bible in greater depth."[7] Millard Erickson offers a bit more nuanced understanding. He views the Bible as the means through which we gain access to Jesus' teaching regarding, to cite his words, "what is to be believed and what is to be done."[8] Yet in what follows in his three-volume Christian Theology, Erickson's keen commitment to the task of gaining sound doctrine from Scripture is overwhelmingly evident. In short, these theologians look to the Bible above all as the means for informing the Christian mind.




  Others, in contrast, see Scripture first and foremost as the source of spiritual sustenance. They speak of the Bible as the place—ultimately the only place—where the words of everlasting life may be found. Indicative of this viewpoint, Clark Pinnock observes that because they understand the Bible to be "the God-given documentation which preserves for all time the gospel of our salvation . . . ordinary believers know instinctively from the Spirit their teacher to go there to be nourished in their faith."[9] We might say that these evangelicals view the Bible primarily as the means for nurturing the soul.




  In what follows I intend to trace the theological lineage of these two quite distinct yet interrelated understandings of the character of the evangelical Scripture principle and then draw a few conclusions from my historical survey. The obvious place to begin the story is with the turning point in theological history from which nearly all evangelicals everywhere track their lineage, the Reformation.




  From Sola Scriptura to the Reverence for the Bible




  In taking their stand on the Bible as the norming norm, evangelicals claim the legacy of the Reformation and especially of Martin Luther's great dictum, sola scriptura. This is surely correct both historically and theologically, insofar as the starting point for the evangelical Scripture principle lies with the concerns of the sixteenth century. Although the trajectory from Luther forward eventually launches both aspects of the evangelical view of Scripture, it leads most directly to a reverence for the Bible as Scripture because Scripture is seen primarily as a source of sustenance.




  The return of biblical authority. The Protestant commitment to the "Bible alone" arose in the midst of a wider theological conflict with the Roman Catholic Church over the question of the final authority in the church, a dispute that had already charted a two-hundred-year history by the sixteenth century. What brought Luther to enter this fray was his search for a gracious God, a quest that led him to the Bible. In his subsequent conflict with Rome, Luther sought to undercut the Catholic position, which endowed the pope and church councils with ultimate authority and thereby effectively set the church above the Bible.




  Luther's position was closely connected to, and found its theological basis in, his understanding of the gospel. In his estimation, justification by faith meant that humans are completely dependent on God's mercy, which we cannot earn and for which we can do nothing. For Luther, this dependency is not only operative in salvation; but because it is soteriologically centered, it affects the realm of knowing God as well. He was convinced that true knowledge of God arises only out of God's self-disclosure in the Word and through the Spirit. Luther likewise attacked the Roman Catholic claims that tradition ought to be placed alongside of Scripture and that only the Roman Catholic Church's teaching office can interpret the Bible properly. In response to what he saw as the erroneous foundation on which Roman Catholic theology was constructed, Luther introduced the principle of sola scriptura, the claim that Scripture alone is the ultimate authority for Christian faith and practice.




  Like Luther, John Calvin viewed Christ as the Word of God in the ultimate sense.[10] Yet Calvin also spoke of the Bible as the Word,[11] in that it is God's testament or witness to us[12] and the content of divine revelation is Christ himself.[13] As the Word of God, Calvin declared, Scripture does not derive its authority from the church.[14] Rather, the church is built on the foundation of the prophets and apostles, and this foundation is now found in Scripture.[15] In Calvin's estimation, the authority of the Bible does not emerge sui generis, but arises from the fact that God speaks in it. Hence, rather than depending on philosophical argumentation to support this claim, Calvin viewed the authority of the Bible as in a certain sense self-authenticating.[16] For Calvin, then, the recognition of the Bible as our authority is closely connected with God's gracious salvific work. As Justo González succinctly declares regarding the Geneva Reformer, "the reason that Scripture is authoritative for him is the experience of grace."[17]




  The regenerate reader. Calvin's approach, including his emphasis on the self-authenticating nature of Scripture through the internal testimony of the Spirit, lived on in the English Puritans, who were concerned as to how the insights of the Bible might be applied to church order and to the daily life of the saints.[18] The Puritan understanding of biblical authority, which undergirded their program of church and personal reform, came to expression in the Westminster Confession of Faith.[19] Like the Reformers, the Westminster divines called for a link between Word and Spirit. They appealed to the Spirit as the one who not only guides the reader in understanding Scripture, but also continually leads God's people into ever-clearer understandings of the Bible.[20]




  At one point the Westminster divines took the teaching of their mentors a step further. In contrast to the apparent epistemological Pelagianism of the day, the Puritans were convinced that the true significance of Scripture could be understood only by those whose minds were enlightened by the Spirit.[21] In this manner, the link between Word and Spirit that the Reformers had forged came to include, as the location of the Spirit's operation through the Word, the regenerate heart and mind. Maintaining this position, however, required that the Puritans differentiate between two levels of meaning in the text: "the grammatical construction" and "the spiritual and divine sense" (to cite Edward Reynolds's descriptors).[22]




  This Puritan emphasis found echo among the continental Pietists, who sought to bring the Reformation to completion in response to what they considered to be the deadness of Lutheran credalism. The Pietists believed that Scripture was not so much a source of doctrine as a devotional resource and guide for life. In their attempt to maintain the Reformation link between Word and Spirit, the Pietists followed Calvin in appealing to the internal testimony of the Spirit. But here they, like the Puritans, took a step beyond the Reformers. By the testimonium spiritus internum, Pietists such as Philipp Jakob Spener meant the enlightening work of the Spirit within the heart that leads believers to understand the Scriptures. According to the Pietists, the presence of the Holy Spirit within a believer enables the dead letter of the sacred writings to become a living power.[23] Thus, although Spener acknowledged that the Bible is objectively true, he asserted that it is transformative only in the life of the reader who allows the Spirit to work through Scripture. In Spener's estimation, therefore, it is not possible to grasp the spiritual significance of the Bible unless the reader is illumined by the Spirit, that is, unless a person is born again.




  The Pietists paralleled the Puritans in another manner as well. Similar to Reynolds, who made a distinction between the two levels in Scripture, they differentiated sharply between mere theological knowledge, which anyone can attain, and true saving knowledge, which only the Spirit can give. Johann Anastasius Freylinghausen offered this definition of illumination:




  

    Illumination itself consists in this, that in his light the Holy Spirit mediates the heavenly truth of the Word of God to the human understanding, introducing it and giving it to be recognized so clearly, so powerfully and so convincingly that from this the human person recognizes it as truth, believes it with divine certainty, and thereby knows what has been sent to him from God by grace, and that spiritual things are to be spiritually judged.[24]


  




  One long-term result of the Pietists' reformulation of biblical authority was a renewal of devotion to Scripture. The Pietists sought to place the Bible in the hands of the laity. Francke and his associates put wings on their theological convictions by establishing a publishing venture for the purpose of producing inexpensive editions of the Scriptures for mass consumption. The historian of the movement, F. Ernest Stoeffler, concludes, "It was Francke who, above all others in the history of later Protestantism, supplied the initial inspiration to make the Bible really a book of the people."[25]




  Reverence for the Bible. As Puritan concerns and Pietist renewal converged in the eighteenth century, they gave birth to an evangelicalism that looked to Scripture as the vehicle through which the Spirit accomplishes the miracles of salvation and sanctification. Sparked by their experience of the nurturing work of the Spirit through the pages of the Bible, their overriding aim was to allow the message of the Bible to penetrate human hearts and to encourage the devotional use of Scripture.




  Evangelicals agreed that the Bible is inspired by God. Yet they were not particularly concerned with devising theories to explain the dynamics of inspiration. Moreover, the early evangelicals displayed a remarkable fluidity in opinions about the effects of such inspiration. Some, such as the British evangelical Charles Simeon, went so far as to acknowledge within Scripture "inexactnesses in reference to philosophical and scientific matters, because of its popular style."[26] Rather than constructing theories about the Bible, these evangelicals were content simply to cherish the Bible. They often expressed their devotion to Scripture in symbolic acts of reverence for the actual copies they possessed. Hence, his biographer said about the nineteenth-century evangelist Henry Moorhouse, "He would not suffer anything, not even a sheet of paper, to be laid upon his Bible."[27]




  From Scholastic Propositionalism to Neo-evangelical Inerrancy




  Beginning in the 1820s, the reticence to theologize about the Bible began to wane. Some theologians came to insist that the truly evangelical approach to Scripture includes the affirmation of verbal inspiration and biblical inerrancy, together with a literalist hermeneutic. The roots of this growing focus lay in the post-Reformation era known as Protestant scholasticism.




  The scholastic defense of the Bible. The ongoing controversy with the Roman Catholic understanding led seventeenth-century Lutheran theologians to seek out a clearer Protestant understanding of biblical authority by concerning themselves with questions about the origin, inspiration and authority of Scripture. As a result, many came to treat Scripture as accurate in every detail and as a storehouse of revealed propositions. Some asserted that even the vowel points in the Masoretic Text were as inspired as the consonants.[28]




  In its attitude toward Scripture, Lutheran scholasticism marked a significant shift from Luther. Carl Braaten pinpoints the nature of this shift:




  

    Protestant scholasticism appealed not to the content of Scripture, its witness to Christ and the gospel, but to the manner in which it was written, the how of its inspiration by the Holy Spirit. . . . For Luther the sola scriptura was a consequence of the solus Christus and the sola fide; for the scholastics the sola scriptura was the first principle from which the solus Christus and the sola fide were derived.[29]


  




  Similarly, Gary Dorrien concludes that seventeenth-century Lutheran thinkers transformed the doctrine of Scripture from an article of faith into the foundation of the entire systematic-theological program.[30]




  Actually, the Lutherans were preceded in this move by theologians in the Reformed tradition.[31] The thinker most often connected with the genesis of the so-called Reformed scholasticism is Francis Turretin (1623-1687). Turretin viewed the task of theology as that of setting forth what can be known of God as he has revealed himself in his Word,[32] a task that can be accomplished primarily by means of systematizing the teachings of Scripture.[33] Turretin's theological method required an error-free Bible as its foundation. "The prophets did not fall into mistakes in those things which they wrote as inspired men and as prophets, not even in the smallest particulars," he assured his readers, for "otherwise faith in the whole of Scripture would be rendered doubtful."[34] In addition, Turretin was convinced that the text of the Bible had been miraculously preserved in its pristine purity. In fact, to suggest that God allowed corruption to occur by the hands of copyists would be to deny God's providential hand in the preservation of the divine word given through inspiration; and it would impinge on the deity of Christ, in that our Lord could not "bear to use corrupted books."[35] Turretin's commitment to the full inspiration of the biblical documents led to the claim set forth in the Helvetic Consensus Formula (1675) that the divine inspiration of the Old Testament extended beyond the consonants of the Hebrew words to encompass "either the vowel points themselves, or at least the power of the points."[36]




  Scientific inerrancy. In the opening decades of the nineteenth century, the interest in defending the Bible as an error-free source of truth, which had played such an important role in the older Protestant orthodoxy, entered the evangelical mainstream. Yet the approach that emerged in the 1800s was generated by a different theological challenge than was that of its seventeenth-century precursor. Beginning in the eighteenth century, Protestant theologians saw the Christian faith contested not so much by what they perceived as the errors of the Roman Catholic Church as by the rising influence of empirical science. This challenge called for new strategies.




  As the eighteenth century gave way to the nineteenth, theologians found themselves seeking an intellectually unassailable bedrock on which to construct their theological house. The quest led some to religious experience, which in a sense marked an extension of the interest in experimental religion that had characterized eighteenth-century evangelicalism and lives on in certain streams within the contemporary evangelical movement. But the theological stance of the neo-evangelicalism that emerged in the mid-twentieth century was far more indebted to the attempts of those theologians who sought to follow the lead of their scholastic forebears in setting forth an invulnerable foundation for theology in an error-free Bible, which they viewed as the repository of divine revelation.[37] Above all, this agenda dominated the theologians at Princeton Seminary: Charles Hodge, Archibald Alexander Hodge, Benjamin Breckinridge Warfield and J. Gresham Machen.




  The die for the nineteenth-century Princeton theology was clearly cast by the reigning scientific method of the day together with the common-sense realism that Charles Hodge's predecessor, Archibald Alexander, imported from Britain. In the wake of these developments, Hodge and his successors viewed the theological discipline as a science, understood in the empiricist sense of the study of "the ordered phenomena which we recognize through the senses."[38] Convinced that theology and science, as branches of the human knowing enterprise, share a common method,[39] Hodge patterned his work after that of the scientist. Just as the natural scientist uncovers the facts pertaining to the natural world, he asserted, so the theologian brings to light the theological facts found within the Bible.[40] And these facts are uncovered by applying the empirical method to the Scriptures.




  Hodge's appropriation of the reigning scientific model also affected how he viewed the products of his labors. He assumed that the theological propositions he drew from the Bible stated universal—even eternal—facts and that the chief goal of theology as an intellectual, scientific discipline is to compile these various facts. Hodge's theology contained a pietistic or devotional strand, which is evident, for example, in his declaration, "It would be safe for a man to resolve to admit into his theology nothing which is not sustained by the devotional writings of true Christians of every denomination."[41] Nevertheless, his focus on the propositional character of its content led him to view the Bible as above all the source for religious teachings, with faith being primarily assent to truth.[42] These teachings may include precepts for living, but the central, foundational and most significant dimension of biblical truth lay in the area of doctrine.[43]




  The orientation to scientific theology led the Princeton theologians to elevate the inerrant character of the Bible, understood now as a storehouse for true propositions. Hence, Hodge's successors at Princeton—his son, A. A. Hodge, and Warfield—affirmed what they called "the great Catholic doctrine of Biblical Inspiration," namely, "that the Scriptures not only contain, but are the Word of God, and hence that all their elements and all their affirmations are absolutely errorless, and binding the faith and obedience of men."[44]




  Despite the Princeton dogmatists' claim to stand squarely in the Reformed tradition, their elevation of inerrancy to the centerpiece of their confession of biblical authority was motivated by a task unlike what had consumed the thinkers of the seventeenth century. In contrast to their forebears, who appealed to the Scripture principle to counter the position of Rome, the Princeton theologians needed an inerrant Bible to respond to the challenges of an increasingly secular culture, on the one hand, and a rising liberal Christianity, on the other. To this end, Warfield reasoned from the divine, "God-breathed" nature of Scripture, as attested by the biblical authors, to the entire trustworthiness of the Bible and hence to the fidelity of each biblical text.[45] Unlike Turretin, however, A. A. Hodge and Warfield were content to argue only for the inerrancy of the original autographs.[46] And they were undaunted by the difficulties they discovered in the Bible. Warfield held out the hope that whatever problems and internal discrepancies that could be neither dismissed as errors in the transcription process nor harmonized with each other[47] would be removed by future "earnest study of the Word."[48]




  Fundamentalism and the Princeton influence. The new evangelicalism that was launched in the 1940s did not inherit its theological ethos directly from the Princeton dogmatists. Rather, the temporal gap between the two was spanned by a phenomenon that paralleled roughly the life of the last of the Princeton theologians, J. Gresham Machen (1881-1937). The early fundamentalists were united in their belief that the only sure antidote for the ills of liberalism lay in an uncompromising loyalty to Scripture arising out of a high view of biblical authority. Even though the Princeton theologians were somewhat ambivalent toward the movement[49] and hence not fundamentalists in the strict sense, the participants in the fledgling coalition nevertheless claimed these thinkers for the cause, viewing them as having provided the intellectual framework for elaborating fundamentalism's felt loyalty to Scripture and commitment to the Bible's complete trustworthiness.[50]




  Inerrancy was by no means universally elevated among the early fundamentalists. George Marsden cites Augustus Hopkins Strong, Robert Stuart MacArthur and Curtis Lee Laws as leading conservatives who did not subscribe to inerrancy.[51] Moreover, many of the currents that fed into fundamentalism, including the Niagara Conference, had not previously used the term inerrancy to articulate their view of biblical inspiration.[52] Perhaps the most erudite fundamentalist who disavowed this hallmark of the Princeton trajectory was the Scottish theologian James Orr, who was one of the authors of The Fundamentals. Orr's inductive study of the phenomena of the biblical documents led him to conclude that "a just view of the actual historical genesis of the Bible" simply does not support the claim "that `inerrancy' in every minute particular is involved in the very idea of a book given by inspiration by God."[53] He therefore rejected as "a most suicidal position for any defender of revelation" the claim that "unless we can demonstrate what is called the `inerrancy' of the Biblical record, down even to its minutest details, the whole edifice of belief in revealed religion falls to the ground."[54]




  In advocating this more nuanced view, Orr could have claimed the legacy of Charles Hodge himself, who had made a somewhat similar point. In contrast to Turretin, who was convinced that to admit that the biblical writers made even a minute mistake was to "render doubtful the whole of Scripture,"[55] the elder Hodge had suggested the apparent discrepancies and factual problems he found in Scripture were irrelevant to the question of biblical authority.[56] Hence, he remarked rhetorically, "No sane man would deny that the Parthenon was built of marble, even if here and there a speck of sandstone should be detected in its structure."[57] But Orr took the matter a step further. He sidestepped the entire attempt to establish the authority of the Bible by demonstrating the facticity of the biblical records, a demonstration that essentially accepts the hegemony of empirical science. Instead, reminiscent of the Pietists, Orr appealed to the effect of the Bible in human hearts. He concluded his Revelation and Inspiration by declaring,




  

    In the last resort, the proof of the inspiration of the Bible—not in every particular, but in its essential message—is to be found in the life-giving effects which that message has produced, wherever its word of truth has gone. . . . The Bible has the qualities claimed for it as an inspired book. . . . It leads to God and to Christ; it gives light on the deepest problems of life, death, and eternity; it discovers the way of deliverance from sin; it makes men new creatures; it furnishes the man of God completely for every good work. . . . The Bible that embodies this word will retain its distinction as the Book of Inspiration till the end of time![58]


  




  Nevertheless, a Princetonian at hand turned out to be more persuasive than a Scott afar. It was almost inevitable that American fundamentalism would come to be characterized by an unswerving adherence to a Princeton-influenced understanding of inerrancy. At the height of the modernist-fundamentalist controversy in the 1920s, the fundamentalists rallied around modified versions of the Warfield-influenced five-point declaration of "essential" doctrines adopted by the Presbyterian General Council in 1910, the first of which was an affirmation of biblical inerrancy.[59] Soon adherence to this doctrine became a central feature of the entire fundamentalist coalition.




  The Princeton legacy and the new evangelicalism. In the 1940s, a new movement coalesced out of fundamentalism, which, thanks to one of its guiding lights, Harold Ockenga, came to be known as "the new evangelicalism,"[60] or neo-evangelicalism, a designation that was later simplified to "evangelicalism." The new evangelicalism began as a protest by several younger fundamentalists against the internal division, anti-intellectualism, departmentalization of life and social irrelevance that had come to characterize the older movement.[61] At the same time, the architects of the new coalition desired to remain true to the basic doctrines of Christian orthodoxy in the face of the accommodationist tendencies of theological liberalism. Ockenga spoke for his colleagues when he declared, "Doctrinally, the fundamentalists are right, and I wish to be always classified as one."[62]
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