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SCRIPTURE AND THEOLOGY

By Gerhard E Hasel
Seventh-day Adventist Theological Seminary

Andrews University

Introduction

The subject of “Scripture and Theology” has had my conscious
interest ever since my student days. As part of my graduate work [
took a major in Systematic Theology for the M.A. degree in the
Theological Seminary at Andrews University. I could not leave this
area of interest and subsequently took a cognate in Contemporary
Theology as part of my my Ph.D. program at Vanderbilt University,
while majoring in Biblical Studies. I continued to work and read,
write and publish, lecture and teach with a mind toward both
Seripture and theology.

It may be said from the start that this subject of “Seripture
and Theology” is at the heart of the modern erisis in theology. And
there is a crisis in theology in Christianity at large as has not existed
at any time before, Since the Seventh-day Adventist Church is a
microcosm of the larger world around us, we are not immune to the
larger crisis of theology.

It is a truism to say that modern theclogy at large is like a boat
floating in the unchartered waters of a stormy ocean without
anchor or compass. Has this reality of theology in the larger sphere
of Christendom become a reality in the Seventh-day Adventist
Church? If it is not a reality yet, or if we are on the way for it to
become a reality within the Advent movement, then it is high time
to think together about the impact these powerful forces can have
on Adventist theology and teaching.

An indisputable fact of our time is that modern theology is
plagued by an unimaginable pluralism. Anything goes. This is
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evidenced by multiple and radically divergent approaches, contex-
tualizations, methodologies, systems and types of theulngj,r, which
are rather {:onfusmg to the uninitiated person and even to the
initiate.

This essay aims to provide basic knowledge regarding the
issues on the relationship of “Seripture and Theology” as it exists
at present. We will survey five divergent theological approaches. In
the last part we will provide proposals for a Scripture-based theol-
ogy that will continue to sustain God’s people in the end-time. We
believe that Scripture challenges all theological proposals and
methods, pointing the way for theology that needs to be explored
and travelled.

The Issue of Authority

The most fundamental issue in theology (the study and science
of God, man, and world) and “theological method” (the approach
used to explicate matters relating to God, man, and world) revolves
around and centers in the issue of authority. What holds authority
in theology? What is the source or what are the sources of authority
in religious thought, and in our case in Christian and Adventist
thought?

Secularized Authority

Since western mankind lives in a secularized and humanistie
world in which man is the focus of all that counts, we have to ask
some foundational questions. Is man—nhis thinking and planning,
his aims and goals, his interests and well-being, his way of doing
things—the highest authority for life and faith? Is there a higher
authority than man himself? These and related questions cannot
be avoided; they must not be brushed aside. These questions and
issues define hoth the structure of one’s theology and the meaning
of life.

It is pointed out by many theologians that the secular under-
standing of reality (the prevalent mode of thinking in our own time)
is based on the autonomy of humankind. When we speak of the
autonomy of humankind, we reflect the Enlightenment view of man
as a being who has no longer any higher norm than himself. Man
has created his own autonomy and has become his own authority
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in all matters. In this view humans are in need of no external norm,
higher authority, or anything that is beyond them.

Modern Secularity

The influential liberal theclogian Langdon Gilkey, Professor
Emeritus at the University of Chicago, has analyzed the modern
theological scene with such great adeptness that we can follow
many of his assessments in our descriptions of what is happening
today. He summarized the issue of authority in effective terms,
defining “modern secularity” by stating that “modern secularity is,
therefore, the autonomy and freedom of man, his inalienable
birthright and, fortunately, his innate capacity to know his own
truth, to decide about his own existence, to ereate his own meaning,
and to establish his own values.”® In this sentence he summarizes
the modernistic coneeption of the total freedom and autonomy of
man and his complete and full independence from anything beyond
himself.

Overthrowing Sacred Orders

This way of perceiving secularized humanity implies, writes
Gilkey, “the toppling of sacred orders inherited from the past, . . a8
The “toppling of the sacred orders” ineludes what every believing
Christian holds dear. It means, as Gilkey continues to explain, that
“many of the historic forms of religion, with their traditional
authorities of various sorts stemming from the distant past, their
requirements of faith, obedience, submission, and self-surrender,
and their insistence that man is fulfilled when he patterns himself
according to the divine il‘.ﬂ.sl,‘c;e:“4 is to be abandoned.

Furthermore, it means that every human being has to sub-
seribe, if he or she wishes to be in tune with modern culture, to the
spirit of modernity, a secular spirit, without any moorings in divine
authority or in God as a superior Being. Accordingly there is no
longer any divine Reality that informs human beings about the best
and most successful way of life in the here and now as a way of
preparation for a future eternal life. The eternal is the now, the
present existence, and there is no future eternity beyend the here
and now.

This secularized view of reality and life is what theologians
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and philosophers describe as modernity. Our own time is a time of
modernity. Humans are making themselves into gods, deciding on
their own what is right and wrong, what is good and bad, and what
is acceptable and unaceeptable. Humans set their own standards on
their own terms. In this age of modernity there is no authority or
norm beyond what humans decide by themselves.

Autonomous Man

Ultimate authority, in modernity’s way of viewing realily, is
rooted in humanity alone. In this sense man i3 to be understood as
“autonomous man”’ with “autonomous reason.” “Autonomous
reason” is the capacity of the human mind to make its own inde-
pendent decisions which are the ultimate norm. It is a given among
modernistic, liberal theologians to view reason, the human capacity
to use the rational faculty of the mind, as an independent source of
knowledge untouched by sin and its influences. Thus, reason is seen
as a superior source of knowledge, more than anything else.
“Autonomous man” is rationalistic in this sense of the reliance on
reason as the final norm for thought, life, and theology.

The phrase “God is dead,” in what has become known as the
Death of God theologies” of the 1960s, summarizes the secularized
cultural mood and the rejection of any norm or authority bevond
that created by mankind. “God is dead” means that the traditional
picture of a personal God who has revealed Himself in history and
who is known through the Word of God has died in the mind of
persons belonging to modernity, The God of historie Christian faith
is dead. In this radical theology religion is seen without theology
and theology without God.”

These brief introductory remarks on the issue of authority
reveal that in modernism, in the present age of modernity, authority
is based on man and his thinking and not on God and His revelation.
The latter view, namely that there is a God who has revealed
Himself in Seripture, is considered as outdated. Scripture is but the
thinking of the pious of the past and largely part of the outdated
tradition of the Church,

Authority in Theology

As we turn to the matter of authority in theology, it is incum-
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bent on us to address the roles of the four classical sources of
theology: Scripture, tradition, reason, and experience. What role
does each source have in theology? Should one source have the role
of highest authority? Should it funection in a norming role, that is,
as ultimate authority in a theological system?

From the viewpoint of modernity and its self-autonomous
apirit, it is not surprising that there are theologians (large numbers
of them, working in differing systems of modern thought} who
consider these questions strictly out of order. Many of these modern
theologians have opted for a correlation approach in which all four
foundational sources (and others) are used without any single one
of them functioning in a norming role. This way of thinking is
characterized by the very nature of our age; relativism is the rule
of all systems of thought.

A significant number of theologians opt for a combination
approach in which two or three of the sources, namely, tradition,
reason, experience (all of which are based on human endeavor) are
given the highest norming role in theology. Far from denying any
roles for the sources of tradition, reason, and experience in the
theological enterprise, it has to be admitted that the historical
revelation known as Scripture has functioned heretut‘oreﬂaa the
primary role in classical Protestant and orthodox theology.

Our brief paragraphs on modernity’s secular spirit above
reveal fully that this classical view no longer holds sway in liberal
theology in general. Fundamental changes have taken place in
modern theology over the last two centuries, particularly in recent
years, that involve a paradigm z:'lmnj._{eg from classical orthodox
models where Scripture reigned supremely for the theology of the
Church to the models of relativism in authority of the present age.

Do Christians have to give up or give in to the spirit of
modernity? Is it possible that at the end of the twentieth century
God will have a believing people who will be loyal to Him at all costs?
A people of complete and full faith who will pattern their lives and
their belief system on the basis of the divine revelation of God
Himself as embodied in the Bible as the sufficient Word of God? Do
all believers have to conform to modernity’s way of viewing reality?
Can there be believers who are not transformed by modernity, who
are not conformed to modern ways of thinking, but who are in-
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formed and transformed by what God has shown to be His way and
His will for the best good of humanity?

We will investigate below how and why different theological
systems use Scripture in an unauthoritative manner. This way of
using Scripture has been described as the “functional” use of
Seripture in theology. We will reflect on its implications lor a
theology that seeks to be faithful to the internal witness of the
Bible. We will also suggest some proposals for a theology that is
based on the internal claims of Seripture itself.

Defining Scripture and Theology

It is necessary to define what we mean by “Scripture” and
“theology” since we are dealing with the relationship of the two.
The definitions will clarify how we will use the terms in this essay.

Seripture

When we refer to “Scripture” in this essay we mean the Bible,
consisting of sixty-six books. Protestants continue to use only the
books of the Old Testament which composed the Hebrew Bible used
by Jesus and the apostles and early Christians in New Testament
times.

Seripture is taken to be the “inspired Word of God.” By this
we mean every book of the Bible shares in being i'ullly inspired (see
2 Pet 1:19-21; 2 Tim 3:16; John 10:35; Heb 1:1-3).7" We will come
back to the topic of inspiration and the claims made for it in the
Bible in the last part of this essay.

Full Inspiration of Scripture. The Biblical books are written in
human languages by human agents, but still remain the produet of
full and complete inspiration. Such full and complete inspiration is
called “plenary inspiration,” full inspiration. There is no doubt on
this issue. In this sense the Bible has God as its Author, while it is
written by inspired human writers who reveal their own styles and
modes of expression. Inspiration involves the superintendence of
the Holy Spirit so that what the human writer puts down in written
form is a fully trustworthy expression of what God wished to
communicate in His Word.

Poetic Inspiration of Liberalism. This understanding of the
Bible is characteristic of liberal, neo-Protestant, theology. In liberal
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theology universal, poetic or general inspiration is claimed to be the
common heritage of humankind, “Poeticinspiration” is the inspira-
tion common to all human writers regardless of whether they are
religious or not. This is the position of neo-Protestant thealugr
The designation “neo-Protestant” theology is a substitute for
liberal theology. i

Personal Inspiration of Neoorthedoxy. In necorthodoxy (a sys-
tem of theology rooted in Karl Barth and his followers) inspiration
is limited to a so-called “personal inspiration.” It is claimed that the
Bible writer is inspired in the sense that he has a personal en-
counter with God, but without any transmission of content from
God through the Holy Spirit. What he has written is only the result
of an encounter which results in some numinous insight gained by
human reflection in which no information was communicated from
God. The writings of the Bible are but the witness to the personal
numinous encounter. The word “witness” used much in theclogical
writings of encounter theologians communicates that the biblical
writings are not inspired, but that the writers had a divine-human
encounter void of any content. Thus, what is written by those who
are said to have had this encounter does not carry the stamp of
inspiration. The encounter model of inspiration which is empty of
divine content is widely accepted today.

This concept of “personal inspiration” as just depicted is the
standard model in “moderate historical criticism”*? of more recent
times.!? In this view, inspiration is fully subjective; it is person-
oriented but not Scripture-oriented. Whatever such “inspired” per-
sons write is not the result of divine inspiration or guidance in
which actual information is passed on and put into writing.

We must be fully aware of the fact that this so-called “moderate
historical-critical” view claims that the writers of the Bible did not
receive any content in the experience of inspiration. We have to
stress again that in this view the Bible is written in the same
manner as any other written document of the past or the present.
[t can, therefore, be investigated in the same manner and by the
same historical-critical method that is used for any other ancient
or modern written work.

The limitation of inspiration to the subjective level is a con-
venient invention of modernity. It makes possible to understand
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and interpret the Bible as fully time-bound and historically condi-
tioned by the past and cultures of the past. It robs the Bible of its
authority as the Word of God valid for all times, all places and
circumstances within the guidelines of its internal structures.

It is of great importance to recognize additional implications
of this so-called “moderate™ view, sometimes referred to as the
“post-critical” view. Since, according to this view, the Bible is not
inspired, it is not and eannot be considered as the Word of God.
Therefore, the Bible is redefined as a “witness” to the Word of God.
The theologically sensitive reader will give eareful attention to the
widely used term “witness,” and the significance it holds in this
system of neoorthodox theology. In the theological system known
as necorthodoxy the claim is made that the Bible can “become” the
Word of God, This may happen when a person is subjectively
touched by what is written and in this subjective and personal
encounter which is occasioned by the words of the Bible the latter
"becomes” the Word of God for that person. Despite such a suhbjec-
tive experience the Bible itself is not the Word of God.

Seripture’s View of Inspiration, The informed Christian recog-
nizes that 2 Timothy 3:16 contains another view of inspiration. “All
Seripture is given by inspiration of God, .. ."” Here the biblical text
maintains that Seripture itself is im‘,pireu:l.15 "Holy men of God
spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit” (2 Peter 1:21, NIJV).
The Bible writers were inspired and the Seripture they produced
“is given by inspiration of God."” It is "God-breathed” (theopneus-
fos). Thus, the writings of the Bible themselves are inspired by God.
We will develop this in more detail in the last part of our essay.

This does not mean that Seripture is verbally inspired in the
sense of mechanical dictation theory as has been held by some
Roman Catholics'® and Protestants!” in the post-Reformation
period. Rather, the Holy Spirit has given by revelation in a variety
of forms and ways (Heb 1:1-3) to the writers who wrote the books
of the Bible actual information. And these inspired writers in turn,
again under the superintendence and guidance of the Holy Spirit,
“spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit” (2 Peter 1:21). Since
“all Scripture is given by inspiration of Ged” (2 Tim 3:16), what is
written in Scripture is the authentic and trustworthy Word of God,
delivered to us in a trustworthy form, providing actual and proposi-
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tional truth from God. It can be understood fully and correctly only
through the illumination of the Holy Spirit and by Scripture inter-
preting itself; that is, sola Scriptura®® in the sense that Scripture
is to interpret Scripture.

Theology

How shall we define “theology,” since there is such a plethora
of models, types, and definitions? We are faced today with an
unsurpassed pluralism of theologies and methods for theology. We
can barely find a path through the multiplicity of approaches and
systems which are available.!? However, the basic question still
remains, What is theology?

Biblical Theology. Restricted to the Bible itself, we may speak
of Old Testament theology, 20 New Testament Lhenlogym and Bibli-
cal Theulug}r 2 These three areas of theology belong properly to the
field of study known as Biblical Studies, We do not refer to them
when we speak of “theology” in the striet sense, although they too
are theologies.?® When we speak of “theology” in'this essay, we do
not refer to these disciplines in Biblical Studies or to their relation-
ship to dogmatic/systematic theology. 24 The focus of this essay is
systematic/dogmatic theology.

Systematic/Dogmatic Theology. The term “theology” generally
refers to the discipline of systematic theology or dogmatic theology.
Although a distinetion can be made technically speaking between
systematic and dogmatic theology, 5 we will consider both sys-
tematic and dogmatic theology as a single category.

“Theology” in the sense of systematic/dogmatic theology
means for our purpose the construction of a theological system of
beliefs regarding God and man, sin and salvation, the view of the
world from the perspective of the divine, the present church and
the future kingdom to come. This definition of “theclogy” implies
the explication of the Christian message in a systematized,
coherent, constructive, and orderly way.

We are not narruwing systematic theology fo such modern
theaiuﬁgmal systems as “existentialist theology,” n 28k pmcess theol-
OEY, themlﬂgy of hope,” "28 «liperation theology,” 29 “faminine
theology,” 30 wplack theology,” 31 4nd other such systems or subsys-
tems which have emerged in recent years.




56 Journal of the Adventist Theological Society

As already stated at the beginning, “theology” is the study or
science of God in relation to who He is, to creation, revelation,
humanity, to humankind’s present sinful condition and divine
salvation provided, and to the entire divine plan of redemption
which ultimately climaxes in a new heaven and a new earth.

Sources and Norms for Theology

Anyone who secks to construct a theology is confronted with
two major questions; (1) What sources shall be used in the develop-
ment and presentation of theology? The second major question is
equally important, because it touches on the essence of the theologi-
cal enterprise as a whole: (2) What normative value is to be given
to any of the sources which are employed in the theological system?
Does any single source, or do any combination of sources, have
greater weight than another source or other sources?

The traditional four sources of theology, as they have been
known in typical Protestant systems of theology over the centuries,
are Scripture, tradition, experience and reason. Let us briefly turn
our attention to each one of them,

Scripture

The first source consists of Seripture, which, if understood as
the inspired Bible, has a quality different from the other three
sources. Scripture, or the Bible, considered on its own terms, has
been historically taken to be the Word of God, and as such it has
had the role of a norming function, at least in orthodox Protestant
theology in the past and the 1::1".¢-,sem:.33

This historical, norming function has placed Scripture in a
category by itself. This is not the case in historical-critical theology,
as we shall see further on. In historical criticism Scripture is
humanized and relativized to the extent that it is not more than a
human word among other human words. The entire goal of histori-
cal criticism is to make the Bible human and nothing but human,*
so that one can dlstmgu:sh between the “Word of God"” and the
“Word of Man,”>? the latter bemg the Bible.

We have seen that this is true also in “moderate” historical
eriticism where inspiration is acknowledged as a personal en-
counter hy the followers of necorthodoxy. No divine information is
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communicated in this way of understanding Seripture. This kind of
inspiration isincapable of saying and uninterested in declaring that
Scripture is inspired. It retreats to the view that “none of Scripture
is objectively Word of God, yet held that any of it can become Word
of God through a personal divine confrontation.” 3% The Word of
God is personalized and identified with Jesus Christ, Aside from
this Seripture is a “witness” to the Word of God.¥?

The presentation of the self-testimony of the Bible, both the
Old and New Testaments, in the last section of this study will
provide an overview of the picture of the nature of Scripture as
understood by Seripture itself.

Tradition

Eefore we turn to a discussion of each of the three remaining
historic sources of theology, we do well to reflect on the difference
of these three sources as a group as compared to Scripture. Tradi-
tion, experience, and reason, have a common denominator. They
share with each other the human element, a non-divine aspect.
What we wish to state clearly is that tradition is a product of man;
experience i3 what humans experience on the horizontal level of
existence; and reason is the capacity inherent in human beings to
think and use logic and all the other elements of reflection and
thinking of the human mind. In short, Scripture, while the product
of human writers, is more than the product of men. It is divine
revelation. On the other hand, tradition, experience, and reason are
elements of humanity which are the product of human activity.
They share in commeon the purely human and non-divine elements
of existence, thought and reflection.

Tradition can have different meanings. In Roman Catholicism
the decisions on Scripture and tradition of the Council of Trent on
April 8, 1546,?® have become the norm of Roman Catholicism,

Thuse whu disavow the role of tradition in theology entirely
may listen to the president of a Baptist seminary who “once said
with tongue in cheek: ‘“We Baptists do not follow tradition. But we
are bound by our historic Baptist pasition!"’39 We do not say too
much, iff we admit that every community of faith,~church, or
denomination has some tradition of its own in addition to that of
Christianity at large. While tradition need not be denied, the ques-
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tion is, What role that is assigned to it? The tradition of the
Christian church at large and the tradition or heritage in which we
ourselves function needs to be recognized for what it is: tradition!

What authority or norming function will tradition hold in
theology and life? Will it stand side by side with Seripture? Will
tradition and Scripture together function as final norms for theol-
ogy?

The Roman Catholic Church has assigned to tradition a place
of domination in theology. The "Dogmatic Constitution on Divine
Revelation” as voted at the Second Vatican Couneil in 1965 declares
regarding the two sources of Scripture and tradition that through
“tradition the Church’s full canon of sacred books is known” and
that “it is not from sacred Scripture alone that the Church draws
her certainty about everything which had been revealed,”? This
affirms the teaching of Roman Catholicism that Scripture is always
understood and interpreted in the light of her continuous tradi-
tion. 1!

Tradition plays an ever increasing role in liberal and neo-
Protestant theolug&‘m Some Protestants may suggests that there
is no tradition. When the informed Protestant deals with tradition,
will he give it a place equal to Scripture? Will he give in to the
Catholic model of giving tradition a dominating place? We hope not!
In the historic Protestant understanding “tradition will give way
to Scripture.”*® The Catholic view of “not from sacred Seripture
alone”! is opposed by the Reformation principle “by Seripture
alone” (sola Scriptura). This can only be the case, if Scripture has
not been “demythologized” along the lines of presuppositions based
in a modern, secular world view, “de-inspirationized” on the basis
of the norms of modernity, “relativized” on the basis of modernity’s
understanding of man and reality, and so on.

Reason

Our statements on reason {and experience) will be brief. In our
subsequent investigation of some theological systems we will recog-
nize how reason is used in theology today and what role reason
plays. We are reminded, however, that since the onset of the age of
rationalism (about two hundred years ago) reason has taken on an
ever increasing role and has been employed in many instances as
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the superior norming agent. This is true not only of the liberal
tradition of doing theology in neo-Protestantism and the Thomistic
and neo-Thomistic systems of Roman Catholicism, but seemingly
even in some evangelical theologies.

There is a constant temptation to use “autonomous reason,”
which is the reason of the man of modernity who makes his own
rules and norms, the reason which is by design uninformed by
divine revelation as it given to us in the Word of God, “Autonomous
reason” is used in many systems of modernistic theology as a source
which surpasses all other sources of theology.

We believe that God has given man his reason as a gift to be
used appropriately. Like any other gift God has given to mankind,
reason is to be informed by the superior revelation of God, is to be
transformed by the Holy Spirit, and is to be used as a servant in
theology. In this sense we may speak of reason as a tool sanctified
by divine activity.

Experience

Experience has played a major role in liberal systematie theol-
ogy over the last two hundred years. We will be point this out when
the system of Friedrich Schleiermacher is investigated as a major
system below.

Evangelicals or conservative theologians and Christians, how-
ever, are by no means aloof from experience. The current emphasis
on experience as the highest norm of authority is manifested in the
charismatic movement. The role of so-called “Spirit baptism” in
classical Pentecostalism is one case in point.

The "second” and “third” waves of the charismatic movement
need to be brought into the picture with its emphasis on healing
and modern prophecy, in order to recognize the power of experience
in current theology and life.*® The response so often given by
charismatic Christians is that a particular teaching of the Bible
(clear and often acknowledged to be a genuine biblical teaching)
cannot be followed until the Holy Spirit tells them to. Here, the
personal experience of charismatics asserts itself as the highest
norm for faith and living. .
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Contemporary Models of Theology

A prominent theologian deseribes the contemporary situation
in theology as follows: “To begin, I have to say with virtually all the
other interpreters that modern theology is incredibly pluralistic
and diverse,”*” This is no overstatement. Theological Eluralism has
reached unprecedented proportions in our own time. 8 We have to
admit that the argument for pluralism among some vocal Adven-
tists reflects this trend.

For our study on the relationship of Scripture and theology, a
decision had to be made among the many models and systems. It
was felt best to select the two most influential theologians of the
last two hundred years: Friedrich Schleiermacher, the father of
liberal theology, and Karl Barth, the most prominent theologian of
necorthodoxy (dialectical theology). They are recognized as
trailblazers, bringing about shifts in the theological paradigms that
have remained permanent. An Adventist teacher, Richard Rice, who
has recently published a major book after twenty years of reflection
on reason and faith, deserves to be heard on the same subject of
“Scripture and Theology.” These practitioners of the theological
craft belong to the non-evangelical world of theology.

But the evangelical world of theology must not be neglected.
The best known living evangelical theologian is Carl F. H. Henry,
who has produced six massive volumes on theology in recent years,
deserves to be heard. It also seemed appropriate to pay attention fo
a rising but moving star, Clark Pinnock, who considers himself as
a “moderate” theologian. He wishes to be understood as an Evan-
gelical.

The reader who is totally unfamiliar with systematic theology
may find this section of the paper to be particularly challenging.
Indeed, we have to cover much ground and are unable to unpack all
technical language and every new concept. This is an inevitable
hazard in an essay where space is limited. But we hope that it will
be informative and helpful, even with these limitations.

To those who have some familiarity with the issues involved,
we hopefully will bring new insights to the subject. In addition,
there are many eager minds who would like to learn something
foundational about what is happening in theology today, and they
will benefit from this next section. Let us be reminded that Adven-
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tists reflect many influences from ideas published beyond our own
faith community. It may be helpful to thought leaders in the pew
and elsewhere, if they gain some additional understanding and
insight into theological systems that have left or may be influencing
Adventist beliefs, thought and life.

Liberal and Neoorthodox Models of Theology

Friedrich Schleiermacher and Experience Theology. We begin
with the father of modern liberal theology, Friedrich D. E. Schleier-
macher (1768-1834), because he departed from previous theclogical
methods, particularly the classical orthodox approach, setting out
a radical new course for theology. Many other minds have followed
this new course, each in his/her own way, or arc fundamentally
indebted to it, to the present.

This German theologian was brought up in a conservative
Moravian home and himself once held Bible-informed views. But
his theological education weaned him away into new thought pat-
terns. He sought “to avoid the alternatives of an orthodoxy based
on revealed truth and a natural theology based on abstract specula-
tion,” writes Colin Brown quite correctly.’” What did Schleier-
macher do that was so radically different?

In the year 1799 Schleiermacher published his t‘anmu;owurk
entitled, On Religion: Speeches to its Cultured Despisers.”™ The
publication went through four editions®! in 32 years, revealing its
long-range popularity. Students of theology read it to this day. In
the words of Rudolf Otto, himself a major figure of liberal theology
in our century, this work is the “main gateway to the intellectual
world of the later renovators of Protestant theology.”

Schleiermacher presented his full system of theology in his
monumental work, Glaubenslehre, which appeared first in %g?.lf.?ﬂ,
and was translated under the title, The Christian Faith.”™ Since
Sehleiermacher broke radical new ground in the theological scene,
we need to ask what did he depart from and where did he lead
theology?

The radical break with previous theology was intended, writes
theologian Peter C. Hodgson of Vanderbilt University, to“free the
believer from the external and arbitrary authority of a super-
naturally mediated revelation and verbally inspired religious texts
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[viz. Bible],”®* Thus, Schleiermacher did not base his theology on
the foundation and authority of the Bible as the inspired Word of
God. He rejected this approach outright, refusing to acknowledge
the Bible as authoritative and normative for theology, faith and life.

Schleiermacher broke through the old debate between
rationalism, which denied the supernatural (namely, miracles, God
entering history in Christ, the virgin birth, Christ’s bodily resur-
rection, ete.) any place in theology, and the supernatural, which was
still adhered to in orthodox Protestant theology, Having decided not
to base his theology on the Bible nor on so-called “natural theclogy”
with its various proofs of God based on extra-Biblical thought—
which Immanuel Kant {1824-18{]4% in his volume, The Critique of
Pure Reason (1781), had criticized™ in a pnwtrful way—=Schleier-
macher based his system on experience.

In basing his theology on experience, Schleiermacher used a
descriptive analysis of the experience of man. He claimed that
religion is “a sense and taste for the Infinite.”>® Religion is a matter
of “feeling.” Schleiecrmacher says, “Feeling is piety, in so far as it
Expreabes . the bemg and life common to you [humanity] and to
the AlL”® Feelmg is “the operation of the world upon you. w98 Tt i
easily seen that Schleiermacher is pantheistic in his definition of
“feeling.”

Religion is something in man which “is infinite, not only
because something new is ever being produced in time, by the
endless relations both active and passive between different minds
and the same limited matter; not only because the capacity for
religion is never perfected, but is ever being deve]ol}etl anew,...Is
ever entering deeper into the nature of man.” It follows that Gud
is not out there somewhere in the universe communicating with
man on earth, Rather the “imnmediate and original existence of God
[is] in us through feeling. 80 Hore God is seen in man and not as
something outside of man.

Schleiermacher does not develop a theology without God, but
one where God is in man. Thus, he developed an “anthrapologmal
method” for theology,®® one which js based on experience with the
“feeling of absolute deper*u:ier:ucusz-.”r32

Karl Barth, the father of neocorthodox theology, described
Schleiermacher’s new theological system which employs argu-
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ments from ethies, philosophy of religion and apnlugetics,53 as a

“theology of feeling, of awaren ess.”® It is the awareness and feeling
which resides inside humanity and is common to all humanity.

Schleiermacher needs no Scripture for his theological system.
His theology of feeling and human awareness turns away from
supernatural revelation embodied in the Bible as the highest norm
and authority for theology. He bases his theological system of
thought instead on anthropology, using the analysis of man as the
norming factor for his theology. In Schleiermacher’s system man is
the ultimate norm for theology.

In his view Christianity needed to be interpreted within the
limits of human experience, “making humanity itself the Source
and arbiter of Christian truth,” as Clark Pinnock points out.™ This
meant that Schleiermacher could no longer call his system a “sys-
tematic theology,” and he gave it instead the name of
Glaubenslehre, “the teaching of faith,” human faith found in Chris-
tianity.

Schleiermacher could not call his theology the “doctrine of
God,” as Paul Tillich nntes,ﬁﬁ because his theology of human faith
“is the description of the faith as it is present in the Christian
churches.”®” It is not a faith described and legitimized in Seripture.

The anthropological foundation for this new liberal theology
has many dimensions and implications. One dimension is that
“Christianity becomes a religion amon nther religions. There are
other religions besides Christianil,y" For Schleiermacher it
meant that “the Spirit [which is not the Holy Sp1rtt but the
universal Spirit] reveals Himself in all human h%stﬂry % There-
fore, there could not be simply one true rehgmn Christianity is
for hlm merely “the highest order” of rehgmn 1 While Christianity
is for Schlemrmacher the “highest, the truest, the most fulfilling of
all religions,’ “heis directly succeeded by Hans Kiing, David Tracy,
John Hick, A Kidder, and others in our own time who suggest that
Christianity is but one religion that brings salvation aside from the
other religions in the world which also lead to salvation. This
modern trend has had and continues to have profound influences
on missions, its redefinition, and reorientation. -

We cannot pursue every angle of criticism that is to be levelled
against Schleiermacher and his anthropological theology. This has

——
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been done by many others.” But we need to recognize the sig-
nificant turning point which his system brought about, a turning
point that made “humanity itself the source and arbiter of Chris-
tian truth. It made belief in God, as [liberal theologian Ludwig]
Feuerbach noted, sound a lot like a human projection of its own
desires and aspirations.”” In Schleiermacher’s system theology
dwells in man rather than God.

Schleiermacher’s system of theology does not use Seripture in
any sense as a norm for theology. It breaks with Protestant or-
thodoxy on the use of Scripture for the construction of theology.
Scripture is rejected as a binding source for theology, because it was
merely as an expression of the believing community. Seripture is
replaced by what Schleiermacher has called “feeling.” Thus,
Schleiermacher is the father of modern theology in the sense that
he produced a t‘neolngy “f‘rom below.”"® He brought about a

“paradigm shift” in theaingy, pmwdmg the classical model for
liberalism which has spawned theologies in many differing direc-
tions in the nineteenth and twentieth century.

Karl Barth and Neoorthodox (Dialectical) Theology. The term
“neoorthodoxy” is a designation for a major development in twen-
tieth century Protestant theology. Another designation for this new
direction in theology is “dialectical theology.” It is most directly
associated with the theology of Karl Barth (1886-1968), which he
began to develop from the 1920s onward, although Emil Brunner
(1889-1966) played a major role besides others (namely, Eduard
Thurneysen, Friedrich Gogarten).

Neoorthodoxy was a reaction against the liberal theology
developed by Schleiermacher and his followers during the 19th and
early 20th centuries and which reduced Christian faith to general
religious truths and moral values manifested in theologies “from
below.” In the wake of World War I, and with the failure of liberal
Christianity, neoorthodoxy attempted to recover certain biblical
perspectives without turning back to classical Protestant or-
thodoxy and its normative view of Scripture.

The major giant in the beginning of the neoorthodox (dialec-
tical) theology was the Swiss theologian, Karl Barth. He wrote over
500 books, articles and papers and has the credit of producing a
monumental theology which he entitled in English, Church Dog-
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mazics,w eschewing the designation “systematic theology” which
he associated with the system of Schleiermacher and his followers.
Barth’s influence on subsequent theology is immense and con-
tinues into the present. It has also affected the thought of some
Adventists.

1. Redefinition of Word of God. Barth developed a new under-
standing of the Word of God. Historically, the Word of God desig-
nated the inspired Bible. Not so for Barth. In his view the Word of
God has three forme:

(a) It is the Word proclaimed. This means that the pr EEthlng,
the proclamation of the Christian (pastor) is the Word of God.”® The
proclaimed Word is no empty word but an active Word, which is
contemporaneous, dominant, and bringing about decisions.

(b) The Word of God is the Son, Jesus Christ. He is the Word
of the Father, the Word revealed.” The concept of the Word of God
is in this way personalized. The Word of God is not a beok; it is not
the Bible; it is a person, Jesus Christ.

(c) The third form of the Word of God is the Word written. The
Word of God is not a thing, an object, the Bible, but God Himself
speaking. Scripture is not direct revelation from God as had been
held previously in orthodox Christianity.

God speaks to humans through the Bible as through a wit-
ness.®® In this sense the Bible is a “witness” to the Word of God
which is Jesus Christ. When the Bible or a part of the Bible speaks
to an individual in a transforming way, then this "witness” becomes
the Word of God. In this sense, the Bible, or parts thereof, can
become the Word of God.

2. The Bible as Witness. The Bible has the character of "wit-
ness” primarily in neoorthodox (dialectical) theology. In the past,
among orthodox Protestant theologians, the Bible, or Seripture,
was seen as an objective revelation containing truth content. But
for Barth, the Bible is only a “witness” to God’s revelation that can
speak to us in some given circumstances. For this reason, in the
theology of Barth and in neoorthodoxy, the Bible is no longer the
Word of God; it can become the Word of God when is speak to a
human person in a revelatory or transforming way. -

Carl F. H. Henry's analysis of Barth is incisive and correct:
“Seripture is a fallible witness through which God in Christ per-
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sonally encounters the trusting reader or hearer. Scripture is
authoritative not because it communicates divinely given informa-
tion about God and his ways but because ‘it provides our normative
link with God’s self-disclosure’,”®!

3. The Functional Use of Scripture. Barth also provided a new
way of using Scripture in theology. David H. Kelsey in his
magisterial tome, The Uses of Scripture in Recent Theology (1976),
reveals perceptively that with Barth’s new definition and under-
standing of the Word of God and a new way for the use of Seripture
in theology emerged.

Kelsey identifies seven different uses of Scripture in modern
theology, but these fall essentially into two major categories. In the
first category it is held that Seripture contains God’s actual revela-
tion. The Bible is divinely inspired and, therefore, it contains true
doctrine, real truth, authoritative teaching which the church needs
to follow. This view is held by Urthodﬂx Protestant evangelicalism
(see, for example, B. B. Warfield),

The second category, Scripture usage is viewed only as fune-
tional, according to Kelsey. The functional use of Seripture is
manifested by Barth and followed by many others. He is the first
one of a long line of theologians for whom “the authority of scrip-
ture is understood in functional terms.”

What does the “functional” use of Seripture here mean? It
means that the authority of Seripture does not rest in the fact that
the Bible is inspired and contains actual revelation from God. It
does not mean that the Bible is the Word of God either in its entirety
orin certain parts, because Barth and his followers do not hold this
view. It does not mean that the Bible is the divine depository of
God-given truth, that its content is doctrinal or that doctrine can
be derived from it in a direct way. It does not mean any of these
things which are basic to orthodox Christianity. The “functional”
use of Scripture means that Jesus Christ may reveal Himself
through our confrontation or encounter with the Bible. "God’s
self-revelation in Jesus Christ, says Barth, was an event in which
God reveals himself and ‘speaks as I and addresses as thou'.”
Thus, Scripture is not authoritative by virtue of any inherent
quality or content. The authority of Seriptures is “hy urtl_lL of a
function they fill in the life of the Christian community.”®® For
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Scripture to have functional authority means that its authority
“ponsists in its functioning to ‘author’ or shape decisively com-
munal and individual entities.”

“Functional” authority may be contrasted with “objective”
authority. In the view of genuine Protestant thinking of the past
Scripture had “objective” authority in the sense that authority
actually rested in Scripture itself whether the reader acknowledged
or recognized it. The modern view of “functional” authority, on the
other hand, means that Scripture can become an authority in a
Christian community, in a religious communion, or in the life of an
individual, depending on subjective or communal circumstances.
But Secripture does not have standing authority within itself
whether it is recognized by a community or by an individual. In
other words, the “functional” use of Scripture means that Scripture
can “become” the Word of God under certain circumstances for an
individual or a community, but in itself and of itself the Bible is not
the Word of God.

This “functional” authority of Scripture is cbviously a radical
change in the way in which Seripture had been used and understood
in historic Christianity. Barth’s use of Seripture in functional terms
is “a watershed for modern 1‘.ht:t::l¢:rgr:"3'ir It indeed is that. It is also
revolutionary, not because it puts us on the right course, but
because it has become the prevailing mode of much modern theol-
ng}r.ss' In the past Scripture had authority in itself. It was saying
something authoritatively, because it was God’s Word. This is no
longer so in necorthodox (dialectical) theology.

4, “Casebook” Use of Scripture. Based on the functional use of
Seripture with its limited role of authority, the Bible can be under-
stood as a “casebook”®® which may be used toward a specific end,
The “cases” of the past, embodied in Seripture may be guidelines,
concepts, or models on the basis of which one can allow the church
at present to be shaped. The differing circumstance in various
cultures and places may allow the biblical cases to have relevance
in the present or to provide principles that may be applied. In other
situations this may not be the case. The “cascbook” approach is
based on the limitation of biblieal authority and the “functional”
use of Seripture. The “casebook” approach to Seripture does not
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recognize that Scripture has inherent authority for all cases regard-
less of time, cultures, and circumstances.

In short, the “functional” use of Seripture has relativized the
Bible, robbing it of its inherent claims to be the Word of God, It has
relegated the Bible's role to a word, as any other word, that may
function in a meaningful way for a person or a community. In other
words, the Bible no longer has any inherent authority. It can,
however, be used as a “casebook” from which theologians may
abstract prineiples that may be helpful in modern life. These prin-
ciples can be joined with other prineiples from other sources or can
be redefined by other sources in respective socio-cultural settings.

Richard Rice and Rational Theology. Richard Rice of La Sierra
University (formerly La Sierra campus of Loma Linda University)
has written a book entitled, Reason and the Contours of Faith
(1991). It describes the various contours of faith in modern progres-
sive and liberal theology as well as that of reason, giving reason a
powerful role. The work is an apology for a reason-grounded and
reason-oriented faith, a modern form of natural theology which
gives the impression of having a neo-scholastic orientation. His
book is in conversation primarily with and dependent on progres-
sive liberal theologians. Evangelical alternatives are hardly
reflected.

We are particularly interested in the role of Seripture in Rice's
work, since he is an Adventist teacher and theologian well read in
modern, neo-Protestant and some Catholic theology. This is also
important since historically Adventists have prided themselves as
being a “people of the Book,” whereby they meant to base their
teachings on the Bible as the primary source for doctrine. The
inclusion of this tome by Rice has particular relevance because he
addresses, and is extensively interested in, the interrelationship of
reason and f‘alth in theology. In the chapter, “Reason and Respon-
sible Bellef” % the subject of “Evidence and the Sources of
Knowledge” is under discussion. While this section does not speak
of the role of Seripture, the author coneludes that "we are entitled
only to beliefs that we can support with adequate evidence and valid
arguments.” "9l The “valid arguments” are understood to mean
rational arguments.

Rice understands theology, among other things, "ns an applica-
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tion of reason to the contents of faith, or the beliefs of a particular
religious community. 92 e holds that “doctrines arise, not from
the Bible alone, but from the dynamic interpla lay between the Bible
and the living experience of the church, . This statement is
explicit on the way doctrines are to arise: “The dynamic interplay
between the Bible and the living experience of the church.”

Adventists have historically held, and still hold, that the Bible
is the source and norm for Adventist doctrines. In the first of the
twenty-seven “Fundamental Beliefs of Seventh-day Adventists” it
is stated, “The Holy Seriptures are the infallible revelation of His
will. They are the standard of character, the test of experience, the
authoritative revealer of doctrines, and the trustworthy record of
God's acts in history.”

Rice seems to posit another way for doctrines to be developed.
For Rice theology is the result of “the dynamic interplay” between
the Bible and the church's living experience. This “and"” reveals
that the Bible is no longer determining the final shape of theology.
The Bible and experience calls for “a parallel characterization of
Lhmlngy 5 This leads Rice to define “theclogy as an attemnpt to
formulate a coherent exposition of Christian doctrine that is faith-
ful to the authority of the Bible and responsive to the experience of
the Christian ::-::rr*.r.cmnitj,a”gﬁ What does this “and” without a
qualitative priority mean for Rice's theologizing? He does not
present the Roman Catholic model for theology, which is the twao-
source theory of “Seripture and tradition.” Roman Catholicism has
another “and.” But Rice has also an “and.” He speaks of a dynamic
interplay in theology of the sources of the Bible and experience. We
have seen that Rice can and does say that Christian doetrine is to
be “faithful to the authority of the Bible.. ..” This explanation could
give the impression that the Bible has a unique “authority” in
theologizing. But this is not the case, because he qualifies it by
emphasizing that Christian theology needs to be “responsive to the
experience of the Christian community.” Rice gives the impression
so far that he holds to a two-source theory with the sources of
Seripture and experience as equal sources for theology. He claims
that “theology involves bringing the church’s experience to bear on
the Bible and bringing the Bible to bear on the experience of the
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church.”®’ This is a kind of correlation approach to theology reflec-
tive of Paul Tillich.

However, this is not the end of the story in Rice’s theological
system as outlined in his recent book. The Bible is viewed by means
of the experience of the community’s understanding of truth, viz.
tradition and its present experience. On the other hand, the Lhuth
scrutinizes its “formulation of truth in light of the Blhvltt:.”ﬂ But
the “effort to hear what the Bible says directly,” and on its own
terms without the mediation of tradition, is designated as
“futile.”"? He maintains that doctrines need to be brought “into
harmony with the conerete experience of Christians.”?

In contrast to this position the “conerete experience of the
Christian™ has to be informed and shaped by the divine revelation
of the written Word of God, Holy Seripture. It is the all-encompass-
ing and all-sufficient norm that provides the foundation, structure
and shape of a Seriptural theology for Adventists as the “people of
the Book.” For Rice, however, doctrines or the church’s teachings
are influenced by tradition, harmonized on the basis of the church’s
concrete experiences and reason. Scripture, or the Bible, has in
Rice’s system no supreme authority over other sources of theology
such as experience, reason and tradition; it is subject to the
community’s experience and other norms. The Bible's authority is
thus subordinated to the human sourees of experience, reason, and
tradition.

As noted, Seripture does not function as a primary norm in the
model of theology as presented by Rice. The final arbiter of what is
appropriate to the faith of a given community is “the application of
reason to the mntEnts of faith, or the beliefs of a particular religious
cmnmunlt}r Ewdentl:.r, Scrlpture is not viewed as the depository
of divinely revealed teaching which is authoritative and normative
for the faith of the church so that the other sources such as reason,
community, experience and so on are ultimately judged by it.

For Rice the entire Bible is not even egually authoritative.
What counts 13 the “authority of the Bible [that] lies in its concep-
tual content.” ™ In historie, orthodox Protestant theology “what
is authoritative about Seripture is its doctrinal content, and this
content is revelation itself—of direct divine origin, inspired fully in
all its parts, infallible with respect to matters of doctrine or belief,
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to be translated without alteration into theological proposi-
tions.” %3 Rice’s theological system does not conform to such a view
of Seripture.

There is a vast chasm between Rice’s "conceptual content” of
the Bible which has authority and the authority of the “doctrinal
content” of the Bible. For Rice it iz only the “conceptual content”
and the “intellectual content of the Bible that interests them
[theologians].” 4 The “eonceptual content” 105 of Rice seems to be
the same as the funectional use of Seripture outlined by Kelsey. s
Therefore, Rice can speak of the Bible as having “fundamental
authority for Christian theology,” while he insists that the Bible “is
not the only place where theological reflection originates nor the
direct source from which all theological positions arise,”*

We need to keep in mind that the functional use of Seripture
prn[‘eqseq nondiserimination toward other views, but it excludes the
view of the Bible as the revelational depmsum}f of “objective
truth,” % But this is the very claim Adventists make for the Bible
along with scores of other Bible-believing Christians.

The Lhenlogian also needs to make a decision as to what

“patterns” of the Bible are most important. In the view of Rice not
108 ¢
all beliefs in the Bible are equally important. I'hus, “it is ap-
propriate to distinguish levels of doctrinal significance and search
for a thematie center for the Bible.”!1?

Rice seems to be aware that the search for the center of the
Bible involves a “canon within the canon” which was first intro-
duced into Protestant theology by Schleiermacher. ™ The idea of a
“canon within the canon” means that there is a higher norm within
Seripture on the basis of which other parts of Seripture are assigned
i lesser place or are said to be of lesser importance for life and
teaching. Rice emPIDys the idea of a center, precisely in the sense of
liberal theolug}r, as a means to “distinguish levels of doctrinal
significance.” Rice places himself with these limiting qualifica-
tions of the role of Seripture into the camp of thenlt:r%mns who
recognize the Bible only in its functional role and use,

We need to point to some implications of the theological model
ns Rice has outlined it in his recent publication. If the “living
experience of the church” functions as a (or possible the, if it is not
reason) major norm for theology, as he maintains, then it seem




72 Journal of the AdVEntist‘Thccalogical Society

inevitable that regional and national theologies, ethnic and libera-
tion theologies, and so forth, will not only arise within Adventism,
but they will be viewed asnormal and a healthy demand in theology.
These theologies could be seen as precursors of the development of
independent, regional Seventh-day Adventist churches similar to
that of Lutheran, Baptist and other communions. In any case, if the
Rice approach to theology becomes a model that is followed,
pluralism in Adventist theology will experience a big boost.
Theological pluralism seeks the least common denominator. It is
known to lead to disunity, disfunction, and a loss of mission.

Neo-Evangelical and Evangelical Models of Theology

Clark Pinnock and Moderale Theology. Clark Pinnock is a
well-known, self-designated “moderate” theulog‘lﬂn from Canada,
who is on the move (to the left of center in the L}lﬁﬂfﬂ”i{:a]
spectrum}. 4 He sees himself among “postconservatives” 116 who
have moved from the conservative camp of theology to what others
call the camp of “neo-evangelicals.” 2 The latter espouse historical
eriticism'” and no longer view the Bible as having ultimate
authority for theology. Pinnock is clearly a neo-evangelical
theologian who defected from the historic ewangehmf camp.

In the chapter entitled “Sources of the Stm}r,“ % in his boolk,
T'racking the Maze, Pinnock lists and discusses the four sources for
theology: Scripture, tradition, experience and reason. He expresses
himself rather clearly on the relationship of these four sources to
each other. “These various sources of theology,” he writes, “ought
to be held in creative tension as responding in their different ways
to the revelation of God. . . . To overemphasize one source to the
exclusion of the others is like having a table with uneven legs.”!1?

For our topic on the relationship of “Seripture and Theology,”
we are Informed that in his system the four sources stand next to
each other without any single souree being assigned a higher norm
than another source. Each one, as it were, is a leg of equal length
needed for constructing a theology. They are related to each other
in a “dialectical way” None of them, Seripture included, is an
“objective source of timeless propositional truth cw:iating inde-
pendent of and external to any other [of the sources] in their own
rlghf.
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Pinnock designates his theological system as a “moderate”
theology in contrast with liberal models of theology, which Pinnock
calls “progressive.” 1 “Moderate” isa designation selected to keep
himself somewhere without taking the Bible as the (inal authority
for theolopy.

For Pinnock “moderate” is contrasted with (1) “progressive”
(namely, “liberal”) theologians such as Gordon D. Kaufmann, Ed-
ward Farley, John Hick, Schubert Ogden, Rudolf Bultmann, Paul
Tillich and other theclogians of the liberal tradition 2 and with (2)
“conservative” theologians such as Abraham Kuyper, Cornelius
Van Til, G. C. Berkouweg Carl F H. Henry, the Old Princeton
theologians, and others.!2

Pinnock defines “conservative theology” as “essentially a
theology of authority, based on a putatively heaven-sent cognitive
revelation that is supreme over all the earth-bound philosophies
and experiences of humankind.”*®! For Pinnock, the Bible is no
longer “the objective Word of God exalted above all that is merely
human and hlStDl’lEEll 123 Ha held a conservative view as late as
around 1970,2° but had abandoned it by the time he wrote his huuk'?
The Scripture Principle (1984), taking an “empirical approach.” 12
In Pinnock’s theological system the “empirical approach” holds the
key to his theologizing.

Carl F H. Henry and Rational Evangelical Theology. Carl F
H. Henry, the acknowledged giant of evangelical theologians of our
time, published his six-volume systematic theology under the title,
God, Revelation and Authority (1976-1983). His first volume is
devoted to i‘zgreliminary considerations” of theological
prolegomena.™" Henryisin conversation, dialog, and debate on the
major issues confronting theology in the modern context of
secularism. He takes “Chnstmmly . to be a logieally consistent
system of revelational truth”*#? and a “rational religion.”

Henry's “criteria of theology” include the mles of revelation,
reason, Scripture, consistency and coherence. LA Considering that
“theology is a rational discipline,” %2 he states that “divine revela-
tion is the source of all truth, the truth of Christianity included;
reason is the instrument for recognizing it; Seripture is its verifying
principle; logical consistency is a negative test for truth and
coherence a subordinate test.”




74 Journal of the Adventist Theological Society

Much ean and should be said about Henry's role of reason and
rationality. He is considered to be an evangelical theologian in
whose system reason plays a key role. Donald Bloesch has noted
incisively that “the method of Gordon Clark and Carl Henry is
deductive, deriving conclusions from given rational prineiples.”
Bloesch, on the other hand, holds that revelation is not at the
disposal of human reason. Bob E. Patterson has stated that “revela-
tion, not reason, must be the final authority; .. ."

If revelation is first tested for truth by reason, then reason is
greater than revelation. Even if| as has been maintained by Henry,
“revelation is a disclosure of truth that stands in continuity with
rational truth,” 136 it is certain that the revelation embodied in the
Bible is not given the highest norming funetion in theology.

It is clear that in Henry’s system “Seripture” plays an impor-
tant role as a source of theology, but it hardly has the role of being
in and of itself the final norm for theology. It seems that this role is
ultimately assigned to reason. This is brought out in illuminating
statements on the power of reason. “The Christian religion assigns
a critical and indispensable role to reasan,”m? says Henry. “Chris-
tian theology unreservedly champions reason as. . . a IDgical dis-
criminating faculty competent to test religious claims.” —

Would this not mean that the religious claims of the Word of
God are included? Evidently Henry assigns in practice a role to
reason as a higher arbiter than Secripture itself. Thus, in his
theological system Scripture holds the role of a “verifying prin-
ciple,” but reason hold the place of highest arbiter for religious
truth because Scripture is placed in a rationalist framework.
“Henry . . . [is] placing Scripture in a rationalist rather than an
idealist framework, .. .” 3

It is surely correct that Henry is indebted to the conservative
philosopher-theologian Gordon H. Clark'®® and his use of
rati:}nality.l This connection reveals that human reason is the
final norm of what is reasonable. Since reason is a “logical test for
truth” and reason is “the instrument for recognizing it [the truth
of Christianity],” Henry cannot free himself from having replaced
reason for faith.

At this point we must break off our discussion. It would be
interesting to investigate other evangelical theological systems as
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those of Donald G. Bllcrnesch,ld‘2 Millard J. Erickson, James
Montgomery Boice,l oo Berkouwer,'** Gordon R. Lewis and
Bruce A. Demarest, ** J. Rodman Williams, 146 among others. While
this cannot be done here, it is hoped that the theological systems
se]ec!,ed and discussed have served to illustrate how varied is the
rel:?tmnship between Scripture and theology among the various
major theologians. Hopefully it has illumined and wil] assist in
understanding the role of Seripture in some strands of modern
theology.

It is evident from our survey that the role of Scripture in
theology is perceived in a variety of ways. None of the systems
presented employ Seripture in a manner similar to the best of
classical orthodox Protestant theology. It is astonishing to find
Seripture’s role diminished and relativized even in the forms of
neoevangelical and evangelical theology which we considered last!

There is a task yet to be done. We need to reflect anew on the
role of Seripture for theology based on Seripture’s own internal
testimony. This is important sinee Seripture makes claims for itself
that eannot be brushed aside without harm to church and society,
to the gospel itself and the mission of the church. ,

Seripture as Authoritative Norm of Theology

It is a given that theology, as any other discipline, has to be
studied and presented “from somewhere.” It is impossible to study
und to present theology as a system or as an orderly presentation
“from nowhere.” Therefore, as outlined above, there are two major
npproaches that have emerged over the centuries of thought in
Christianity. They are historically described as (1) theology “from
nbove,” which takes the divine and unique revelation of God as
embodied in Seripture, which is the Word of God, as the ultimate
norm for theology, and (2) theology “from below,” which takes other
sources such as tradition, reason, experience and so on as the
determinative norm and authority for theology.

Orthodox Protestant theology has historically taken the
stance as a theology “from above,” that is, as a theology oriented to
the highest authority: derived from and grounded in Scripture. But
theology has been transformed over the last two hundred years into
i theology “from below”; a theology where human norms carry
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ultimate authority. This is true not only in the neo-Protestant
theological tradition of which Schleiermacher is the father, but also
in other major systems. Liberal theology over the last two hundred
years is engaged in a “revolt against Biblical authority.” 17 And it
is evident from the major voices of our survey of evangelical theol-
ogy that some evangelical theological systems are likewise begin-
ning to move away from the certainty of Scripture in the
construction of their theological systems. It is evident from the
history of theology that liberal theologies breed more liberal
theologies and evangelical theologies which are not solidly based on
Seripture tend to move towards the liberal camp. If one stretches
the little finger of the hand of theology towards liberal theology
“from below,” whether in the form of experience, reason, or tradi-
tion, then the dragon of liberalism snatches up the entire hand of
theology. Theology can only be safe, if engaged in on the foundation
of a high view of Scripture as the Word of God and by assigning it

the highest norm for theology.

Foundations for a Scripture-based Theology

There is a genuine need to return to full and unrestricted
biblical autherity in a true theology “from above.” In this section
of our consideration of the relationship of “Scripture and theology,”
it is imperative to state in a number of theses, or major summary
statements, foundational propositions on the nature, role, and
function of Scripture in the enterprise of theology.

Theology is not a building without foundations. 148 The foun-
dations have to be laid soundly for the building of theclegy to
survive the storms of theological conflict and the shaking caused
by the earthquakes of intense inquiry. The structure of theology
has to stand the test of time. Historically, as we have observed
above, the sources, or may we say foundations of theology, have
been Seripture, tradition, experience, and reason. Other founda-
tions have been added or the traditional ones have been refined and
enlarged. Unless we have the “right” foundation, we will not have
the “right” theology. We argue that the “right” foundation of
theology is Scripture in its entirety. Scripture rightly understood
within its own framework (namely, sela Seriptura} is the founda-
tion and norming norm for theology to be biblical and adequate for
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the life of the believer, the faith of the church, and the mission to
the world.

Theology is the motor that drives the church. A motor that
sputters and breaks down will not get the vehicle to its destination,
If the Adventist church is to have a conveyance that will not break
down, then it needs to have an engine that is of divine origin. The
Bible, as the Word of God, contains all the divine parts needed for
our engine, a theology “from above.” Such an engine will make the
church arrive at its God-appointed destination.

The remainder of our essay will outline the Scriptural founda-
tion of theology. We intend to enumerate some foundational con-
ceptions regﬁding a theology which is both posteritical and
postmodern™" as well as postprogressive and postfundamentalist.
These conceptions would serve as foundation for a constructive
theology, a genuinely Bible-based systematic/dogmatic theology
faithful to the genuine Reformation heritage of sola Scriptura.

1. Theology, if true to its name as “the study/science of God,”
is to be a science “from above” and not “from below.” It is to be a
science grounded in the Bible as its supreme, authoritative source
and ultimate norm, transecending and informing all other sources
from whatever field of human endeavor they derive. Scripture is to
function as this norm, because it is derived “from above” in the
sense that it is God’s unique and authoritative, comprehensive and
inclusive horizon of revelation.

A theological system that is “from above” is a system that must
be based on Scripture as the highest and most authoritative norm
for theology. All other sources for theology have to be informed,
mediated and controlled by Seripture as the Word of God. It has
been stated with insight by Clark Pinnock that in modern theology
"the term liberal suggests the removal of practically all the con-
straints of Seripture and tradition from a position of authority for
theology and a virtual surrender of the continuity of Christian
dcrctrinei which ends in a rudderless, open-ended, infinitely flexible
stance.”

Theology, and work in theology, must have a rudder, Without
arudder theology is adrift like a boat afloat in a never ending ocean.
I'urthermore, theology eannot be without an anchor Scripture
lunctions as an engine and as rudder, giving direction and setting
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the goal, and as an anchor, providing the needed certainty and
foundation for theology.

Theology is to be perceived as a supra-subjective enterprise.
This can be had only if there is a supra-human revelational norm
that is above all other norms and on the basis of which human
subjectivity is controlled and overcome. The supra-subjective and
supra-human norming agent is given to humanity in what we call
Scripture. Although there is a subjective element in everything
humans do, the agent controlling subjectivity must come “from
above,” It is provided in the Word of God that calls us to surrender
to Him who is the Author of Scripture.

Theology is to be more than merely the best of human con-
templation, construal, and thinking, It is to be more than the best
of all that is “from below.” It is to be more than the best of universal
experience of humankind. It is to be more than the best of human
reason individually or collectively. If it is really and truly theological
science—not merely some sort of anthropological seience—then
there is no option but to perceive it as deriving its norming norm
“from above,” from the God-given revelation embodied in the en-
tirety of Scripture.

In deriving its norming norm (norma normens) “from above,”
and given its subject matter as the study of God and His ways with
both man and world, theclogy calls for a foundation and grounding
in that which God has provided as His unique revelation and
disclosure of Himself. That revelation and self-disclosure is most
uniquely and directly incarnated in Seripture, the Word of God,
given through “men who spoke from God as they were moved by
the Holy Spirit” (1 Peter 1:21).

2. The illuminating power of the Holy Spirit is to guide the
theologian in his theological task. The same Holy Spirit which
inspired the Word of God gives illumination to each seeking human
being. Each sincere seeker, so illuminated, can understand, ap-
preciate and appropriate God’s revealed knowledge and will.

The Holy Spirit acts as a transforming agent in the life of the
seeker, providing a light for the divinely ordained path and theologi-
cal pilgrimage leading from earth to heaven. There is no true
knowledge from God unless it comes by means of the Holy Spirit
and through the Word of Gad.
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Without the Holy Spirit's continuing work, contained in,
guided by, and directed through the divine revelation of Seripture,
theology is bound to deteriorate into human thinking “from below.”
In the latter case, it would not make much difference whether
reason, tradition, or experience becomes the norming norm.

3. Scripture is the inspired Word of God. It carries within itself
the self-authenticating and norming authority for the faith and life
of the church and its theology.

The statement that “Scripture is the inspired Word of God” is
based on the self-testimony of Seripture. It is the self-claim of the
Bible that it is the Word of God. This is the consistent testimony of
both Jesus Christ and the apostles. It is contained and communi-
cated in various forms and multiple ways in the Bible itself.

Peter notes emphatically that “no prophecy ever came by the
impulse of man, but men moved by the Holy Spirit spoke [rom God”
(2 Pet 1:21, RSV). “Prophecy” is Holy Spirit originated, It is not the
fruit of human imagination, thought, or genius. It never came “by
the impulse of man” but has its origin in God, who by means of the
Holy Spirit inspired the prophets with His message.

“Prophecy,” as the term is used in 1 Peter, is not restricted to
the so-called prophetic parts of Seripture alone. Moses was desig-
nated a “prophet” (Deut 34:10; 18:15, 18) and Moses is credited
with having written the Pentateuch, the first Five Books of Scrip-
ture (Josh 1:7-9; 24: 25, 26; 1 Kgs 2:2-4; Ezra 7:23-26; ete.) which
are authoritative Scripture.

David expressed his conviction that his words originated from
the Holy Spirit: “The Spirit of the LORD spoke by me, and His word
was on my tongue” (2 Sam 23:2, NASB). The entire Bible of both
Testaments is conceived of as deriving from “prophets.” !

Daniel recognized that the book of the Jeremiah was “the word
of the LORD" (Dan 9:2, KJV) and the angel Gabriel refers to the
“seripture of truth” (Dan 10:21, KJV).

Jesus appeals to Bible of his day, the Old Testament, as the
word of authority as He combats the Devil at his temptation. Jesus
resisted the Devil by stating, “It is written,” and quoting Scripture
(Matt 4:4, 7, 10). Satan responded by misconstruing Scripture to
which Jesus replied again, “It is written.”

Jesus repeatedly appealed to “Scripture” as the Word of God

_—
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which is fulfilled (Lk 4:21; Mk 12:10; Matt 26:54; John 7:38; 13:18;
17:12; 19:24; ete.). Scripture comes by the “prophets” (Matt 26:56)
and they are understood to speak by the Holy Spirit (Rom 1:2;
16:26).

The Bible supports the spiritual gifts given to the church,
including the gift of prophecy which is a special mark of God’s true
end-time remnant (1 Cor 12-14; Rev 12:17; 18:10). The gift of
prophecy (viz. the writings of Ellen White), always subject to the
norming norm of Seripture, functions in association with Scripture
in theology and not as an addition to the biblical canon.

Paul shows that “all Seripture is given by inspiration of God”
(2 Tim 3:16). Thus, “all Scripture” is “God-breathed,” which is the
literal translation of the Greek term theopreustos. “All Scripture”
derives from God Himself. Jesus Christ Himself maintains that
“Seripture eannot be broken” (John 10:35, NASB), maintaining its
unity and coherence.

A detailed study of the Acts of the Apostles reveals time and
again that “Scripture” (Acts 1:16) is that “which the Holy Spirit
foretold by the mouth of David” (vs. 17, NASB). When Joel, the
“prophet” (Acts 2:16) spoke, it was “God” speaking (vs. 17). So
“God spoke by the mouth of His holy prophets from ancient time”
(Acts 3:21, NASB) and Moses is the first one cited (vs. 22), God
“announced beforehand by the mouth of all the prophets, that
Christ should suffer, ...” (Acts 3:18, NASB). The “Holy Spirit spoke
through the mouth of our father David Thy servant” (Acts 4:25,
NASB) quoting from Psalm 2. Stephen introduced an Old Testa-
ment quotation with the words “God spoke” (Acts 7:6).

This brief and limited conspectus of the identity of God who
spoke through the Holy Spirit by the mouth of the prophets (who
are the Bible writers) is the consistent self-testimony of the Bible.
The process of revelation is that God “reveals” Himself{Deut 29:29;
1 Sam 3:21; Isa 22:14; Dan 2:22, 47; Eph 3:3-5) “by the word of the
LORD" (1 8am 3:21). Thus, we conclude that the consistent picture
in the New Testament is that the Old Testament is the “Word of
God” which came through the Holy Spirit by means of his servants
the prophets. They, in turn, wrote it down (Exod 17:14; 24:4; Deut
31:9; Josh 24:26; 1 Kings 2:3; Ezra 3:2; Jer 30:2; cf. Rom 15:15; 1
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Cor 4:14; 2 Cor 2:3; 1 Pet 5:12; 2 Pet 3:1; 1 John 1:4, 2:12, 26; Jude
J; ete.).152

Sometimes the question is raised whether the New Testament
is also understood as the “word of God.” A brief consideration of 1
Timothy 5:18 reveals that the introduction “for the Seripture says”
(NASB) refers to a passage from the Old Testament and a saying of
Jesus recorded in Luke 10:7: “The laborer is worthy of his wages”
(cf. Matt 10:10). It has been suggested that Paul refers to the
canonical Gospel of Luke as Seripture. We cannot be certain about
this, but the wording affirms that a saying of Jesus (or a collection
of hiﬁlrsayings in gospel form) had the status of “Scripture” for
Paul.™

The preaching of “the good news” by Philip is “the word of

vod"” (Acts 8:12, 14). The proclamation of the gospel is to those who

receive it “the word of God” (Acts 11:1; ef. 12:24; 13:46; 17:13;
18:11; 19:20). This reveals that the apostolic preaching and teach-
ing is “the word of God.”

The apostle Paul makes reference to “the mystery of Christ”
which was not made known in previous ages “has now been revealed
by the Spirit to His holy apostles and prophets” (Eph 3:4-5, NKJV).
This give evidence that the apostolic preaching and writing is
Spirit-originated in the same way as the words of the prophets in
the pre-New Testament age. This is in harmony with the claim of
Paul that “the gospel which was preached by me. . . came through
the revelation of Jesus Christ” (Gal 3:11-12, NKJV).

John the Revelator maintains that “T was in the Spirit” (Rev
1:10) when he was given “the word of God, and the testimony of
Jesus Christ, and all the things that he saw” (1:2).

The reference to “the rest of the Scriptures” in 2 Peter 3:16
within the argument concerning the letters of Paul “in which some
things are hard to understand” indicates that Peter’s use of "Scrip-
tures” here “places Paul’s writings on a level with other inspired
Seripture.” 15% The Pauline letters are here reckoned as belonging
to “the other Scriptures.”155 This manner of referring to Paul’s
letters as “Seriptures” alongside the Old Testament indicates that
they have been recognized as being on the same level-as the OT
Seriptures,

The term “Scripture” is used as a term for the authoritative
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Word of Ged. It is authoritative not because man placed any
authority in it, but because God had it produced by means of
“inspiration of God” (2 Tim 3:16) through the Holy Spirit. Thus, it
scems undeniable that the New Testament, as the Old Testament
before it, is clearly given by means of the Holy Spirit. This is the
consistent testimony of the apostles Peter, Paul and John in what
they write.

4. Secripture derives its authority from God and the work and
function of the Holy Spirit and not from the church. The church is
the result and creation of the Word of God, Seripture, and not vice
versa.

Protestantism and Catholieism have been divided for centuries
on the question of the origin of the Bible’s authority. Protestants
have typically maintained that the Bible has an authority that is
vested in itself, and that it is not derived from the church.

Since the Counter-reformation, Catholicism has maintained
that the authority of the Bible is derived from the church. The
influential three-volume work of the Italian Jesuit and cardinal
Robert Bellarmine, Disputationes de controversiis christianae fidei
adversus huius temporis haereticos (1586-1593), which was
reprinted more than a hundred times in five decades, argued
strenuously that the Bible is the gift of the church to Christians. If
this position is maintained, it follows logically that the church with
its tradition is the highest norm for thealngy.lﬁﬁ Tradition from
Rome includes both the post-New Testament tradition and the
Bible. In Vatican II the “Word of God” is specifically identified with
Seripture and tradition,’®” inclusive of papal pronouncements.®

Modern, liberal Protestantism has come to view the develop-
mentof the canon of the Bible also as the result of a purely historieal

prmuess.”‘:'EI It is suggested that the Old Testament was recognized
as canonical by not later than the third century B.C.""" It cannot
be overloocked that while among the criteria of New Testament
canunicitirﬁlare apostolicity, antiqﬁuﬂit;,r, catholieity, orthodoxy, in-
spiration™ -~ and traditional use,””" Bruce Metzger writes in his
magisterial tome, The Canon of the New Testament: Its Origin,
Development, and Significance (1987), that “the church did not
create the canon, but came to recognize, accept, affirm, and confirm
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the self-authenticating quality of certain documents that imposed
themselves as such upon the Church,”?

Metzger is correct in pointing again to the self-authenticating
nature and inherent quality of the Bible. Inspiration is a criterion
v-zhu_:h 13 not limited to persons who wrote biblical books, but every
biblical book qualifies because of inspiration. Because of inspiration
“the words of Scripture are God’s own words.”

The fact of the self-authenticating quality of the biblical books
moves Seripture beyond the authenticating function of the church.
The real picture is that Seripture, written by the “apostles and
pmphz_ats, " created the church and not vice versa. The letter to the
Ephesians insists that the church is the household of God, having
henr} “built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets
Christ Jesus himself being the corner stone” (Eph 2:20, NASB). i

. 5._Scripture must impact on theology in its full authority based
on its inherent claims and quality. Seripture must not be reduced
to a mere funetional role or be considered as merely a source which
can become the Word of God. Seripture is the very Word of God.

The functional role of Seripture for theology has been outlined
by a variety of modern scholars. Professor David Kelsey has shown
that the authority of Scripture is severely limited in modern theol-
0fy, even among such figures as Kar] Barth not to speak of Rudolf
Bultmann and Paul Tillich among many others, 5%

. The functional use of Scripture in theology, as previously
discussed above, means it does not inherently contain doctrine that
calls for exposition. The functional use of Seripture looks for con-
cepts 16 : : 167 . . qlﬁﬂ x

pts,” " narrativerecital,™ ' religious symbols,"*® and so on, which
“may not be directly translated into theological concepts,” write
modern liberal theologians. They continue by stating that “theol-
ogy rather has the task of ‘redescribing’ what has been expressed
biblically. .., employing, for these theologians at least, a philosophi-
cal ‘cl:r::ncelptuglity (whether process, idealist, or existentialist) and
an imaginative construal® of what Christian faith is all about, " 1%?

‘Qver against this kind of “doing theology” in the liberal
1rm_i|uon, it has to be maintained that the authority of Scripture
Tlrzrlveg from its actual truth content and not from any reduction of
Its subject matter to concepts, symbols, images, patterns, and so on
that need to be redeseribed by mean of any philosophical system.
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Scripture possesses divinely given truth content based in and
provided by revelation.

Scripture possesses its own philosophy of reality. As such
Seripture is trans-cultural despite the faet that it is written in
languages of the past by people of that past. Its divine origin makes
it authoritative for every place and at any time. Whereas the
functional role of Scripture claims that “the patterns in scripture,
not its ‘content,’. . . make it normative for theology,”1"" the Bible
itself, Jesus Christ, and the apostles show time and again that it is
the “content,” the very words that express the content, that is
authoritative and normative. “The Bible inherently has
authority,” 71 because of its divine origin and its truth-content.

6. The enterprise of theology needs of the entire Bible. The
theological enterprise must not be imprisoned by a center, foeal
point, core idea, major theme, basic concept, a part of the Bible
whether the New Testament, the writings of Paul, or the like.

Theology cannot be oriented on the basis nfan_}r single theme,
center, Mitte, focal-point, basic coneept, or the like.1"? One of many
reasons for the “centered” approaches is to limit the content of the
Bible to what may be considered the most relevant in a given time
or at a given place. If there should be a center, some theme, topic,
idea, or a combination of them, then it is inevitable that other
things are assigned a marginal place, and invariably varieties of
Scriptural truth are sidestepped in favor of others that are estab-
lished or lifted up to a degree that they do not have when viewed
from the entirety of the Bible.

The text insists that “all Seripture,” and not part of Seripture,
“is profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for training
in righteousness; that the man of God may be adequate, equipped
for every good work” (2 Tim 3:16, 17 NASB). God has given “all
Seripture” for “teaching.” The Biblical emphasis on “all Scripture”
reveals the wholistic concept of the Bible. A theology faithful to
Seripture needs “all of Seripture.”

The ongoing search for a center of the OT, the NT, or the entire
Bible is made necessary because of the limitation in authority that
is accorded to the Bible by liberal and neocorthodox scholars, The
need for a “center” is eliminated as soon as the entire Bible is
recognized to have inspired status and divine authority. If the Bible
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1s understood for what it really is, namely the revelatory Word of
God, then the quest for something of central importance ceases.
Jesus Himself taught “all” and in giving the Great Commission He
maintained that His followers are to teach “them to observe all
things whatsoever I have commanded you” (Matt 28:19-20),

Every theologian who is looking for a center, maintaining that
there needs to be a center, inevitably has made the decision that “it
is appropriate to distinguish levels of doctrinal significance. . . in
the Bible.”*™ Scripture itself does not give any evidence for levels
of doctrinal significance. Jesus Christ himself rejected the question
which was the greatest law by summarizing and emphasizing im-
mediately that “the second is like it" (Matt 22:37-39).

The multiplicity of centers that have been proposed™ reveals
among other things the subjective nature of the enterprise. The
Bible does not reveal any single center, not even multiple centers,
because the triune God Himself is the center!”® and both Testa-
ments have the same God as the driving force of revelation.

7. A theological undertaking in which Seripture has full play
cannot be focussed on a “canon within the canon.” The phrase
“canon within the canon” refers in simple language to a norm or
idea within Scripture which is assigned a higher place than other
parts of Seripture.,

The idea of a “center” is linked to the idea of a “canon within
the canon.” The latter notion is emphasized ever since Schleier-
macher.'"® The search for a “canon within the canon,” that is, the
quest for a higher norm within Seripture, has engaged theologians
intensely for the last two hundred years.

It is an attractive notion, because it allows the individual
theologian to emphasize a particular theme, or topic, or a specific
concept as the focal-point or central idea of all of Seripture. Among
such "eanons within the canon” the concepts of covenant, kingdom
of God, reign of God, law of God, righteousness, and so forth, have
been proposed.

Martin Luther had the theological concept of “what points to
Christ” (was Christum treibet) as a “canon within the canon” on
the basis of which he could pronounce the letter of James in the
New Testament an “epistle of straw.” Luther did not find that
James pointed to Christ.
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Now the quest for a “canon within the ecanon” can be
pronounced to have been unsuccessful.}”’ Scholars and theologians
cannot agree on what it is and from where it is to be taken. 178 The
enterprise of finding a norm that is above all other biblical norms
is recognized as a failure of a subjective undertaking.

The Bible itself does not provide such an internal key for its
meaning. Here again the entirety of Scripture from Genesis to
Revelation manifests itself as the Word of God. It cannot be
“divided.” Humans are not entitled to make their own Word of God.
All of God’s Word is given to the church for its well-being.

In concluding our remarks on the relationship of “Scripture
and Theology,” we affirm that a true Scriptural theology is one in
which the theological proposals themselves are to derived from the
Bible. When the theological proposals derive from another source,
whether it is reason, tradition, experience, or some combination of
them, then the theological nature of the enterprise has com-
promised Scriptural authority in favor of another norm, a human
one. Normative theology for the church and by the church has to
be a theology that is based on and grounded in the normativity of
Scripture, the Word of God, and its revelatory truth-content. Such

a theological undertaking will revitalize the church as the com-
munity of the faithful and propel it forward to the completion of its
God-given mission. Such a theological undertaking will evaluate
reason, tradition, and experience on the basis of the divine norm,
finding their appropriate places in a Seriptural theology.
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E{:ﬂu;qﬁtgiim:ﬂ:‘g Hnd.?el, “Sc:iiﬁ;t.i.ﬁc Revolution: An Analysis and Evaluation of Thormas

pt of Para an i i
vl bty lg;ri}: lﬁﬂ_ﬁ?flgm Change for Theology, Journal of the Adventist

1 Protestants have used the Bible of Jesus and the apostlea i
Hehrewfapnn, However, the Bible of the Roman Cathalic Chl;.rm;h hs:stmlfgohiﬂbth;; :}f:la
!:m-:'aus,e it mc]u@ea the so-called dewterocanonical (apocryphal) books of Tobit, Judith, 1 and
2 Maceabees, Wisdom, Sirach, and the Additions to Daniel as voted to be part of the Bible in
E].-LE Couneil of Trent. See H. Jedin, A History of the Council of Trent (London, 1961}, pp.
i2-98. The Russian Orthodox Church excluded the dewterocanonical books, In the Geeok
Orthodox Church questions have been raised about the use of the deuterocanonieal books
for seuem; :entu.riesdand n final ecclesiastical decision has been made.

_ 1 For amore detailed discussion oninspiration, see Gerhard F. Has [
r{m qultg Word of God “Adventist Library of Christian Thought, Vol. lﬁzhﬁﬁm‘ﬂf
Chs PachJE::tPr?sslPuh]isl'lling Assoeiation, 1980), pp. 66-82, I

12 A typieal exampla is provided by Friedrich Schlsfermacher g
fos fts Culturred Degpisers (Now York: Harper Torchbooks, 1958), p. 1?: f:t{:;l::c:.:}:.nssppﬁ:i?:;
in terms af hu.fnanl "pr_‘oduxltivi_ty."‘ It iz an “outgoing of man into the world” {ibid.), He
l..-xpl.alnl':d that inspiration "is simply the general expression for the feeling of true morality
and freedom. | . . It is that action which springs from the heart of man, despite of, or at least
reg “HE,?.a of, _:\ll F_therlnnl eccasion” (ibid., p. 89}, These statements roveal that for Schleier.
macher inspiration” is not something that comes from God but something that issues from
the hea;t.g[‘ir#n w:!.:ia:iut. any “oxternal [viz. divine] oceasion.”

. 13Dn "historical eriticism” and the “historical-critical method,” go i
Historical Criticism of the Bitile: Methodology or Ideology (G mnﬁﬁp?&f E;? I];unln:rmﬁa;)né
House, 1991); Gerhard Maier, The End of the Historical-Critieal Method (St. Louis, MO:
Eruncgrﬁm Puhl. Hciuae, 1977}, Thomas C. Oden, Agenda for Theology: After Modernity . ..

Tieed _fGrand R":"E".i"‘_' MI: Zondervan, 1890); Jon D, Livenson, “The Bible: Unexamined
C?mmtlmunt n!‘:ﬂnt}msm,“ First Things: A Monthly Journal of Religion and Public Life 30
H’;fhéﬂfl‘iﬁmm.iﬂ, 1d‘em. The Hebrew Bible, the Old Testament, and Historical Critivism
ol elphia: WestminsteriJohn Fnox, 1993); Gerhard F. Hasel, Understanding the Living

nrel of Goil {Washington, DC: Biblical Research Institute, 1985). Linnemann, Oden and
h’."-'ﬂr!.Eun aro three current witnesses of liboral scholars who have bean raizing mosat serios
fjuestions about the historical-eritical method and who have turned against the method
which has p].;mr@n to be so devastating to the internal claims of the Scripture,

14 By “moderate historical eriticism® is meant the atudy of the Bible by modernistie
progressive scholars of the historical-critical school who do not wiah to deny that the Bible
writers themselves could have been inspired in some form or another, but who do ny that the
_Il‘r:hlu th.'cll': is t_]'ua d.imct product of inspiration. This view, as shown above is known as
“personal inspiration,” that is, the inspiration of persons which is separaltod from the
_mr.p}ratmy af S:npt_um since in this view the latter, i, Scripture, is not perceived to be
:::nur;rg’::im ?EI"SO!L;] mspiméior;;'ﬁg}ijut the inspiration of Scripture has been propounded

. eiermacher. See Ger i i 2 rrcd, %
Furich BBk 1t b 1’|:|er, Biblische Hermeneutik (2nd ed.; Wuppertal und

15 A careful study of thi :t and i ing is i i [
o Listeg Moo o Elinil:?tﬁxt and its meaning is provided in Hasel, Understanding

16 The Jesuit Cardinal Rebert Bellarmine (1542-1621) wrote in his D ]

4 :a::l:remmg_ watmwr_sfes of the Christian Fuith Agninst the Herctics of Our Tﬁ:? ]I:i%?
Lk} that “Scripture is the immediately revealed word of God, and was written asdictated
by God. . ., There can be no error in Seripture, whether it deals with faith or with maorals
or whether it states something general or common to the whole Church or a-.‘m:ethi.ngl
particular and pertaining to only one person, | | In the Seripturea not only the opinions
exproaaed but each and every word pertaing to the fajth. For we bolieve that not one word
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in Seripture is useless or not used correctly.” (De controversi 11, 11, 12, cited in Richard J,
Blackwsll, Galifeo, Bellarmine, and the Bible [Notre Damo/London: University of Notra
Dame Press, 1941), p. 31).

17 In the Swiss Beformed Formufe Consensus Helvetica, the en-called Second Helvetic
Confeasion (1566), it was hold that also the very letters of the Bible were inspired. Matthias
Flacius (1567) and a fow others in the seventeenth century supported a view of verbal
dictation. SeeJ. K. 8. Reid, The Authority of Seripture (Wew York: Harper & Brothers, 1957),
pp. 54-86.

15 J. L. Packer, “'Sola Scripture’ in History and Today,” God's Inerrant Word, ed.
John Warwick Montgomery (Minneapolis: Bethany Fellowship, 1975), pp. 4445,

19 See the title of the recent book by Clark H. Pinneck, Trocking the Muze: Finding
our Way Through Modern Thealogy from an Evangelical Perspective (New York: Harpor &
Row, 1990),

20 This discipline has been comprehensively deseribed from its beginnings by Gerhard
F. Hasel, @ Testament Theology: Busic Isswes in the Currend Debate (4th ed.; Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publ. Co., 1992). See also Ben C, Ollenburger, Elmer A, Martens, and
Gorhard F. Hasel, eds, The Flowering of Old Testament Theology (Winona Lalke, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 1992); J. H. Hayes and F, Prusaner, Q8 Testament Theology: Tts History and
Develapment (Atlanta: John Knox, 1985) and Henning Graf Reventlow, Problems of Ofd
Testament Theology in the Twenitieth Centiiry (Philadelphia: Fortreas Press, 1985).

21 See the comprehenaive survey of Gerhard F. Hasel, New Testmment Theology: Busic
Issues in the Current Debate (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publ. Co., 1982). Note also
Hendrikus Boers, Waa! is New Testament Theology? (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 19780
Heikki Riisanen, Beyond Mew Testament Thealogy (Sheffield: Almond Fress, 1980),

22 Henning Graf Revontlow, Problems in Billical Theology in the Twentieth Century
{Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986); John Reumann, ed., The Proctice and Promise of
Biblical Theology (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991); Brevard 8. Childs, Bilrlica! Theology
af the Old and New Testoments: Theological Reflection on the Christian Bilile (Minneapaolis:
Fortresa Pross, 1993),

23 We may here only refer to the most recent tomes which have just come forth in the
last few years such as Hana Hibner, Biblische Theologie des Newen Testamenis, 2 vols, (vol,
3 yet to appear) (Gattingen: Vandenhooek & Ruprecht, 1990, 1993); Horst Dietrich Preuss,
Theologie des Alten Testumends, 2 vols, (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1991, 1992); Gisela
HKittel, Der Name dber alle Namen, 2 vols, (Gottingon: Vandenheeek & Ruprecht, 1989,

1990); Peter Stuhlmacher, Biblizche Th erlogie des Newen Testaments: Bond 1,
Grundiegung: Von Jesws bis Paulus (Goltingon: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1992), vol 2. iz
to e published shortly.

24 Gerhard F. Hasel, “The Relationship Between Biblical Theelogy and Systematic
Theology,”™ Trinity Jouwrnal N8, 5 (1984): 113-127,

25 Bee Karl Barth, Protestant Thought: From Rowssees fo Ritschl (New York: Harper
& Faow 1959}, pp, 319-354,

#6 John Macquarrie, An Existentinlist Theology (New York: Harper & How, 1965),

27 “Process theology™ has had its flowering and renaissance sinee the 1960s. Its key
figures are John B, Cobb, Jr,, Schubert M. Ogden, Norman Pittenger, Dandel Day Williama,
Bernard Loomer, H, N. Wieman, David Ray Griffin, Peter Hamilton, Ewert Cousins, aside

from many others. The theological aystem of “process theology” is built on the philosophical
system of Alfred North Whitehead and also Charles Hartshorne, Among some poneral
studiea of “process thealogy™ are I, Brown, ef al, Process Philosophy and Christicre Thowght
{Indianapaolis; Bobbs-Merill, 1971); Ewert Cousing, ed., Process Theology (New York: Now-
man, 1971); and a critical evaluation from an evangelical perspective is found in Ronald
Nash, ed., Process Thealogy (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1987).

28 The father of the “theclogy of hope™ is the German theologian Jirgen Moltmann
who published a book under the title, Theofogy of Hope (New York: Horper & Row, 1967),
See nlso Joseph Pieper, Hope and History (1969); Rubem Alves, A Theology of Hunuen Hope
(1363}, among many othera. Moltmann took his inapiration from the work of the Marxist
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philosapher Ernst Bloch. For an evaluation of the various theologies of hope, see Trutz
Rendtord, Thealogie der Revolution: Analysen und Materiolien (1958).

20 The Latin American liberation theclogy represented by Rubem Alves, Hugo
Azamann and Gustavo Gutifrrez, its three founding fathers, is influenced by J. Moltmann
but can ba considered to be an indigenous theological movement, It is clasaified as a third
world “palitical theology™ and has now many proponents in many places, See the insightful
studies by Atilio A. Dupertuis, Theology of Liberation, A Study in its Soteriology (Berrien
$pr1.ng:s_, MI: Andrews University Praas, 1957); idem, “Liberation Theology,” Jorrnal af the
Adventist Theological Sociely 2/2 {Autumn, 1991): 126-144; Emilio A. Nafiez, Theology of
Liheration (Chicago: Moody Press, 1985); Arthur F. McGovern, Liberation Theolagy and Jis
Critics. Toward and Assessment (New York: Mary Knoll, 1089),

0 Among the numerous studics, see K. G. Cannon and E. Schiissler Fiorenza,
Interpretation for Liberation “Semeia.” (Atlanta: G&: Scholars Press, 1989); E. Schissler
Fiorenza, In Memory of Her. A Feminist Reconstruction of Christian Origins (New York:
Crossroads, 1983); C. Meyers, Discovering Ever Ancient Jsraelite Women in Context {Wew
York: Oxford University Press, 1988); R. 8. Chopp, The Power to Speak. Feminism, Lun-
guage, God (New York, 1959); Manfred Haucke, Women in the Priesthood? A Systematic
Analysis in the Light of the Order of Creation wnd Redemption (San Franciseo: Igmatiug
Press, 1988); Kathleen M, Sands, Escape from Paradise. Evil and Trogedy in Feminist
Theology (Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg Fortress, 1993). For a critique of fominist theologics,
aoit Elizabeth Achtomeier in Speaking the Christion God, od. Alvin Kimel (Grand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 1992),

31 The rubric “black theology” is the application of the model of liberation thealogy
Ly black theologians ta the needs of its theslogical enterprise. See James H. Cone, A Black
Theology of Liberation (2nd od.; Marylnoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1986); Dwight N. Hopkins,
Bluck Theology: USA and South Africe, Politics, Culture, and Liberation (Maryknoll, NY:
Orbis Books, 1958). An extensive bibliography i= published hy James H. Evans, Jr., Black
Thc;a’ag.-. A Critical Assessment and Annotated Bibliography (New York: Greenwood Press,

T

sz See Deane William Ferm, od., Contemporary American Theologies 1§+ A Book of
Fewdings (New York: Seabury Press, 1982).

33 William Stacy Johnson and John H. Leith, eds., Reformed Reader: A Sourcebook
in Christion Theology, Volume I: Classical Beginnings, 1518-1799 (Louisville, KY:
WeatminsterJohn Knox, 1993),

34 Sea Walter Wink, The Biltdle in Human Transformation {Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1973).

38 See Gerhard Maior, The End of the Historical-Critice! Method (5¢. Louis: Concordia
Publishing Hewse, 1977}, pp. G870,

#4 Carl F. H. Henry, “Inspiration,” The New Interrational Dictionary of the Christion
Church, ed, 4. I). Douglas (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1974), p. 512,

97 Bee again Paul J. Achtemeier, The Inspirntion of Seriptire, Problems and Proposals
{Philadelphia: Westminater Presa, 1950), pp. 162-165.

34 Sea the “Decress of the Council of Trent Session IV" as reprinted in Blackwall,
Ginlilea, Bellurmine, and the Bible, pp. 181-182, Note the incisive remarks in Hans Kang,
Theologie im Aufbruch. Eine dkumenische Grundlegung (Miinchen: Piper, 1987), pp. 67-55.

3 Erickson, Christian Theology, 1:258,

40 Waltar M, Abbott, 8.0, ed,, The Documents of Vidican I (New York: The America
Pross, 1966), pp. 116, 117.

a1 Ibad,, p. 117 m, 21,
= 42 Gerhard Ebeling, The Word of Godf anel Tradition (Philadelphia: Fortress press,

HIN

44 Thid. b P

44 Spa nbove n. 39.

44 Gary B, McGee, dr., ed. fnitial Evidence. Historical and Biblical Perspectives on
the Pentecostal Docirine of Spirit Baptism (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1991),

46 The so-called spiritual gift of healing and that of prophecy as manifested by the
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“Hansaa City Prophets” are now forms of authority based on experience. See also Gerhard
F. Hasol, “The ‘Third Wave' Roots of Celebrationism,” Adventists Affirm 5/2 (Fall 1991}:
36-42.

17 Pinnock, Tracking the Maze, p. 1.

18 Among the many competent surveys of the discipline of systomatie/dogmatic
theology, see John M. 8. Kent, The End of the Line? The Development of Christion Theology
in the Last Two Centuries (Philadelphia: Fortress Prass, 1982); Lonnie D, Kliever, The
Shattered Spectrum: A Survey of Conlemporary Theology (Atlanta, GA: John Knex, 1981},
Alan P. F. Sell, Theology in Turmodl (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book Hlouse, 1986); and
others,

48 Colin Brown, “Friedrich Schleiermacher,” The New International Dictionary of the
Christion Chureh (Grand rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1984), p. 884,

50 Friedrich Schleiermachor, On Religion: Speeches ta its Cultured Despizers, trans-
lated by John Oman (New York: Harper & Row, 1958),

51 Ibid,, p. x.

52 Rudolf Otto, “Introduction,” to Specches on Religion, p. xii.

53 Friedrich Schleiermacher, The Christion Faith, transl, H, R. Mackintoesh and J. 8.
Stewart (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1928).

54 These are the words of Peter C. Hedgson, The Formation of Modern Historica!
Theology “Makers of Modern Theology™ (New York: Harper & Row, 1966), p. 13.

G5 The lasting influence of Kant on theology is chronieled by Adina Davidovich,
Religion as a Province of Meaning, The Kuantion Foundotion of Modern Theology (Min-
neapolis, MN: Augsburg Fortress, 1593).

56 Schleicrmacher, On Religion, p. 39.

47 Ihid., p. 45.

58 Thid.

5o Thid., p. 54,

60 Ibid., p. 94.

61 Pinnock, Tracking the Maze, p, 100,

62 Schleiermacher, The Christion Fuith, § 4-5, 32-34, pp. 12-126, 131-140.

63 Barth, Protestant Thought; From Rowsseny to Ritschi, p. 324,

&4 Thid,, p. 338,

&5 Pinnock, Trucking the Moze, p. 102,

o Paul Tillich, Perspectives on 19tk and 20th Century Prolestant Though!, edited by
Carl E. Braaten (New Yaork: Harper & Row, 1967), p. 102,

67 Tbid., p. 103,

6 Ibid., p. 106,

69 Schleiermacher, Specches on Beligion, p, 214,

70 [hid., pp. 214, 226.

71 Ihid., p. 227,

72 Tillich, Perspectives on Protestant Theology, p. 106,

75 For example, Barth, Profestant Thought, pp. 306-354; Tillich, Perspoctives on
Protestant Theology, pp. 90-114; Pinnock, Tracking the Moze, pp. 99-102,

74 Pinnock, Trucking the Maze, p. 102,

75 The coneept “from below™ for one’s view of Seripture iz outlined by James Barr,
The Scope end Authorily of the Bilile (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 19580, pp. 58-90.

76 Peter C. Hodgson and Rebert H. King, eds., Christian Theology. Ar Introduction
io ity Traditions and Tasks (Philadelphin: Fortress Pross, 1982), p. viii,

77 The thirteen books of Barth's Church Dogmatics, ed. G, W, Bromiley and T, F.
Torrance, 13 vola. (Edinburgh: T. & T, Clark, 1935-1969), are divided into four “volumes"”
which deal with [. Prolegomena, The Doctrine of the Word of God; I1. The Doctrine of God;
UI, Creation; and IV. Reconciliation. Barth never wrote an “eachatology™ which he had
planned to do.

78 Church Dogrmotics I (1936), § 5, 4.

7a Ibid,, I/1 {1936), § 4,1-3.

&0 Thid., 42 (1956), § 19, 1.
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#1 Carl F. H. Henry, “Review of David H. Kelse . The Uses ] i
Theology, Christianity Today (Nov, 5, 1976); 52 [1'?6],.1Jr I e vt

&2 Kelsay, The Ulses of Seripture in Recent Theologry, pp. 17-24.

83 Ibid., p. 47,

#4 Cited by Kolsay, Uses of Scripture, p. 47, from Chureh Do i 4

B %elmy, Uslzﬁf;ﬁcﬂpture. p,ﬂ?. iy i

&5 David H. , “The Bible and Christian Theology,” ?
Acaddemy of Religion 48/3 (1980): 394 e o

87 Ibid.

&3 Hodgson and King, Christian Theology, pp. 53-60,

. #9 For Adventists the “casebook™ approach has been promoted by Alden Thompson
Inspiration: Hard Questions, Honest Answers (Hagerstown, MD: Roview and Herald Publ,
Asgoe., 1991), Acareful resporse has boen produced by eight Adventist acholars in the volume
E'd.:ted h}f Frank Holbrook and Leo Van Dolson, ods., fssues fn Revelation ahd Inspiration

Advent_lst Theological Society Oceasional Papors, Vol 1.” (Berrien Springs, MIL: Au:[w.\nt.iaé

Theological Socioty Publications, 1993), :

o0 Richard Rice, Reason and the Contonrs of Fuit iverai : i ivar-
AT T oz of % (Biverside, CA: La Sierra Univer

#1 Ibid., p. 43,

92 Thid., p. 98,

23 Thid,, p, 90.

g4 Cited from Seventh-day Adventist Yearbook 1992 Hapers E i
Herald Publishing Association, i}:JHE, p. . it L ki

o Thid.

24 Thid.

a7 Ihid.

a3 Thid,

ag Thid., p. 92,

100 Ihid., p. 97.

101 Thid., p. 98.

to2 Thid., p. B2,

193 Farley and Hodgaon, “Seripture and Tradition,” p. 51.

104 gi:e. Rmﬂn}f;ci"{gw Contours af Fuith, p. 82,

105 Sed also on thi leay, The Uses of Scriptuare in hnd :

b 1y  Scrir Recent Theology, pp. 192-197,

107 El:rid., pp. 87-88,

10 Carl F. H, Henry, “The Autharity of the Bible,” The Origin oft ] ili
Wesley Comfort (Wheaton, IL: Tyndale nga.u_ Fubl,, 1992}, p. 241.“;‘I R labios

108 Riee, Reason and the Contours af Faith, p. 87,

110 Thid.

t11 Linning, “Karon im Kanon,” p. 45.

112 Soe Maier, The End of the Historical-Criticel Method, pp. 27-410,

113 3ee his remarks on this subject in Reason and the Contonrs of Fuith, pp. 87-88.

14 Clark H. Pinnock, “How [ Use the Bible in Doing Theology,” in The Use of the

Beble in Thealogy: Evangelical Options, ed, by Robert K. Johnsten {Atlanta, GA: John Knox
Press, nd), pp. 18-34, writes with fervor of the suprome authority of Scripture in doing
thealogy. This earlier view is no longer found in his recent work cited in the next footnote,
P 118 Clark H. Pinnock, Tracking the Mase (San Francisea: Harper & Row, 1990, pp.
BT i

116 Richard Quebedeaus, The Young Evangelicals. The Story of the Emersence
Mew Generntion of Evengelicals (Wew Yai: Harg-er &: Row, ]ﬁTﬁfppr.. 37-45, genmalA

17 Ibid, p. 37, ik

118 Pinnock, Tracking the Maze, pp. 170181,

119 [hid., p. 179,

120 Ihid., p. 71.

121 Thid,, pp. 71-74.
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122 Ibid., pp. 15-32.

123 Ihid., pp. 33-53.

124 Ibid,, p. 48.

125 Thid. _—

128 See Clark Pinnock's book, Biblical Revelation; The Forndation of Christion
Theology (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1971),

127 Pinnock, Trecking the Muaze, p. 53 n. 21, :

128 Carl F. H. Henry, God, Recelotion and Authority, 6 vols, (Waco TX: Word Books,
1976), 1:15.

120 Ibid., p. 245.

120 Thid., p. 244.

131 Ibid., pp. 213-244.

132 Iad,, p. 213,

133 Thid ., p. 215, ¥ 1

134 Donald G. Bloesch, Essentials of Evangelical Theology, Vol 2, Life, Ministry and
Haope (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1979). p, 267, i i

135 Bob E. Pattorson, Carl F. H, Henry, “Makers of the Modern Theological Mind™
{Waco, TX: Word Books, 1983), p. 167

136 Thid.

137 Ihid., p, 226,

135 Ihid.

138 Pinnock, Tracking the Maze, p, 46, I .

140 Gordon H, Clark, Faith and Reason,” Religion, Renson and Revelation (Philadel-
phia: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing House, 1961), pp. 28-110.; sec Ronald R. Nosh,
ed, The Philosophy of Gordon H, Clark, A Festschrift (Philadelphia: Preshyterian and
Reformed Publishing Housa, 1963},

141 Clark, “Reply to Roger Nicole,™ The Philasophy of Gordon H, Clark, p. 478,

142 Donald G. Bloeach et al, eds., The Orthodox Evangelical (Nashville: Thomas
Nelson, 1978); idem, Fesentinls of Evangelical Theolagy, 2 vols. (San Francizco: Harper &
Row, 1978, 19749). i : L

143 James Montgomery Boice, Fonndations of the Christion Fuith (rev. ed.; Leicoster:
InterVaraity Preas, 1956G), .

144 . C. Berkouwer, Studies in Dogmatics (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmaons, 197565).

145 Gordon R, Lewis and Bruee A. Demarest, Integrative Theology, 2 vols. (Grand
Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1956, 1990).

146 J. Rodman Willinms, Renewal Theology, 3 vols. (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan,
1988, 1990, 1992),

147 Henry, “The Authority of the Bible,” p. 13,

144 See the insightful remarks of Hendrikus Berkhof, Infroduction to the Study of
Dogmatics (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1985), pp. T4-89. 1

149 Here we agree with Thomas C, Oden's, Agenda for Theolagy. After Modernily . .
. What?, concerna to move beyond modernity, historical eriticiem, liberalism Emd 8a om, Wa
disagree with his proposals for an orthodex theology which is based on the tradition of the
postapostolic church fathers, We believe that the only authoritative foundation for a truly
Christian theology is Scripture itself,

1580 Pinnock, Trecking the Muoze, p. xi. ,

151 B, G, Selwyn, The First Episile of 5¢ Peter (london: Macmillan, 1946), PP 134,
262-263, pointa to 1 Pet 1:10-12, suggesting that the term “prophets” which iz used without
thearticle in va. 10 includea both Old Testament and Now Testament prophets. In this sense,
“prophets” refers to “biblical prophets” of both Testaments, ;

152 Raoul Dederen, “The Revelation-Inspiration Phenomenon According to the Bible
Writers," fssnes in Revelation and Inspiration, eds, Frank Holbrook and Leo Van Dol.u.qlm
“Advontist Theological Scciety Oceasional Papers, Yol 17 (Borrien Springs, MI: Adventist
Thealagical Society Publications, 1992), pp. 9-29. ; :

153 This is conceded by Rainer Riesner, “Ansitze zur Kanonbildung im Nouen
Teatament,” Der Kanon der Bibel, ed. Gerhard Maier (Gieasen: Brunnen Vorlag, 19903, p.
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157, who suggests that with this exception the designiation “Scripture” for NT boals ia found
otherwise only in the middle of the sccond century A.D. (2 Clem 2:4).

14 F. D. Nichol, ed., 2 Peter,” Sewren th-day Adventist Bible Commentery
{(Washington, DC: Review and Herald, 1857}, 7:618; Karl Hermann Scholkle, Die
Petrusbriefe, Der Judashrief* Hthk 132" {Freiburgim Breisgau: Horder, 1980), pp. 236-238,

08 185 F. F. Bruce, The Canon of Seripture (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press,
1988), p. 120,

156 Seo the formulations by Avery Dulles, 5.1, “Die Kirche: Sakrament und Crund
des Glaubens,” in Probleme wnd Aspekle der Fundam entaltheologie, eds, B. Latourelle and
G.0"Collins (Leipzig: Benno Verlag, 1980, pp. 311-328,

157 The proncuncement of 1965, known as Dei Verfiem, or Dogmitic Constitution on
Divire Revelation, veads in the opening sentence of Article 10: “Bacred tradition and sacred
Seripture form one sacred deposit of the word of Cod, which is compitted to the Church.”
Quotation form the official translation in Walter M, Abbott, 8. J., ed., The Documents of
Vitican I (New York: The America Press, 1966), p. 117,

158 This is pointed out quite correctly by King, Theologie im Aufliruch, p. T1.

158 See among the extenaive recont literature the following publications reflecting this
view: by Ingo Baldermann et al., Zum Problem des biblischen Kanon “Jahrbuch fiie bibLschs
Thealogie, Vol, 3" (Neukirchen-Viuyn: Neukirchener Vorlag, 1988); A. C. Sundberg, Jr., The
CHd Testament and the Eorly Church (Cambridgo, MA: Harvard University Press, 1964);
Henry Y. Gamble, The New Testement Canon: It Making and Meaning (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1985); L. M, MeDonald, The Furmation of the Christion Biblical Canon
{Nashville, TH: Abingdon Fress, 1988), pp. 164-171,

160 See David N. Freedman, “Canon of the OT," Tnterpreter's Dictionary of the Old
Testuneent, Supplement (Nashville, TH: Abingdon Press, 1976), pp. 130-136; Sid Z. Loiman,
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INTERPRETING SCRIPTURE:
AN HERMENEUTICAL
“DECALOGUE”

By Richard M. Davidson
Seventh-day Adventist Theological Seminary
Andrews University

Introduction

In the early 20th century the eminent Neo-Orthodox
theologian, Karl Barth, emphasized how “every theology stands or
falls as a hermeneutic and every hermeneutic stands or falls as a
thealogy.”l Midway through this century Rudolf Bultmann and his
followers also emphasized the role of hermeneutics as a concern of
crucial theological significance. In the last two decades prominent
Evangelical theologians have expressed their judgment that the
“key intellectual issue” in theology is the “persistent problem of
authority” which concerns “especially the problem of her-
meneutics.”

Within Seventh-day Adventist discussions of theological
method during this latter period, attention has increasingly focused
upon the question of hermenecutics, that is, the theory and practice
of biblical interpretation.® For me personally, the discussion on this
Lopic at the 1974 Seventh-day Adventist Bible Conferences changed
my whole perspective on Seripture and theology.* Recent develop-
ments in theological thought in the church have pointed up how a
given hermeneutic directly and dramatically affects the end-
product of the theological enterprise.

With what hermeneutic shall we conduct our theological in-
vestigations? A bewildering array of past and current hermeneuti-
cal theories confronts us. These range from the allegorical
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