




T H E  S C R I P T U R E  C A ! l ! 4 O T  

By Vernon H .  Harley 

This essay begins with an assert ion--The Scr ip-  
t u r e  cannot be broken. You recognize t h i s  a s s e r t i o n  
as  a  s tatement  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  Chr i s t  i n  S c r i p t u r e  i n  
John 1 0 ~ 3 5 .  I t  was t h e  reques t  of  your Program Com- 
mi t t ee  t h a t  t h e  e s s a y i s t  p re sen t  an "exeget ica l -  
h i s t o r i c a l "  expos i t ion  of  our  S a v i o r ' s  words i n  t h i s  
passage.  The reques t  a l s o  included dea l ing  with t h e  
doc t r ine  of verba l  i n s p i r a t i o n  and f a l s e  methods of 
hermeneutics.  This  i s  a  b i g  assignment,  but  we be- 
Pieve t h e  a s s e r t i o n  of  Chr i s t  covers t h e  s u b j e c t .  
Therefore we make it our own and t h e  t o p i c  of t h i s  
essay.  

Our t o p i c  i s  a  t imely  one. A s  we c e l e b r a t e  t h e  
450 anniversary of t h e  Lutheran Reformation we q u i t e  
n a t u r a l l y  focus our  a t t e n t i o n  again on t h e  s o l a  
s c r i p t u r a  p r i n c i p l e  which i s  t h e  formal foundation 
of Luther ' s  and Lutheran theology.  This p r i n c i p l e  
with i t s  concomitants--verbal i n s p i r a t i o n ,  iner rancy ,  
u n i t y ,  and a u t h o r i t y  of S c r i p t u r e ,  S c r i p t u r e  as  t h e  
r e v e l a t i o n  and word of  God--are very much i n  t h e  
c e n t e r  of modern theo log ica l  d i scuss ion ,  The ques- 
t i o n  i s :  does t h e  foundation s t i l l  s tand?  This  i s  
what much of t h e  debate i n  modern B i b l i c a l  theology 
and hermeneutics i s  a l l  about.  Our a s s e r t i o n  i s  
t h a t  t h e  foundation does s t a n d ,  t h a t  it cannot be 
broken. 

I t  i s ,  of course,  no t  enough t o  make a s se r -  
t i o n s .  They must be examined and s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  
This we s h a l l  do under f i v e  major ques t ions  : 1) Is 



t h e  a s s e r t i o n  r e l evan t?  2 )  Is t h e  a s s e r t i o n  Sc r ip -  
t u r a l ?  3 )  Is t h e  a s s e r t i o n  t enab le?  4) I s  t h e  
a s s e r t i o n  Lutheran? and 5) I s  t h e  a s s e r t i o n  prac-  
t i c a l ?  

IS  THE ASSERTION RELEVANT? 

"Churches i n  Ferment: Doctrines on Line i n  - --- 
Theology 'Warwv - i s  t h e  t i t l e  of a  lengthy a r t i c l e  by 
AP Religion Wri te r ,  George l\i. Cornel l ,  appearing i n  
t h e  March 3, 1967 Corpus C h r i s t i  C a l l e r .  This 
a r t i c l e  poin ted  t o  t h e  Vatican department s com- 
p l a i n t  which was c i r c u l a t e d  t o  a11 rrarional ep isco-  
pa t e s  t h a t  v f  dangerous opinions a r e  abroad i n  t h e  
church, downgrading papal  a u t h o r i t y .  " A Presby- 
t e r i a n  group charged o f f i c i a l  moves were undermining 
the  Bible and humanizing i t ,  Versions of t h i s  war, 
t h e  a r t i c l e  s t a t e d ,  have sprung up across  t h e  ecc le -  
s i a s t i c a l  scene.  We need not  be reminded t h a t  t h e  
theo log ica l  war i s  a l s o  being c a r r i e d  on i n  Lutheran- 
i s m  with some det  a s t a t i n g  r e s u l t s .  

Nevertheless ,  f o r  some t h e  whole theo log ica l  
debate s t i l l  appears t o  be academic and of l i t t l e  
p r a c t i c a l  importance. P a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  as  much as  
it has t o  do with hermeneutics and new B i b l i c a l  
theology, t he  s tatement  i s  o f t en  made t h a t  it i s  a l l  
a  mat te r  of semantics ,  of saying  t h e  same t h i n g  with 
d i f f e r e n t  words. Hermeneutics, as  u sua l ly  under- 
s tood by us t o  be t h a t  t heo log ica l  d i s c i p l i n e  which 
dea l s  with t h e  r u l e s  of B i b l i c a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  
takes  t h e  s o l a  s c r i p t u r a  p r i n c i p l e  fo r -  granted .  
Thus we might be l i eve  t h a t  t h e  cu r ren t  heremeneuti- - 
c a l  debate i s  concerned with complex problems of 
i n t e r p r e t i n g  d i f f i c u l t  t e x t s ,  problems which always 
were troublesome. Why not  leave t h i s  t o  t h e  expe r t s  
i n  t h e  f i e l d s  of exegesis  and hermeneutics? 

I t  may come as  a  s u r p r i s e  t o  some t o  hea r  t h a t  

ep is temologica l  i n  na tu re .  They a r e  of  t h i s  type :  
What a r e  t h e  sources of  Chr i s t i an  knowledge and 
f a i t h ?  What p l ace  does t h e  Bible have i n  r e l a t i o n  
t o  f a i t h ?  What meaning has t h e  B i b l i c a l  language, 
o r  any language f o r  e x i s t e n t i a l  se l f -unders tanding?  

How t h i s  a f f e c t s  Lutheran theology,  p a r t i c u -  
l a r l y  t h e  S c r i p t u r e  p r i n c i p l e ,  w i l l  f i r s t  be appre- 
c i a t e d  when we r e a l i z e  t h a t  both i n  i t s  h i s t o r y  and 
present  Form t h e  modern r evo lu t ion  i n  theology i s  
a  r e a c t i o n  aga ins t  ve rba l  i n s p i r a t f  on and t h e  
a u t h o r i t y  of  S c r i p t u r e  implied by it. Orthodox 
theology of t h e  16th century is  blamed f o r  t h i s  
doc t r ine ,  and t h e  new approach a  p r i o r i  r e j e c t s  any 
i d e a  of a ve rba l ly  i n s p i r e d  and-hence d iv ine ly  
a u t h o r i t a t i v e  Bib le .  

Verbal i n s p i r a t i o n ,  according t o  orthodox 
theology, has been def ined  as  t h a t  process by which 
God t h e  Holy Ghost gave H i s  Word t o  men, i nb rea th ing  
i n t o  c e r t a i n  holy  men whom He c a l l e d  t o  be t h e  
w r i t e r s  of H i s  ho ly  Book, s o  t h a t  a l l  S c r i p t u r e  i s  
H i s  i n s p i r e d  Word, without e r r o r  and d iv ine ly  
a u t h o r i t a t i v e  a s  t h e  absolu te  norm f o r  f a i t h  and t h e  
only source of  Chr i s t i an  doc t r ine .1  This is  t h e  
s o l a  s c r i p t u r a  p r i n c i p l e .  But it is  p r e c i s e l y  t h i s  
doc t r ine  of verba l  i n s p i r a t i o n  t h a t  modern theology 
r e b e l s  a g a i n s t .  D r .  Robert W .  Funk summarizes t h e  
h i s t o r i c a l  development of  t h i s  theology i n  t h i s  way: 

B i b l i c a l  theology began by having t o  chal-  
lenge t h e  very b a s i s  on which it r e s t e d ,  
v i z ,  t h e  orthodox doc t r ine  of  ve rba l  i n s p i -  
r a t i o n .  The chal lenge was n e c e s s i t a t e d  by 
t h e  d e s i r e  t o  break e f f e c t i v e  con t ro l  of 
dogmatics over  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of Scr ip-  
t u r e  and thus  t o  e s t a b l i s h  B i b l i c a l  t heo l -  
ogy as  a  h i s t o r i c a l  d i s c i p l i n e .  Having 
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abandoned i t s  fundamental connection t o  
dogmatics, i t  could now pursue i t s  own 
course independent l y  as  B i b l i c a l  c r i t i c i s m .  
Nevertheless ,  t h a t  course was determined 
with no small  measure by i t s  repea ted  need 
t o  j u s t i f y  i t s e l f  by producing new and 
more devas t a t ing  c r i t i c i s m  of  t h e  orthodox 
view. 2 

In  t r a c i n g  t h i s  h i s t o r y  f u r t h e r ,  Funk p o i n t s  
out t h a t  "B ib l i ca l  c r i t i c i s m  has remained t r u e  t o  
i t s  i n i t i a l  t h r u s t w 3  and t h a t  " in t h e  s t r u g g l e  
aga ins t  t h e  doc t r ine  of verba l  i n s p i r a t i o n  of  Sc r ip -  
t u r e  t h e  ques t ion  of t h e  funct ion  of S c r i p t u r e  got  
misplaced and then l o s t  i n  t h e  equal ly  dogmatic 
propos i t ion  t h a t  t h e  p a s t  can have no normative 
funct ion  f o r  t h e   present.^^ P r i o r  t o  Barth, it was 
Wilhelm Dil they who r e l a t i v i z e d  t r a d i t i o n a l  hermen- 
e u t i c s  from r u l e s  of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t o  a  deeper r o l e  
of underst  anding. 5 When Barth and Bultmann a r r i v e d  
on t h e  scene,  they reopened t h e  ques t ion  o f  t h e  
funct ion  of S c r i p t u r e ,  t ak ing  up t h e  new meaning of  
hermeneutic and t h e  ques t ion  : How is  understanding 
poss ib l e?  In  t h e  ensuing debate from Barth t o  
Bultmann t o  t h e  Post-Bultmannians t h e  mat te r  of 
hermeneutics turned  more and more t o  t h e  ma t t e r  of  
e x i s t e n t i a l  understanding of  one ' s  s e l f .  The d i f -  
fe rence  between s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t ,  between t h e  
B i b l i c a l  t e x t  and t h e  i n t e r p r e t e r ,  was r e l a t i v i z e d  
and b l u r r e d  u n t i l  t h e  t e x t  is  a c t u a l l y  no more 
r e a l l y  t h e  ob jec t  but  serves  only as  an a i d ,  among 
many o the r s ,  t o  t h e  e x i s t e n t i a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 
t h e  h e a r e r .  James M. Robinson s t a t e s :  

The ques t ion  with regard  t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  
i s  not  simply whether he can e l imina te  h i s  
s u b j e c t i v i t y  as  a source of p re jud ice ,  but  
whether he "understands himself  a r i g h t  , I 9  

i . e . ,  whether he i s  grappling with what i s  
f f s e r i o u s f f ,  o r  as  we might say today,  whether 
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he i s  asking t h e  right ques t ions ,  whether 
h i s  concern is  with t h e  u l t i m a t e s 6  

This means t h a t  t h e  i n t e r p r e t e r  i s  e n t i t l e d  t o  
s t r i p  away every th ing  from t h e  t e x t  t h a t  he does not  
consider  t o  be s e r i o u s .  " H i s  own s u b j e c t i v i t y  pro- 
v ides  access  t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  mat te r  of t h e  t e x t ,  i f  
it i s  r e a l l y  t h a t  s u b j e c t  ma t t e r ,  s e r i o u s  both then 
and now, . . . (and) in su res  t h a t  t h e  phenomena with 
which t h e  t e x t  was grappl ing-- i f  it i s  a  se r ious  
t e x t - - a r e  not  overlooked o r  d i s t o r t e d  i n t o  cur ios-  
i t i e s .  ws7 Robinson continues : 

'Thus t h e  flow o f  the  t rad i"conal  r e l a t i o n  
between s u b j e c t  and a b j e c t ,  i n  which t h e  
sub jec t  i n t e r r o g a t e s  t h e  o b j e c t ,  and, if 
he masters it, obta ins  from it h i s  answer, 
has been s i g n i f i c a n t l y  reversed .  For it 
i s  now t h e  ob j ect--which should henceforth 
be c a l l e d  t h e  sub jec t  matter--%hat  pu t s  
the sub jec t  i n  ques t ion ,  This i s  t r u e  no t  
simply a t  t he  formal l e v e l ,  i n  i n q u i r i n g  
as to whether he m d e ~ s t a n d s  himself  a r i g h t ,  
i , e , ,  i s  s e r i o u s ,  bud a l s o  a t  t h e  ma te r i a l  
l e v e l ,  i n  i n q u i r i n g  as  t o  whether t h e  t e x t ' s  
answers i l lumine  him. 

I f  you understand t h i s ,  you begin t o  s e e  vaguely 
a t  l e a s t  what i s  behind R a r t h V s  "Scr ip ture  becoming 
t h e  Wo-b-d of God," Bktlmann $ 5  9sdesnythologizing,Bi 
Gerhard Ebel ingt  s "Nod-eventsi , Erns t  Fuchs "lm- 
guage-event ," and t h e  s tatement  "Youf r e  not  asking 
the r i g h t  ques"8ons of t h e  t e x t u  when you t r y  t o  
hold  a modern theologian t o  t h e  f a c t u a l i t y  of  a  
B i b l i c a l  s tatement .  The f o r n a l  p r i n c i p l e  of t heo l -  
ogy, t h e  s o l a  s c r i p t u r a ,  has  been b l u r r e d  out  and 
s u b s t i t u t e d  with a  new form of Schle iermacher9s  
f f I ch theo log ie  ." A l l  o b j e c t i v i t y  is  gradual ly  e rased  
by e x i s t e n t i a l  s u b j e c t i v i t y  s o  t h a t  t h e  "saving 
eventtf  i s  a  s f  language eventss  o r  a  "word event f8 ;  
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and "the ' h i s t o r i c  J e s u s '  i s  heard not  as ' o b j e c t i v e  
f a c t u a l i t y , '  bu t  as  'word of a d d r e s s ' ;  . . .  t h e  h i s -  
t o r i c  Jesus  i s  t h e  ma te r i a l  poin t  of  depar ture  f o r  a  
recovery of v a l i d  hermeneutic.  "9 

In e f f e c t  t h i s  means t h a t  both t h e  formal p r i n -  
c i p l e ,  s o l a  s c r i p t u r a ,  and t h e  ma te r i a l  p r i n c i p l e ,  
s o l a  g r a t i a ,  have been b l u r r e d  i n t o  an " h i s t o r i c  
Jesus i '  s t r i p p e d  of metaphysical c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
a t t r i b u t e d  t o  I I i m  by t h e  e a r l y  B i b l i c a l  community 
and wi tnesses ,  and He becomes merely t h e  "point  of 
departure" f o r  some hazy e x i s t e n t i a l  understanding 
of o n e f s  s e l f .  

The relevance of  a l l  t h i s  t o  our own s i t u a t i o n  
can be seen by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  hermeneutical 
ques t ion  has been reopened a l s o  i n  our  Synod. Ques- 
t i o n s  regarding B i b l i c a l  s ta tements ,  such as  s i x  day 
c r e a t i o n  and t h e  f a l l  being a c t u a l  h i s t o r y ,  t h e  
au thorship  of c e r t a i n  books of t h e  Bib le ,  t h e  physi-  
c a l  r e s u r r e c t i o n ,  t h e  iner rancy  of  S c r i p t u r e ,  e t c . ,  
have repea tedly  been placed before  our  Synodical 
conventions i n  recent  yea r s ,  and most of them s t i l l  
have no t  been f i n a l l y  decided upon bu t  have been r e -  
f e r r e d  t o  t h e  Commission on Theology and Church Re- 
l a t i o n s .  While t h e r e  a r e  probably very few wi th in  
our own church body who a r e  w i l l i n g  t o  accept  a l l  
t he  impl ica t ions  of t h e  "new hermeneutic" , both form 
and content  c r i t i c i s m  (Form und SachKri t ik)  , a r e  be- 
coming inc reas ing ly  popular  i n  c e r t a i n  Lutheran 
journa ls  . l o  These a r e  presuppos i t ions  of t h e  new 
hermeneutical approach * 

The renewed i n t e r e s t  of  t h e  Roman Cathol ic  
t h  i n  t h e  ecumenical movement and i n  Bib- 

logy today a l s o  a t t e s t s  t o  t h e  relevancy 
s be ing  on guard regarding the  -- s o l a  

i n c i p l e .  In  a  footnote  of  an a r t i c l e ,  
Today, D r .  John Warwick Montgomery 
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Present-day Roman Cathol ic  s c h o l a r s ,  it i s  
worth no t ing ,  a r e  exceedingly p leased  t o  
see  t h e  P ro te s t an t  move toward d i a l e c t i c  
S c r i p t u r a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  f o r  such a  move 
opens up t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  P r o t e s t a n t s ,  
i n  accept ing  as l eg i t ima te  t h e  dynamic 
force  of church t r a d i t i o n  i n  i n t e r p r e t i n g  
the  Bib le ,  w i l l  once again l i s t e n  t o  t h e  
voice of Rome. l 

In  view of t h e  above, t h i s  w r i t e r  i s  compelled 
t o  d isagree  s t r o n g l y  wi th  a s tatement  i n  a  recent  
Report -- of the  ~ o m i i s s i o n  on Theology and Church - Re- 
l a t i o n s  , A Lutheran ~ t a n c c ~ o w a r d  Contemporary 
~ i b l i c a i  s t u d i e s .  The s t a t e m e n t  reads  : 

I t  i s  a  mat te r  of record  t h a t  i n  r ecen t  
decades t h e r e  has been a  s h i f t  away from 
t h e  c ra s s  theo log ica l  l i b e r a l i s m  t h a t  was 
rampant e a r l i e r  i n  t h i s  century i n  t h e  
d i r e c t i o n  of a  more conserva t ive ,  more 
B i b l i c a l  theology.  With t h i s  s h i f t  has 
come, on t h e  p a r t  of  many B i b l i c a l  s c h o l a r s ,  
a  more respons ib le  use of t h e  h i s t o r i c a l -  
c r i t i c a l  method of Bible s tudy .  (p. 5) 

Even a  cursory review of  some of t h e  modern theo- 
l o g i c a l  l i t e r a t u r e ,  such as  t h a t  of t h e  s o c i a l  
a c t i o n  r e v o l u t i o n a r i e s ,  t h e  death of  God school ,  t h e  
Barthians , Bultmannians , and Post  -Bultmannians , 
would i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  oppos i te  is  t r u e .  Of course,  
no t  a l l  follow t h e  presuppos i t ions  of t h e  h i s t o r i c a l -  
c r i t i c a l  method t o  t h e i r  l o g i c a l  conclusions.  But 
even i f  they begin t o  opera te  with them, t h e  f i r s t  
p r i n c i p l e  of orthodoxy t h a t  must give way i s  t h e  
s o l a  s c r i p t u r a  p r i n c i p l e .  This accounts f o r  t h e  
rash  of a r t i c l e s  appearing i n  Lutheran c i r c l e s ,  now 
a l s o  from t h e  pens- bf Missouri Synod theologians ,  
which e i t h e r  a t t a s k  B i b l i c a l  iner rancy  o r  presuppose 
f a c t u a l  e r r o r s ,  d i f f e r i n g  theo log ies ,  and pagan 
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in f luences  i n  t h e  Bible ' s teaching .  l2 

But the  s tatement  i s  repea tedly  made by those  
who r e j e c t  ve rba l  i n s p i r a t i o n  and B i b l i c a l  iner rancy  
t h a t  t h i s  i s  not  a  teaching  which can be substan-  
t i a t e d  from S c r i p t u r e .  This ,  a l l eged ly ,  i s  an 
acc re t ion  t o  Chr i s t i an  theology brought i n  by 16th  
and 17th century orthodoxy, n e i t h e r  taught  by t h e  
S c r i p t u r e s  nor  he ld  by Luther,  and which must be 
a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  deduct ive method of dogmatic 
theology.  In  an a r t i c l e - - C r i t i c i s m  -- of t h e  B i b l i c a l  
Text--appearing i n  The American Lutheran, Robert H .  

I I - 
Smith w r i t e s  : 

I t  i s  t r u e ,  as  many have ind ica t ed ,  t h a t  
i n  C h r i s t i a n i t y  t h e  r e v e l a t i o n  i s  n e i t h e r  
a  law nor  a  technique nor  a  book but  a  
Person. 

Martin Luther i n s i s t e d  as  loudly as  Mar- 
s h a l  McLuhan t h a t  t h e  medium a f f e c t s  t h e  
communicators every b i t  as  much as  i t  ex- 
p re s ses  t h e i r  i n t e n t .  He dec lared  t h e  
p r i o r i t y  of t h e  o r a l  over t h e  w r i t t e n  word 
i n  c a l l i n g  t h e  Church a  house of  t h e  voice  
r a t h e r  than a  house of t h e  pen. Personal  
and l i v i n g  communion r a t h e r  than s c h o l a r l y  
s tudy i s  t h e  t h r u s t  of t he  Chr i s t i an  reve- 
l a t i o n .  

.... Martin Luther c a l l e d  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  
" the c rad le  i n  which Chr i s t  i s  l a i d . "  
Those 300,000 v a r i a n t  readings i n  t h e  N.T. 
Greek t e x t s  may h e l p  us t o  remember t h e  
v i t a l  d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  c rad le  and 
the  Child,  even while  we honor t h e  Book 
above a l l  books f o r  i t s  c rad l ing  of  t h e  
Child.  

. . . .  And it should occasion n e i t h e r  s u r -  
p r i s e  nor  of fense  bu t  only g r a t i t u d e  t h a t  
Almighty God i n  H i s  wise providence was 
p leased  t o  o f f e r  us the  Chr i s t  and recon- 

c i l i a t i o n  i n  Chr i s t  through a book which 
is--humanly speaking--far  from l e t t e r  per -  
f e c t ,  13 

I t  would be easy t o  mul t ip ly  t h i s  type of quo- 
t a t i o n s  i n  our essay from Lutheran au thor s ,  but  t h i s  
should s u f f i c e  t o  show t h a t  as  we make t h e  a s s e r t i o n  
--SCRIPTURE CANNOT BE BROKEN--we need t o  ask:  

I S  THE ASSERTION B I B L I C A L ?  

A s  we t u r n  t o  t h e  exege t i ca l  p a r t  of our s tudy ,  
namely of John 1 0 ~ 3 4 - 3 6 ,  it is  wel l  t o  no te  t h a t  
t h e r e  i s  no d i spu te  regard ing  t h e  a u t h e n t i c i t y  of 
t he  t e x t  i t s e l f .  In  grammat ica l -h is tor ica l  exegesis  
we take  note  of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  autographs were 
w r i t t e n  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  time i n  h i s t o r y  i n  a  p a r t i c -  
u l a r  language, t h a t  t hese  autographs a r e  no longer 
e x t a n t ,  bu t  t h a t  they were copied and t h a t  thus t h e  
S c r i p t u r e  was t r ansmi t t ed  t o  us down through t h e  
ages through thousands of  copies .  I t  i s  here  t h a t  
e r r o r s  i n  t ransmiss ion  c rep t  i n ,  thus  making a lower 
c r i t i c i s m  p e r f e c t l y  l eg i t ima te  whose work it  i s  t o  
s tudy and compare t h e  copies  and determine t h e  
a u t h e n t i c  t e x t .  ( In  pass ing  we might s t a t e  t h a t  of 
t h e  4000 some known manuscripts from about a  thou- 
sand years  p r i o r  t o  t h e  invent ion  of t h e  p r i n t i n g  
p r e s s ,  t h e r e  a re  between 150,000 t o  300,000 v a r i a n t s  
i n  t h e  New Testament, depending upon how they a r e  
compiled. In  95 percent  of  t hese  in s t ances  t h e  cor-  
r e c t  reading  i s  not  d i f f i c u l t  t o  e s t a b l i s h .  In  95 
percent  of t h e  remaining cases t h e  sense  i s  i n  no 
way a f f ec t ed ;  and i n  no case i s  a  doc t r ine  a f f e c t e d  
t h a t  cannot be s u f f i c i e n t l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  by o t h e r  
B i b l i c a l  t e x t s .  14 And i f  t h e  autographs themselves 
had not  been ve rba l ly  i n s p i r e d  and represented  only 
a  human e f f o r t  t o  t ransmi t  t h e  f a i t h  of t h e  Chris- 
t i a n  community of t h e  f i r s t  century,  t h e  whole work 
of  lower c r i t i c i s m  would make l i t t l e  sense . lS)  But 
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S c r i p t u r e s  nor  he ld  by Luther,  and which must be 
a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  deduct ive method of dogmatic 
theology.  In  an a r t i c l e - - C r i t i c i s m  -- of t h e  B i b l i c a l  
Text--appearing i n  The American Lutheran, Robert H .  

I I - 
Smith w r i t e s  : 

I t  i s  t r u e ,  as  many have ind ica t ed ,  t h a t  
i n  C h r i s t i a n i t y  t h e  r e v e l a t i o n  i s  n e i t h e r  
a  law nor  a  technique nor  a  book but  a  
Person. 

Martin Luther i n s i s t e d  as  loudly as  Mar- 
s h a l  McLuhan t h a t  t h e  medium a f f e c t s  t h e  
communicators every b i t  as  much as  i t  ex- 
p re s ses  t h e i r  i n t e n t .  He dec lared  t h e  
p r i o r i t y  of t h e  o r a l  over t h e  w r i t t e n  word 
i n  c a l l i n g  t h e  Church a  house of  t h e  voice  
r a t h e r  than a  house of t h e  pen. Personal  
and l i v i n g  communion r a t h e r  than s c h o l a r l y  
s tudy i s  t h e  t h r u s t  of t he  Chr i s t i an  reve- 
l a t i o n .  

.... Martin Luther c a l l e d  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  
" the c rad le  i n  which Chr i s t  i s  l a i d . "  
Those 300,000 v a r i a n t  readings i n  t h e  N.T. 
Greek t e x t s  may h e l p  us t o  remember t h e  
v i t a l  d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  c rad le  and 
the  Child,  even while  we honor t h e  Book 
above a l l  books f o r  i t s  c rad l ing  of  t h e  
Child.  

. . . .  And it should occasion n e i t h e r  s u r -  
p r i s e  nor  of fense  bu t  only g r a t i t u d e  t h a t  
Almighty God i n  H i s  wise providence was 
p leased  t o  o f f e r  us the  Chr i s t  and recon- 

c i l i a t i o n  i n  Chr i s t  through a book which 
is--humanly speaking--far  from l e t t e r  per -  
f e c t ,  13 

I t  would be easy t o  mul t ip ly  t h i s  type of quo- 
t a t i o n s  i n  our essay from Lutheran au thor s ,  but  t h i s  
should s u f f i c e  t o  show t h a t  as  we make t h e  a s s e r t i o n  
--SCRIPTURE CANNOT BE BROKEN--we need t o  ask:  

I S  THE ASSERTION B I B L I C A L ?  

A s  we t u r n  t o  t h e  exege t i ca l  p a r t  of our s tudy ,  
namely of John 1 0 ~ 3 4 - 3 6 ,  it is  wel l  t o  no te  t h a t  
t h e r e  i s  no d i spu te  regard ing  t h e  a u t h e n t i c i t y  of 
t he  t e x t  i t s e l f .  In  grammat ica l -h is tor ica l  exegesis  
we take  note  of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  autographs were 
w r i t t e n  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  time i n  h i s t o r y  i n  a  p a r t i c -  
u l a r  language, t h a t  t hese  autographs a r e  no longer 
e x t a n t ,  bu t  t h a t  they were copied and t h a t  thus t h e  
S c r i p t u r e  was t r ansmi t t ed  t o  us down through t h e  
ages through thousands of  copies .  I t  i s  here  t h a t  
e r r o r s  i n  t ransmiss ion  c rep t  i n ,  thus  making a lower 
c r i t i c i s m  p e r f e c t l y  l eg i t ima te  whose work it  i s  t o  
s tudy and compare t h e  copies  and determine t h e  
a u t h e n t i c  t e x t .  ( In  pass ing  we might s t a t e  t h a t  of 
t h e  4000 some known manuscripts from about a  thou- 
sand years  p r i o r  t o  t h e  invent ion  of t h e  p r i n t i n g  
p r e s s ,  t h e r e  a re  between 150,000 t o  300,000 v a r i a n t s  
i n  t h e  New Testament, depending upon how they a r e  
compiled. In  95 percent  of  t hese  in s t ances  t h e  cor-  
r e c t  reading  i s  not  d i f f i c u l t  t o  e s t a b l i s h .  In  95 
percent  of t h e  remaining cases t h e  sense  i s  i n  no 
way a f f ec t ed ;  and i n  no case i s  a  doc t r ine  a f f e c t e d  
t h a t  cannot be s u f f i c i e n t l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  by o t h e r  
B i b l i c a l  t e x t s .  14 And i f  t h e  autographs themselves 
had not  been ve rba l ly  i n s p i r e d  and represented  only 
a  human e f f o r t  t o  t ransmi t  t h e  f a i t h  of t h e  Chris- 
t i a n  community of t h e  f i r s t  century,  t h e  whole work 
of  lower c r i t i c i s m  would make l i t t l e  sense . lS)  But 



t h e r e  a r e  no v a r i a n t s  l i s t e d  as  f a r  as  our a s s e r t i o n  Je sus  claims t o  be "one with t h e  Fa ther ."  The Jews 
i s  concerned--The S c r i p t u r e  cannot be broken. now took up s tones  t o  k i l l  J e s u s ,  bu t  Jesus  again 

These words appear i n  t h e  t e x t  almost as a  par -  
e n t h e t i c a l  remark of Jesus  and a r e  s o  ind ica t ed  i n  
some Bibles .  He i n s e r t s  them i n t o  H i s  main l i n e  of 
reasoning,  because they form a  b a s i c  premise accept- 
ab le  both t o  H i m  and t h e  Jews. H i s  purpose i n  t h e  
argument i n  which He was involved was t o  r e f u t e  t h e  
charge t h a t  He was g u i l t y  of blasphemy because He 
had made himself  God, being only a  man, 

r e f e r s  them t o  H i s  works : "Many good works have I 
shewed you from my Father ;  f o r  which of  those  works 
do ye s tone  me?" But they r e fuse  t o  e n t e r  i n t o  any 
d iscuss ion  with Jesus  on t h e  b a s i s  of  His works. 
In s t ead  they merely s t a t e :  "For a  good work we 
s tone  thee  not  : b u t f o r  blasphemy; and because t h a t  
thou,  being a  man, makest t h y s e l f  God." Actual ly 
t h e r e  i s  but  one reason given h e r e .  The l a s t  c lause  
shows wherein they considered t h e  blasphemy t o  con- 
s i s t *  To grasp t h e  l i n e  of thought ,  we look a t  t h e  

context ,  Jesus  was i n  Jerusalem f o r  t h e  f e a s t  of  t h a t  
were 

dedica t ion .  A s  He walked i n  t h e  temple i n  Solomonts t h a t  
porch, t h e  Jews asked H i m :  "How long dos t  thou make they 
us t o  doubt? I f  thou be t h e  C h r i s t ,  t e l l  us p l a i n -  

Honesty on t h e i r  p a r t  would havk demanded 
they accept H i s  c laim o r  show t h a t  His works 
not  of  God, t h a t  they were e v i l  and spur ious ,  
they d id  n o t  a u t h e n t i c a t e  H i s  claim. Ins t ead  
charge H i m  with blasphemy. 

l y e w  Thereupon Jesus  reminds them t h a t  He had a l -  
ready t o l d  them and s t i l l  they had no t  be l i eved ,  
Why should He t e l l  them again? Since they wouldn't  
be l i eve  H i s  words, J3e r e f e r s  them t o  H i s  works : 
"The works t h a t  9. do i n  my F a t h e r ' s  name, they  b e a r  
witn2ss of me." He then goes back to a  theme He had 
dwelled upon a t  some length a  sho r t  time before- - the  
Good Shepherd theme, He makes i t  p l a i n  t h a t  He i s  
t h e  Good Shepherd, i n  e f f e c t  c l e a r l y  answering t h e i r  
ques t ion .  He says :  '!But ye be l i eve  me n o t ,  because 
ye a re  no t  of my sheep, as  I s a i d  unto you. My 
sheep hea r  my voice ,  and I  know them, and they f o l -  

I t  i s  t h i s  charge t h a t  J e sus  answers by quot- 
i n g  Psalm 8 2 .  "Is it no t  w r i t t e n  i n  your law, I 
s a i d ,  Ye a r e  gods? I f  he c a l l e d  them gods, unto  
whom t h e  word of God came, and t h e  S c r i p t u r e  canno 
be broken; say ye of  him, whom t h e  Father  ha th  san 
t i f i e d ,  and s e n t  i n t o  t h e  world, Thou blasphemest;  
because I s a i d ,  I am t h e  Son of  God? I f  I do not  
t h e  works of my Father ,  be l i eve  me n o t .  But i f  I 
do, though ye b e l i e v e  no t  me, be l i eve  t h e  works: 
t h a t  ye may know, and b e l i e v e ,  t h a t  t h e  Father  i s  
i n  me, and I i n  him." 

low me: And I  give unto them e t e r n a l  l i f e ;  and they  Why i s  Je sus  quoting S c r i p t u r e ?  What i s  He 
s h a l l  never  p e r i s h ,  n e i t h e r  s h a l l  any man pluck them t r y i n g  t o  prove? I s  H i s  argument cogent? There a r e  
out of  my hand, My Father ,  which gave them me, i s  those  who a r e  convinced t h i s  i s  ad hominem, i r r e l -  
g r e a t e r  than a l l ;  and no man i s  ab le  t o  pluck them evant argumentation. From t h e  l G i c  involved one 
out of  my Fa the r ' s  hand. I and my Father  a r e  one, 9 f  can r e a d i l y  s e e  t h a t  t h e  major premise i s  r e a l l y  
I t  could hard ly  be s t a t e d  more c l e a r l y .  The Jews t h e  p a r e n t h e t i c a l  a s s e r t i o n :  The S c r i p t u r e  cannot 
ge t  t h e  po in t .  H i s  Fa ther  i s  God; H i s  Father  com- be broken. One of  t h e  problems i n  approaching any 
missioned H i m ,  s e n t  H i m ,  e n t r u s t e d  t h e  sheep t o  H i m ;  type of argumentation i s  t h a t  i t  i s  usua l ly  no t  s e t  
t hese  sheep know H i m  and be l i eve  H i m .  There i s  no up i n  nea t  l o g i c a l  sxl logisms as  one f i n d s  i n  a  
doubt i n  t h e i r  mind regard ing  H i s  words. But t h e i r  l o g i c  t e x t  book. But it i s  important t h a t  we do 
unbel ie f  stumbles a t  H i s  words. To top  it a l l  o f f ,  accu ra t e ly  reproduce t h e  l i n e  of reasoning i f  and 
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when we do t r y  t o  s e t  i t  up i n  t h i s  f a s h i o n ,  Care- 
l e s s  observa t ion  i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  can only r e s u l t  i n  
f a u l t y  e x e g e s i s .  

I n  t h e  October 1964 i s s u e  of  Concordia Theolog- 
i c a l  Monthly t h e r e  appeared an a r t i c l e  by Richard 
Jungkuntz i n  which he prov ides  an a l t e r n a t e  exeges i s  
t o  what he terms t h e  "modernw and t h e  f l t r a d i t i o n a l H  
approaches t o  t h i s  t e x t .  He ques t i ons  whether 
e i t h e r  adequately  express  t h e  primary s ense  of  ou r  
Lord 's  a s s e r t i o n .  Jungkuntz then  formula tes  i n t o  
sy l log isms  t h e  argumentat ion of  bo th  s i d e s  i n  this 
f a s h i o n :  

The modern exeges i s  : 
Major premise : What S c r i p t u r e  says  cannot 

be  broken (denied)  ! 
Minor premise:  What cannot be  denied cannot  

be  blasphemy. 
Conclusion : What S c r i p t u r e  says  cannot 

be  blasphemy. 

This  conclusion then  becomes t h e  major premise 
of  t h e  second sy l l og i sm:  

biaj o r  premise : What S c r i p t u r e  says  cannot 
be blasphemy. 

Minor Premise: S c r i p t u r e  says  t h a t  some hu- 
man be ings  a r e  c a l l e d  gods,  

Conclusion : I t  cannot be blasphemy f o r  
some human be ings  t o  be  c a l l e d  
gods.  

Commenting on t h i s ,  Jungkuntz p o i n t s  t o  two 
f a l l a c i e s :  1) it i s  an ad hominem argument; 2) it 
i s  i r r e l e v a n t  and decep t ive .  I t  makes J e s u s  o p e r a t e  
wi th  a l i t e r a l i s t i c  Jewish exeges i s  which h e  r e f u s e s  
t o  accep t  f o r  Himself and it d o e s n ' t  answer t h e  

Z 

p o i n t  o f  t h e i r  argument, namely, t h a t  He had claimed 
t o  be God i n  t h e  h i g h e s t  s e n s e ,  n o t  merely one of  

t h e  "gods, t o  whom t h e  Word o f  God came . I s  Af te r  
l i s t i n g  some of  t h e  moderns who ho id  t h i s  i n t e r p r e -  
t a t i o n ,  Jungkuntz s t a t e s  t h a t  Bultmann, who a l s o  s o  
unders tood the l i n e  o f  reasoning ,  f e l t  t h a t  i t  was 
s o  f tA l i en  t o  what one would expect  o f  J e sus  i n  t h e  
Fourth Gospel t h a t  t h e  passage should  be regarded 
as a redactsr4s i n t e r p o l a t i o n e 8 '  I-le i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  
o t h e r s  of  t h i s  school  -regar$ t h i s  a s  a type  of argu-  
n e n t a t i o n  "t~nat took place a f t e r  Pentecos t  between 
Jews and Jewish C h r i s t i a n s ,  whi le  s t i l l  s t h e r s  
accept ehe a f o r t i o r i ,  o r  a mins r i  ad rnaius movement -- 
involved  a s - f m g  t h e o t h e n y i s e  i n v a l i d  - ad 
hominem argument, 

?%is, it seems, demonstrates  how t h e  modern 
approach immediately uses  an apparen t  d i f f i c u l t y  
e i t h e r  t o  d i s c r e d i t  t h e  t e x t  o r  t o  suppor t  t h e i r  
hypo thes i s  t h a t  t h e  N .  T .  S c r i p t u r e  i s  only a w i t -  
n e s s  o f  t h e  B i b l i c a l  w r i t e r  t o  t h e  f a i t h  of  t h e  
e a r l y  C h r i s t i a n  community i n  a h i s t o r i c  J e sus  whom 
we cannot r e a l l y  know from t h e  words of t h e  B ib l e .  

Regarding t h e  L r a d i t i o n a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  
Jungkuntz s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  most c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  t h i n g  
i s  t h a t  t h e s e  i n t e r p r e t e r s  a l s o  c la im t o  f i n d  h e r e  
an - a f o r t i o r i  argument, Among t h e s e  he  l i s t s  Gal- 
v i n ,  Bengel, Hengstenberg,  Godet, S toeckha rd t ,  
L igh t foo t ,  Tasker ,  and Lenski.  He t a k e s  Lenski t o  
be  t y p i c a l  and s e t s  up L e n s k i v s  sy l log isms  i n  t h i s  
way: 

Major Premise : S c r i p t u r e  cannot be broken 
(den i ed ) .  

Minor Premise: S c r i p t u r e  c a l l s  men commis- 
s i oned  by God gods. 

C o n c l u s i ~ n  : J e s u s ,  s a n c t i f i e d  and s e n t  by 
t h e  Fa the r ,  i s  r i g h t l y  c a l l e d  
God. 
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when we do t r y  t o  s e t  i t  up i n  t h i s  f a s h i o n ,  Care- 
l e s s  observa t ion  i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  can only r e s u l t  i n  
f a u l t y  e x e g e s i s .  

I n  t h e  October 1964 i s s u e  of  Concordia Theolog- 
i c a l  Monthly t h e r e  appeared an a r t i c l e  by Richard 
Jungkuntz i n  which he prov ides  an a l t e r n a t e  exeges i s  
t o  what he terms t h e  "modernw and t h e  f l t r a d i t i o n a l H  
approaches t o  t h i s  t e x t .  He ques t i ons  whether 
e i t h e r  adequately  express  t h e  primary s ense  of  ou r  
Lord 's  a s s e r t i o n .  Jungkuntz then  formula tes  i n t o  
sy l log isms  t h e  argumentat ion of  bo th  s i d e s  i n  this 
f a s h i o n :  

The modern exeges i s  : 
Major premise : What S c r i p t u r e  says  cannot 

be  broken (denied)  ! 
Minor premise:  What cannot be  denied cannot  

be  blasphemy. 
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Maj o r  Premise : ldhoever i s  commissioned 
( r e sp .  s a n c t i f i e d  and/or sen t )  
by God i s  r i g h t l y  c a l l e d  god. 

Minor Premise : Jesus i s  s a n c t i f i e d  and s e n t  
by God. 

Conclusion: Jesus  i s  r i g h t l y  c a l l e d  god, 

I f  t h i s  c o r r e c t l y  p resen t s  Lenski $ s  p o s i t i o n ,  
i t  i s  evident  t h a t  t he  argument again i s  f a u l t y ,  
The conclusion of t h e  f i r s t  sy l logism ought ts be 
"gods" not  "God." And i n  t h e  second, t he  argument 
i s  not  only i n v a l i d  but  i t  f a i l s  t o  argue t o  t h e  
p o i n t .  

Sungkuntz the re fo re  suggests  another  l i n e  of 
reasoning,  and f o r  t h i s  reason:  ' ?P ie ty ,  we th*rik, 
f i nds  a choice between such a l t e r n a t i v e s  d i s t a s t e f u l  
a t  l e a s t ,  i f  no t  completely unacceptable He 
f i n d s  the  s o l u t i o n  p r imar i ly  i n  thk words "cannot be 
brokent9 ou dunatai  l u thena i  he He a t tempts  
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t o  demonstrate t h a t  ~ c r i p t u r q  p a r t i c u l a r l y  John, 
uses the  term fuos i n  connection with t h e  Word of 
God not  i n  t h e  sense of "break" but  ' f&o loose ,  t o  
undo." And on t h e  b a s i s  of Matt. 5:3_'7--18 he con- 
cludes t h a t  luoo,  which i s  almost i d e n t i c a l  i n  mean- 
i n g  with k a t a l u s a i  and which i s  used i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  
p l e r o o s a i ,  must be taken t o  mean strender incapable 
of f u l f i l l m e n t  ," "keep from being f u l f i l l e d e 9 '  The 
s tatement  then sf Jesus  wou%d read:  "Scr ip ture  can- 
no t  be kept  from f u l f i l l m e n t  ." 

To make t h i s  argument r e l evan t  t o  t h e  major 
premise, Jungkuntz now proceeds t o  demonstrate t h a t  
" in the  B i b l i c a l  view t h e  e n t i r e  h i s t o r y  of  I s r a e l  
was prophet ic  i n  t h a t  through t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  h i s -  
t o r y ,  both i t s  occurrence and i t s  n a r r a t i o n ,  God was 
proclaiming f o r  a l l  time His saving  Word, . , J e s u s  
then i s  appeal ing t o  Old Testament p rophe t i c  h i s -  
t o r y ,  advent h i s t o r y ,  which is  always moving and 
tending toward t h e  goal ,  t h e  r e v e l a t i o n  of t h e  

coming of God's kingdom i n  Chr i s t  J e sus  ."I7 

We a r e  not  s a t i s f i e d  with t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
e i t h e r ,  Jungkuntz would have made it e a s i e r  i f  he  
would have n e a t l y  phrased h i s  own syl logisms a s  he  
d id  f o r  t h e  moderns and t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l i s t s ,  I f  we 
fol low h i s  l i n e  of reasoning which he a t t r i b u t e s  t o  
Je sus  it would be t h i s :  

Major Premise: T h e  S c r i p t u r e  cannot be b r ~ -  
ken (kept from being  f u l -  
f i l l e d )  

Minor Premise : Prophet ic  h i s t o r y  and na r ra -  
t i o n  po in t  t o  me. 

Conclusion : You c a n ' t  keep t h i s  p rophe t i c  
h i s t o r y  and n a r r a t i o n  from 
being f u l f i l l e d ,  

This ,  t o o ,  is  i r r e l e v a n t  argumentation. The 
minor premise is  not  i d e n t i c a l  i n  terms with t h e  
major premise. S c r i p t u r e  and 9 fp rophe t i c  h i s t o r y  and 
na r ra t ion"  a r e  no t  t h e  same t h i n g ;  and we a r e  not  
w i l l i n g  t o  accept them as equ iva len t .  To do s o  
would in t roduce  another  element,  namely h i s t o r y ,  as  
a  pr incipium cognoscendi of  theology., p r e c i s e l y  one 
sf t h e  e r r o r s  of modem theology,  This i n t e r p r e t a -  
t i o n  a l s o  f a i l s  t o  meet t h e  po in t  of t h e  accusa t ion ,  
i ,  e . ,  t h a t  He was g u i l t y  of blasphemy. On top  of 
t h i s ,  i t  gives a  l imi t ed  sense t o  luoo i n  t h i s  t e x t  
and makes it  l e s s  than t h e  sweeping a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  
J e sus  makes regarding S c r i p t u r e ,  

C 
I t  i s  c o r r e c t ,  of course,  t o  understand t h e  

term luoo i n  t h e  sense  of "loosedv "undone." Lenski 
a l s o  understands it i n  t h i s  way, bu t  i n  no way l i m -  
i t i n g  it t o  mean "keep from being  f u l f i l l e d "  i n  a 
p rophe t i c  s ense .  Lenski says : IsChrist  d i d  n o t s a y  
' i t  i s  not  lawful  t o  break t h e  S c r i p t u r e ' .  This 
would be only a  s u b j e c t i v e  Jewish va lua t ion  of  t h e  
S c r i p t u r e ,  . .binding only t h e  Jews not  n e c e s s a r i l y  
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Jesus  o r  u s ,  who might hold a  view of  t h e  S c r i p t u r e  
d i f f e r i n g  from t h a t  of t h e  Jews. The axiom i n  t h i s  
pa ren thes i s  i s  ob jec t ive  and abso lu te :  ou dunata i  
lu thenai  he graphe , ' t h e  S c r i p t u r e  canno-oss i b  l y  
be broken? no word of it be d isso lved;  compare 7 :  
2 3 ,  Matt. 5:19. Every s tatement  of S c r i p t u r e  s t ands  
immutably, i n d e s t r u c t i b l e ,  i n  i t s  v e r i t y ,  unaf fec ted  
by d e n i a l ,  human ignorance o r  c r i t i c i s m ,  charges of 
errancy o r  any o t h e r  s u b j e c t i v e  a t t a c k  

Our purpose he re  i s  not  t o  p i t  one exegete 
aga ins t  another .  Rather,  i t  i s  t o  make c l e a r  t h e  
impl ica t ions  of f a u l t y  exeges is .  The very axiom of 
Je sus - - the  Sc r ip tu re  cannot be broken--seems t o  be- 
come unce r t a in ,  and a l l  types a f  explanat ions need 
t o  be sought ,  inc luding  f a u l t y  and new kinds of 
hermeneutics.  Lenski obviously does not  completely 
c l e a r  himself  of leaving  Jesus  with an ad hominem 
argument. Jungkuntz seems t o  open t h e  door  f o r  a 
dangerous new p r i n c i p l e ,  almost equiva lent  t o  some 
of  t h e  "new hermeneuticH methods. In  h i s  at tempt 
t o  r e spec t  J e s u s ,  i n  e f f e c t  he weakens t h e  major 
premise of J e s u s '  l i n e  of  reasoning,  s o  t h a t  i f  we 
accept  i t ,  we could not  use t h i s  t e x t  as  a  b a s i s  f o r  
b i b l i c a l  iner rancy .  

What then i s  J e s u s e  l i n e  of reasoning? Cer- 
t a i n l y  He i s  not  t r y i n g  t o  prove t h a t  He i s  t r u e  God 
o r  t h e  Son of t h e  Fa the r ,  He had d i r e c t e d  t h e  Jews 
t o  His WORKS f o r  proof of t h i s .  But t hese  they r e -  
fuse  t o  cons ider .  Thei r  charge of blasphemy was 
i r r e l e v a n t  and f a l s e  because i n  denying H i s  Deity 
they refused  t o  cons ider  any proof .  

Let us now s t a t e  again i n  syl logisms as  care-  
f u l l y  as  p o s s i b l e  t h e  l i n e  of Jesus  ' argumentation: 

Major Premise: The S c r i p t u r e  cannot be bro-  
ken ( loosed,  undone). 

Minor Premise: I t  i s  w r i t t e n  i n  S c r i p t u r e :  

God s a i d  you a r e  gods. 
The Premise explained:  God c a l l s  men t o  

whom He gives t h e  Word of God 
gods, namely, what He Himself 
au thor izes  them t o  be ,  

Conclusion : I e c a n n o t  be blasphemy f o r  
God t o  c a l l  a man what God 
author izes  him t o  be .  

Accepting t h i s  as  a b a s i s  f o r  f u r t h e r  reasoning,  
Jesus  says :  

Minor Premise: My works show t h a t  t h e  Father  
has s a n c t i f i e d  and s e n t  me 
i n t o  t h e  world (made me t o  be 
t h e  Son, i . e ,  , God) , 

Conclusion: I t  cannot be blasphemy f o r  
one shown by God t o  be God t o  
c a l l  Himself t h e  Son of God, 
i n  e f f e c t  God. 

This  l i n e  of  reasoning s t i c k s  c a r e f u l l y  with 
J e s u s '  words. I t  i s  cogent;  it answers t h e  charge: 
Thou being a  man, makest t h y s e l f  God; thou blasphem- 
e s t  , Pt forces  t h e  Jews back t o  H i s  works, making 
them disprove these  o r  drop t h e i r  accusa t ion .  It 
leaves them claarging God with blasphemy unless  they 
can disprove H i s  works. 

This ,  then ,  i s  a  most wonderful t e x t  t o  l ay  
b a r e  t h e  f u l l  i lnpl icat ions of paying l i p  s e r v i c e  t o  
t h e  S c r i p t u r e s ,  as  J e s u s B  Jewish opponents d id ,  bu t  
of r e fus ing  t o  be bound t o  every word of  it. I t  
shows t h e  heavy r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  which comes t o  those  
t o  whom f ' the  Word of God comes" o r  i s  given. Refu- 
s a l  t o  be bound t o  i t  makes PBgods" t o  whom t h e  Word 
came s e t  themselves as  judges over H i m  "whom t h e  
Father  ha th  s a n c t i f i e d ,  and s e n t  i n t o  t h e  wor1deSs 
The s ta tements  of  J e sus ,  a l s o  regard ing  t h e  Scr ip-  
t u r e s ,  earr only be met with two a t t i t u d e s ,  as  Calvin 
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God s a i d  you a r e  gods. 
The Premise explained:  God c a l l s  men t o  

whom He gives t h e  Word of God 
gods, namely, what He Himself 
au thor izes  them t o  be ,  

Conclusion : I e c a n n o t  be blasphemy f o r  
God t o  c a l l  a man what God 
author izes  him t o  be .  
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Jesus  says :  

Minor Premise: My works show t h a t  t h e  Father  
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i n t o  t h e  world (made me t o  be 
t h e  Son, i . e ,  , God) , 
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c a l l  Himself t h e  Son of God, 
i n  e f f e c t  God. 

This  l i n e  of  reasoning s t i c k s  c a r e f u l l y  with 
J e s u s '  words. I t  i s  cogent;  it answers t h e  charge: 
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them disprove these  o r  drop t h e i r  accusa t ion .  It 
leaves them claarging God with blasphemy unless  they 
can disprove H i s  works. 
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b a r e  t h e  f u l l  i lnpl icat ions of paying l i p  s e r v i c e  t o  
t h e  S c r i p t u r e s ,  as  J e s u s B  Jewish opponents d id ,  bu t  
of r e fus ing  t o  be bound t o  every word of  it. I t  
shows t h e  heavy r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  which comes t o  those  
t o  whom f ' the  Word of God comes" o r  i s  given. Refu- 
s a l  t o  be bound t o  i t  makes PBgods" t o  whom t h e  Word 
came s e t  themselves as  judges over H i m  "whom t h e  
Father  ha th  s a n c t i f i e d ,  and s e n t  i n t o  t h e  wor1deSs 
The s ta tements  of  J e sus ,  a l s o  regard ing  t h e  Scr ip-  
t u r e s ,  earr only be met with two a t t i t u d e s ,  as  Calvin 



D .  Linton s t a t e s :  " e i t h e r  'Amen,! o r  'flat so ,  Lordf 
--though Satan would l i k e  us t o  cons ider  a  t ha rd ,  
one of hesx tan t ,  d e b i l i t a t i n g ,  Prufrockian doubt : 
'Yea, hath God s a i d .  . . ? f f f l 9  

'l'his 1s s u ~ s t a n t i a t e d  by s e v e r a l  o t h e r  obser-  
va t ions  from t h e  text Jesus  a s k s :  "1s i t  not  
w r i t t e n  in your law?" Then He quotes  from Psalm 8 2 .  
The term iflaw9v evidently i s  taken i n  "ce sense of 
t h e  e n t i r e  ~ l d  Testament, t h e  S c r i p t u r e ,  no t  merely 
t he  'Ten Commandments. The p c i n t  of saying  'Fyour 
laww is  not  to oextracate Himself from t he  rule t h a t  
S c r i p t u r e  cannot be broken, but tha"c"c%ley c h i m e d  it 
as  such and *rr t eaching ,  a t  least, recognized t h a t  
they were bound by the  S c r i p t u r e s .  It was t h e i r  law --- 
because it came t o  them, making them "gods" respon- 
s i b l e  under God f o r  keeping i t  and teaching  i t ,  The 
whole impact o f  Psalm 82 i s  t h a t  of warning the un- 
j u s t  judges and r u l e r s  who blasphemously ac ted  l i k e  
God i n s t e a d  of gods. One cannot break t h e  S c r i p -  
t u r e s  without s e t t i n g  himself  aga ins t  t he  a u t h o r i t y  
sf God. 

This i s  not  a complete exeges is ,  but it does 
b r i n g  i n t o  focus ba th  t h e  a t t i t u d e  of Jesus toward 
S c r i p t u r e  and t h e  reason why this verse  is  s o  o f t e n  
appealed t o  in support  of ve rba l  inspia-a"con, What 
i s  s t a t e d  i n  t h i s  t e x t  i s  what we mean when we speak 
of verba l  i n s p i r a t i o n  and iner rancy  of t h e  Bib le ,  
S c r i p t u r e  is  t h e  Word of God come t o  men, given by 
God t o  them i n  such a  way t h a t  it i s  inviol ;kble,  an 
unbroken and unbreakable u n i t y  with d iv ine  a u t h o r i t y ,  
a  Word t h a t  not  even He can o r  w i l l  break and which 
He w i l l  not permit men t o  break ,  

The ques t ion  may be r a i s e d :  Are we not  p l ac ing  
too  much weight on one t e x t ?  In  answer, l e t  me say:  
I f  we had nothing more than t h i s  one t e x t  i n  Scr ip-  
t u r e ,  it would be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  show a  b e l i e v e r  i n  
Chr i s t  t h a t  S c r i p t u r e  i s  ve rba l ly  i n s p i r e d ,  i n e r r a n t ,  

a u t h o r i t a t i v e  and d e f i n i t i v e  f o r  f a i t h ,  God's reve- 
l a t i o n  t o  man, and t h a t  i t  i s  t o  be d e a l t  with as 
with words not  of man but  of God. I t  pu t s  Chr is t  i n  
the  cen te r  of S c r i p t u r e  as t h e  God-Man and l i n k s  r e -  
j ec t ion  of H i m  t o  r e j e c t i o n  of S c r i p t u r e ,  and v ice -  
versa .  But we do not  have only t h i s  word. Yet i f  
we r e fuse  t o  accept one s e c t i o n  of S c r i p t u r e ,  i t  
w i l l  make l i t t l e  d i f f e rence  how many times t h e  Bible 
may s t a t e  t h e  same t r u t h .  " I f  they h e a r  not  Moses 
and the  prophets ,  n e i t h e r  w i l l  they be persuaded, 
though one rose  from t h e  dead." 

With t h i s  l e t  us proceed t o  t h e  t h i r d  ques t ion:  

IS  THE ASSERTIQN TENABLE? 

I s  i t  p o s s i b l e  i n  t h e  l i g h t  of r a t i o n a l  argu- 
mentation t o  a s s e r t  with S c r i p t u r e  and Jesus  "The 
S c r i p t u r e  cannot be broken"? We heard t h e  claim 
t h a t  ve rba l  i n s p i r a t i o n  i s  a  cons t ruc t ion  of 17th 
century dogmaticians based upon deduct ive methods, 
bu t  one t h a t  cannot s t and  up under t h e  induc t ive ,  
s c i e n t i f i c  methods of modern B i b l i c a l  c r i t i c i s m .  
Would-be c r i t i c s  of t h e  Bible spend much time assemb- 
l i n g  l i s t s  of so -ca l l ed  e r r o r s ,  incongruencies , 
v a r i a n t s ,  con t r ad ic t ions ,  t r y i n g  t o  show t h a t  t h e  
Bib le ,  f a r  from being  t h e  unbroken Word o f  God, i s  
broken i n  many ways. A s  they induc t ive ly  search  out 
what they c a l l  fragments and e r r o r s  i n  t h e  Bible,  
they  decry t h e  reasoning of any at tempt t o  a s s e r t  
what S c r i p t u r e  a s s e r t s  about i t s e l f .  

D r .  John Warwick Montgomery dea l s  with t h i s  _ _  
ob jec t ion  i n  a  b r i e f  a r t i c i e  in-  C h r i s t i a n i t y  Today. LU 

He po in t s  out  t h a t  pure ly  deduct ive procedures a r e  - - 
l o g i c a l  o r  mathematical i n  na tu re  and a t  b e s t  ofi-er 
a  s c a f f o l d i n g  f o r  t h e  world of f a c t ;  they a re  not  an 
account of any p a r t i c u l a r  f a c t s .  "Independently of 
t h e  Bib le ,  no one has any r i g h t ,  on a l l eged  'deduc- 
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t i v e t  grounds t o  pronounce on t h e  na tu re  of Sc r ip -  
t u r a l  au tho r i ty . "  Then he proceeds t o  show t h a t  
t he  theo log ian ' s  c r a f t  i s  proper  use of t h e  induc- 
t i v e  method, In e f f e c t  t h i s  i s  what t h e  dogmati- 
c ians  d id .  They recognized t h e i r  f i e l d  of x-esearch 
t o  be t h e  S c r i p t u r e ,  and t h a t  t h e  proper  a p p l i c a t i o n  
of t h e  induc t ive  method t o  t h e  S c r i p t u r e  i s  "not a 
monoli thic ,  s i m p l i c i s t i c  procedure i n  which one 
s t a r e s  a t  one problematic  f a c t  a t  a  time and then 
draws conclusions from these  f a c t s .  Actual ly,  one 
does not  know how t o  t r e a t  p a r t i c u l a r  f a c t u a l  pro- 
blems u n t i l  one has a  g e s t a l t  o r  p a t t e r n  i n  which 
t o  f i t  them, This g e s t a l t  i s ,  s f  course,  induc- 
t i v e l y  der ived  from t h e  ma te r i a l  t o  be analyzed; 
b u t ,  s i n c e  i t  provides t h e  s t r u c t u r e  f o r  under- 
s t and ing  the  p a r t i c u l a r s ,  i t s  s i g n i f i c a n c e  $ran- 
scends t h a t  of t h e  d e t a i l s .  Unless i t  i s  p rope r ly  
induced, f u r t h e r  induct ion  w i l l  be f r u i t l e s s , " 2 1  

To i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s ,  Montgomery shows how e a s i l y  
a  person can be misled i n  o t h e r  l i t e r a t u r e  t o  com- 
p l e t e l y  wrong conclusions i f  he app l i e s  t h e  induc- 
t i v e  method as t h e  c r i t i c s  apply it t o  S c r i p t u r e  
when they t r y  t o  determine i t s  a u t h o r i t y ,  iner rancy ,  
o r  i n s p i r a t i o n  by hunt lng  f o r  problem passages 
r a t h e r  than l i s t e n i n g  f i r s t  t o  i t s  testimony and 
f ind ing  t h e  p a t t e r n ,  Only a f t e r  t h e  p a t t e r n  has 
been found can one know what t o  do with such pro-  
blem passages.  

To know how t o  t r e a t  b i b l i c a l  passages 
conta in ing  apparent e r r o r s  o r  cont radic-  
t i o n s ,  we must determine what kind of book 
the  Bible i s .  A doc t r ine  of  l imi t ed  b ib-  
l i c a l  a u t h o r i t y  der ived  from passages man- 
i f e s t i n g  d i f f i c u l t i e s  is  as  f a l s e  an induc- 
t i o n  and as  f l a g r a n t  a  den ia l  of t he  analogy 
of S c r i p t u r e  as  i s  a  morally imperfect  
Chris tology der ived  from ques t ionable  a c t s  
on J e s u s '  p a r t .  I n  both cases ,  proper  

induct ion r equ i re s  t h a t  we go t o  t h e  ex- 
press  b i b l i c a l  teaching  on t h e  sub jec t  
(Jesus ' d e i t y ;  S c r i p t u r e  ' s au thor i ty )  and 
allow t h i s  t o  c r e a t e  t h e  p a t t e r n  f o r  
t r e a t i n g  p a r t i c u l a r  problems . 2 2  

h d  how do you f i n d  t h e  p a t t e r n ?  MonQomery 
continues:  

(You d o n 3  $do t h i s )  by s t a r i n g  a t  gene- 
o log ica l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  o r  anc ient  king-  
l i s t s .  . .but  by going d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  
B i b l e t s  c e n t r a l  c l ~ a r a c t e r ,  J e sus  C h r i s t ,  
who declared himself  t o  be Cod inca rna te  
by manifold proofs ,  and observing H i s  
approach t o  t h e  S c r i p t u r e .  23 

Tnis i s  p r e c i s e l y  what we d i d  i n  our  s tudy of  
John 10:35 and i t s  con tex t ,  Our conclusions regard- 
i n g  Chr i s t ,  H i s  a t t i t u d e  toward S c r i p t u r e ,  His 
methods of dea l ing  with S c r i p t u r e  were based on what 
Chr i s t  and t h e  t e x t  say. And whether we look t o  H i s  
word o r  example, t o  t h i s  passage o r  o t h e r s ,  t h e  
f ind ings  a r e  t h e  same. J e sus  quotes  from S c r i p t u r e ,  
cons ider ing  it a u t h o r i t a t i v e  and au tnen t i c ;  man is  
t o  l i v e  ''by every. word t h a t  proceeds from t h e  mouth 
of Godu (Matt. 4: 4) . Jesus  does not. Pet men use  H i m  
as  an excuse f o r  p u t t i n g  a s ide  S c r i p t u r e .  "Think 
not t h a t  I am come t o  des t roy  t h e  law, o r  t h e  propk- 
e t s  : I am not  come t o  des t roy ,  bu t  %Q f u l f i l l "  
(Matt. 5 : 17) . Heappen and e a r t h  s h a l l  pass away, bu t  
no t  one j o t  o r  t i t t l e  of t h i s  word s h a l l  pass away 
till a l l  be f u l f i l l e d .  'They who break me of these  
commandments, o r  teach  d i f f e r e n t l y ,  come under God's 
wrath (Matt. 5 : 18-19] . He commends those  who search 
the Sc r ip tu res  and commands them t o  do s o ,  f o r  i n  
them they have eternal l i f e ,  and they  t e s t i f y  of 
H i m  (John 5 : 39) . He fau l t s  those  who r e j e c t  H i m  
with having r e j e c t e d  t h e  wr i t ings  of Moses f i r s t  
(John 5 3 45f . )  . He accepts  t h e  d a t a  of t h e  S c r i p t u r e  
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as f a c t u a l l y  t r u e  (John 7123) .  The Genesis account 
of creation--God a t  t h e  beginning c r e a t i n g  a  man and 
a  woman and speaking (Matt. l 9 :4 f )  --as wel l  as  Noah 
and t h e  Flood (Matt. 24: 34f) , of Sodom and Gomorrah 
(Matt. 10: 15f) , of Jonah i n  t h e  f i s h ' s  b e l l y  (Matt. 
1 2  : 39f) , e t c .  , a r e  accepted as  h i s t o r i c a l l y  and f ac -  
t u a l l y  t r u e .  He Himself a c t s  because t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  
must be f u l f i l l e d  i n  H i m  (John l8:8-10, John 13: 18) .  
He c o r r e c t s  f a l s e  not ions  of H i s  people t e l l i n g  them 
they d i d  not  know t h e  S c r i p t u r e  (Matt. 22:29), and 
We draws proper  inferences  from them (v.  32) t o  teach 
the  r e s u r r e c t i o n ;  but  i n s t e a d  of f a u l t i n g  them f o r  
cons ider ing  Moses as  au thor  of the Pentateuch,  He 
Himself des ignates  Moses, David, I s a i ah  as the 
w r i t e r s  of documents ascr ibed  t o  them (Luke 28:28- 
3 7 ,  42, Matt,  1 5 ~ 7 ,  John l2 :37-4%).  These authors 
of t h e  Sc r ip tu re  speak by t h e  S p i r i t  o f  God [Mat.$, 
2 2 ~ 4 3 ) .  He c a l l s  those f o o l i s h  and slow sf h e a r t  t o  
be l i eve  when they do not  accep"&%H t h a t  the proph- 
e t s  have spoken of  H i m . "  They a r e  wise who b u i l d  
upon H i s  say ings ,  f o o l i s h  i f  they do not  (Matt. 7 :  
24 f ) .  He expounds t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  s o  t h a t  men may 
s e e  H i m  as  i t s  c e n t e r  and fu l f i%%ment  (Luke 24 :  
25-27, 44-46). 

The S c r i p t u r e  cannot be broken. This  a s s e r t i o n  
r ings  t r u e  i n  every a c t  and word of Jesus  regard ing  
i t .  Here we s e e  t h e  g e s t a l t ,  And t o  a s su re  us t h a t  
t h e  same g e s t a l t  a p p l i e s ,  o r  would apply,  , to  t h e  New 
Testament S c r i p t u r e ,  Jesus  t e l l s  H i s  d i s c i p l e s :  
tThe Holy S p i r i t  s h a l l  b r i n g  a l l  t h ings  t o  your se- 
memberance, whatsoever I have s a i d  unto  youff (John 
14:26f) .  And He prays "not f o r  t hese  a lone ,  bu t  f o r  
them a l s o  which s h a l l  be l i eve  on me through t h e i r  
wordM (John 1'7: 17) . None of t h i s  i s  deduct ive 
reasoning;  it i s  "searching t h e  Sc r ip tu res"  and 
f ind ing  t h e  p a t t e r n  f o r  t h e  c h i l d  of God. This i s  
t h e  s a n c t i f i e d  use of reason t h a t  r e fuses  t o  say:  
"Not so ,  Lord!" 

But what about t h e  methods of t he  moderns? I t  
i s  t o  be noted t h a t  they opera te  with a l t o g e t h e r  
d i f  f e r e n t p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  . Erns t Fuchs says : "One 
cannot t r e a s u r e  t o o  h ighly  the  empir ica l ,  t h e  fac-  
t u a l l y  provable ,  Anyone who has flown i n  an a i r -  
plane sees  t h i s  p o i n t .  . . .we should no te  f a c t s  -- 
even more c a r e f u l l y  than we a r e  accustomed t o  do i n  
PP P P P  --- 
t h e  p r a c t i c e  - of exegesis  and p re  

And what a re  t h e  f a c t s ?  The pre-exis tence  of 
Jesus  ? H i s  r e s u r r e c t i o n  and r u l i n g  a t  t he  r i g h t  
hand of God? hralking on water  l i k e  a s p i r i t  during 
his l i f e t i m e ?  iiis conception by t h e  Holy S p i r i t  
without msie p a r t i c i p a t i o n ?  By no means! Of these  
Fuchs says t h a t  they  a re  "mythical s tatements"  which 
pose t h e  "problem o f  hermeneiltic," t h e  problem BuPt- 
mann c a l l e d  t h e  "problem of demythologizing t h e  New 
Testament mess age. 25 These '*mythical s tatements"  
are not  t o  be e l iminated ,  but  viewed as  '?conceptual- 
i z a t i o n ~ ' ~ ,  which i n  tu rn  must be i n t e r p r e t e d  i n  
terms t h a t  i n t e r p r e t  our own ex i s t ence ,  This i s  t h e  
t a s k  of t he  new hermeneutic.  

What then i s  the  ob jec t  of f a i t h ?  "This f a i t h  
does not  be l i eve  d i r e c t l y  i n  Je sus , "  Fuchs s t a t e s .  
"Primit ive C h r i s t i a n i t y  a f t e r  Jesus  ' c r u c i f i x i o n  was 
t h e  f i r s t  t o  do t h i s  . . . I t  was f i r s t  i n  p r imi t ive  
C h r i s t i a n i t y  t h a t  one began t o  embell ish Jesus  per -  
son with honors and d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  i n  order  t o  pro- 
claim him as GodVs.Son."26 You don ' t  ask t h e  r i g h t  
ques t ion  when you ask:  What about t h e  empty tomb? 
Fuchs says "The ques t ion  a f t e r  a l l  i s  q u i t e  a  d i f -  
f e r e n t  one: What d i f f e r e n c e  has  t h e  r e s u r r e c t i o n  
made?"27 Af te r  s e v e r a l  more pages of e x i s t e n t i a l  
pa l ave r  he comes t o  t h i s :  "Everything comes t o  a  
head i n  t h i s :  I f  Jesus  made t h e  voice  of love count,  -------- 
and thus made God himself  count,  then he wanted h i s  ---- - -- 
hea re r s  t o  do t h i s  t oo .  . . .God's r e v e l a t i o n  con- ---- 
s i s t e d  simply i n  God l e t t i n g  men s t a t e  God's own -- ---- 
problems i n  t h e i r  language, i n  grace and judgment. -- 
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So one i l l umina te s  t h e  o the r .  Jesus  i l l umina te s  t h e  
apos t l e  s t a l k  and t h e i r  t a l k  i l l umina te s  Jesus  
t a s k .  1'28 I t  i s  t h i s  e x i s t e n t i a l  gobbledy-gook which 
he makes out t o  be Jesus  as  Godss word, '$And t h a t  i s  --- 
what f a i t h  i n  Je sus  b e l i e v e s ,  by b e l i e i i n g  i n  t h e  

P P  

h i s t o r i c a l  J e s u s .  This alone t h e  t r u e  meaning ---- 
of !Eas t e r  f a i t b e t "  (Underlining i n  p l ace  of - 
i t a l i c s  i n  t h e  t e x t )  

Do you s e e  how t h e  whole foundation i s  gone, 
both foundat ions-- the formbr and t h e  ma te r i a l  (Scrip-  
t u r e  and Chr i s t )  ? I t  leaves no$hing bu t  t h e  'BX-te-l.- 
meneutical c i r c l e 9 '  about which t h e  debate goes round- 
and around among them, no one q u i t e  understanding 
what t h e  o t h e r  is  sayrlig. This c i r c l e  f i r s t  Pets 
t h e  exegete s i t  i n  judgment upon t h e  t e x t ,  s t r i p p i n g  
i t  of a l l  t h a t  does not  measure up to h i s  concept of 
h i s t o r i c a l  p o s s i b i l i t y  c A f a c t ,  and -nen t h e  emascu- 
l a t e d  t e x t  with whatever element of t r u t h  may have 
been found becomes s u b j e c t  and speaks t o  t h e  i n t e r -  
p r e t e r ,  

Of course,  t r a d i t i o n a l  theology a l s o  opera tes  
with a  "hermeneutical c i r c l e .  f 9  I t  approaches t h e  
t e x t  with the  convict ion t h a t  it is  t h e  Word of God, 
t h a t  once t h e  g r a m m a t i c a l - h i s t o r i d  sense  has been 
proper ly  determined, t h i s  message i s  what God i s  say- 
ing  t o  u s .  But t h i s  convict ion i t s e l f  i s  a  product  
of t h e  B i b l i c a l  message. From t h i s  word we have 
learned t o  know Jesus  as  our  Savior ,  and t h i s  f a i t h  
i n  Chr is t  i s  what moves us t o  approach t h e  S c r i p t u r e  
i n  holy awe. There i s  a  s i m i l a r i t y  i n  t h e  two 
methods which Jesus  po in t s  out  i n  His pa rab le  of  t h e  
wise and t h e  f o o l i s h  men who b u i l d  houses e i t h e r  on 
rock o r  sand. The orthodox method i s  l i k e  a  man, 
hnving been washed upon a rock and saved from t h e  
s torms,  conf ident ly  b u i l d s  h i s  house upon i t .  I t  i s  
t h e  kind of reasoning Jesus  spoke of when He s a i d :  
" I f  any man w i l l  do h i s  w i l l ,  he s h a l l  know of t h e  
doc t r ine ,  whether it be of God, o r  whether I speak 

of myself ,"  (John 7 ~ 1 7 ) .  

The "hermeneutical c i r c l e "  of e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  
theology reminds us of  a  person who upon see ing  t h e  
rock,  begins t o  pick away a t  t h e  b e a u t i f u l  and d i -  
verse  formations.  He sees  i t  i s  made up of igneous 
rock,  l imestone, sandstone,  e t c . ;  he f e a r s  it w i l l  
no t  hold  toge the r ;  s o  he b u i l d s  on t h e  loose sands 
of h i s  own reason.  They c a l l  it Ftunfa i th ' j  when we 
demand a ve rba l ly  i n s p i r e d  S c r i p t u r e  upon which t o  
b u i l d .  Admittedly it t akes  a  d i f f e r e n t  kind of  
r a t i o n a l i t y  t o  b u i l d  on S c r i p t u r e  and Chr i s t  than 
upon t h e  sands of  human reason.  J e sus  c a l l s  t h e  one 
wisdom, t h e  o t h e r  foo l i shness .  

\ire recognize t h e  f a c t  t h a t  most theologians i n  
our  own church would r e fuse  t o  adopt t h e  "new he r -  
meneuticea as t h e i r  own. Yet one need not  have read 
much i n  r ecen t  Lutheran journa ls  t o  no te  what deep 

f in roads  some of t h i s  has made among some theologians  

and upon t h e i r  t h ink ing .  Here a r e  some of  t h e  
claims t h a t  a r e  be ing  advanced among us :  

I )  That God can t e l l  us only about th ings  we 
have experienced o r  a r e  ab le  t o  experience with our 
f i v e  senses .  B i b l i c a l  s ta tements  desc r ib ing  t h e  
supe rna tu ra l  a r e  t h e r e f o r e  not  t o  be taken as de- 
s c r i p t i o n s  of a e t u a l  beings and events ,  bu t  as pre-  
s e n t a t i o n s  o r  l v theo log ica l  i n s i g h t s .  "29A 

2) That S c r i p t u r e  i s  intended t o  make us wise 
unto s a l v a t i o n ,  and t h a t  i n  t h i s  sense  and i n  se rv -  
i n g  t h i s  purpose only does it claim t o  be i n e r r a n t .  30 

3) That Law and Gospel ca t egor i e s  and t h e  " jus-  
t i f i c a t i o n  by f a i t h  conceptH provide adequate sa fe -  
guards i n  determining whether one i s  c o r r e c t l y  in -  
t e r p r e t i n g  S c r i p t u r e ,  even while  t h e  exegete pro-  
ceeds t o  deny t h e  h i s t o r i c i t y  of  Jonah, t h e  Exodus 
account,  t h e  un i ty  of I s a i a h ,  e t ~ . ~ ~  
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P P  

h i s t o r i c a l  J e s u s .  This alone t h e  t r u e  meaning ---- 
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4) That i f  t h e  "new hermeneut icsu a r e  fo l lowed,  
t h e  Lutheran Confessions w i l l  p rov ide  adequate  s a f e -  
guards a g a i n s t  l o s i n g  Lutheran theo logy ,  t h e r e f o r e  
Lutherans need n o t  f e a r  t h e  r e s u l t s  now observable  
i n  o t h e r  denominations where t h e s e  p r i n c i p l e s  have 
been i n  use .32 

5) That when d i f f e r e n c e s  a r i s e  between t h e  "new 
theologyw and t each ings  c l e a r l y  s p e l l e d  out  i n  t h e  
Confessions on t h e  b d s i s  o f  S c r i p t u r e ,  o r  i n  Syn- 
o d i c a l l y  adopted s t a t e m e n t s ,  t h e s e  m a t t e r s  a r e  t o  be 
r e l e g a t e d  i n t o  t h e  ca tegory  of " e x ~ q e t i c a l  p ro-  
b lems . "33 

6) That t h e  term "inerrancy" i s  n o t  p r o p e r l y  
a p p l i e d  t o  t h e  S c r i p t u r e  and should  n o t  be  used.34 

I t  would n o t  be  d i f f i c u l t  t o  document o t h e r  
a b e r r a t i o n s  which have c r e p t  i n  and a r e  now d i s t u r b -  
i n g  o u r  church. But almost a l l  o f  them accept  e l e -  
ments of  t h e  ?'new theo logyw which ope ra t e s  upon t h e  
assumptions t h a t  h i g h e r  c r i t i c i s m  has  d i sproved  t h e  
i ne r r ancy  of  S c r i p t u r e  and t hus  v e r b a l  i n s p i r a t i o n .  
While t hey  s t i l l  pay l i p  homage t o  t h e  term " i n s p i r -  
a t ion" ,  i t  should  be  ev iden t  t o  t h e  c a r e f u l  s c h o l a r  
t h a t  t hey  a r e  employing a  d i a l e c t i c  n o t  a ccep t ab l e  
t o  one who t a k e s  J e sus  words a t  t h e i r  f a c e  va lue- -  
The S c r i p t u r e  cannot be  broken.35 

H i s t o r i c a l  C r i t i c i s m  

Since  t h e  new theo logy  ope ra t e s  through and 
through wi th  t h e  c r i t i c a l  method (both Form and 
S a c h k r i t i k )  bo th  a s  neces sa ry  f o r  i t s  hermeneut ic  
and a s  hav ing  e s t a b l i s h e d  t h e  f a c t s  t h a t  t h e  B ib l e  
i s  s u b j e c t  t o  d i s t o r t i o n ,  t h a t  va r ious  books of  i t  
were w r i t t e n  i n  a  "formf1 of  l i t e r a t u r e  n o t  i n t ended  
t o  convey " p r o p o s i t i o n a l  t r u t h " ,  and t h a t  S c r i p t u r e s  
a r e  a  c o l l e c t i o n  of  o l d  I s r a e l i t i s h  t r a d i t i o n s  and 

l i t e r a t u r e ,  e d i t e d  and r edac t ed  by a  p o s t - e x i l i c  r e -  
d a c t o r  who made use  of  l i t e r a r y  forms of  the Caanan- 
i t e s  and n'ear-Eastern peoples ,  t h a t  t h e  New Testament 
i s  merely kerygmatic  wi tness  of t h e  f a i t h  of t h e  New 
Testament community, Ne need t o  know whether our  
a s s e r t i o n  about S c r i p t u r a l  i n v i o l a b i l i t y  can f a c e  
t h e  c r i t i c s ,  

Regarding t h e  methods of  t h e  h i g h e r  c r i t i c s  and 
t h e  documentary hypothes i s  t o  which t hey  submit t h e  
Old Testament, P r o f e s s o r  U. !assu"Lo, a  Jewish s c h o l a r  
of liebrew U n i v e r s i t y  of  Jerusalem,  s ays  : 

The pillars suppor t i ng  t h e  e n t i r e  s t r u c -  
ture a f  t h e  documentary t heo ry ,  a r e  f i v e ,  
t o  w i t :  

a] t h e  use  o f  d i f f e r e n t  names f o r  t h e  
Dei ty ;  

b) v a r i a t i o n s  of  language and s t y l e ;  
c) c o n t r a d i c t i o n s  and d ivergences  of  

view ; 
d) d u p l i c a t i o n s  and r e p e t i t i o n s  ; 
e )  s i g n s  of  composite s t r u c t u r e  i n  t h e  

s e c t i o n s .  56 

Cassuto then  examines t h e  asguments on which 
each a r e  based.  The f i r s t  p i l l a r  o f  t h e  JEDP hy- 
p o t h e s i s  he s h a t t e r s ,  showing t h a t  W i t t e r ,  As t ruc ,  
Wellhausen, and succes so r s  were n o t  Jews with  t h e  
f i n e  f e e l i n g  f o r  Hebrew t h a t  a  Hebrew speaking  t h e  
language from chi ldhood h a s .  They missed t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  Elohim and Jehovah a r e  n o t  j u s t  d i f f e r e n t  names 
bu t  c a r r y  d i f f e r e n t  concepts ,  t h e  f i r s t  an a b s t r a c t ,  
gene ra l  concept of t h e  Dei ty ,  t h e  o t h e r  t h e  s p e c i f i c  
form a s  thought  of  by t h e  Jewish people .  "Varia- 
t i o n s  i n  t h e  choice  of  t h e  Divine Names d i d  n o t  come 
about a c c i d e n t l y  b u t  by des ign .  "37 By c a r e f u l  doc- 
umentat ion he  shows t h a t  i n  each i n s t a n c e  t h e  mater- 
i a l  and Hebrew usage n e c e s s i t a t e d  t h e  choice  o f  one 
o r  t h e  o t h e r ,  a l s o  t h a t  t h e  Documentary Hypothesis 
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i s  no t  c o n s i s t e n t  i n  a s s ign ing  t h e  name Jehovah t o  
J ,  nor  Elohim t o  s o - c a l l e d  E m a t e r i a l .  IIe s e t s  down 
t h e  r u l e s  o f  Iiebrew usage accord ing  t o  which t h e  
Pentateuch c o n s i s t e n t l y  u se s  t h e  d i v i n e  names. 

Proceeding s t e p  by s t e p  c a r e f u l l y  t o  ana lyze  
t h e  o t h e r  p i l l a r s ,  D r .  Casu t to  b l a s t s  away one a f t e r  
ano ther ,  demonstrat ing t h e  shabby s c h o l a r s h i p  and 
i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s ,  a s  we l l  as  t h e  i l l o g i c a l  r u l e s  
accord ing  t o  which t h e  c r i t i c s  o p e r a t e .  Regarding 
p i l l a r  two, he s t a t e s :  

. . .we found t h a t  t h e s e  l i n g u i s t i c  ?is- 
p a r i t i e s ,  in s o  f a r  as they  r e a l l y  ex i s l ed ,  
could be  expla ined  wi th  t h e  utmost s i m -  
p l i c i t y  by r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  genera l  rules 
of t h e  language, i t s  grammatical s t r u c t u r e ,  
i t s  l e x i c a l  usages ,  and i t s  l i t e r a r y  con- 
ven t ions- -genera l  r u l e s  t h a t  a p p l i e d  
equa l l y  t o  every Hebrew w r i t e r  and every 
Hebrew book. 

T h e r e a f t e r ,  we probed t h e  t h i r d  p i l -  
l a r ,  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  s u b j e c t  m a t t e r  
of  t h e  s e c t i o n s .  . .and l e a r n t  t h a t  where 
t h e r e  were a c t u a l  d i s c r epanc i e s  between 
t h e  s e c t i o n s ,  they  were n o t  o f  a  k ind  
t h a t  could be  found i n  a  homogeneous work, 
On t h e  con t r a ry ,  such i n c o n g r u i t i e s  were 
i n e v i t a b l e  i n  a  m u l t i f a c e t e d  book l i k e  
t h e  one be fo re  u s .  . .which p r e s e n t s  i t s  
themes from d i f f e r e n t  v iewpoin ts .  

. . .we proceeded t o  t h e  f o u r t h  p i l -  
l a r .  . . . as  a r e s u l t  of  ou r  s t udy  (we 
saw t h a t )  under ly ing  bo th  of  them ( i l l u s -  
t r a t i o n s  of  d u p l i c a t i o n s  and r e p e t i t i o n s )  
was a  s p e c i f i c  i n t e n t i o n .  . . . 

. . .we t u rned  our  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  
f i f t h  p i l l a r ,  t h e  composite s e c t i o n s .  
. . .and r e a l i z e d  t h a t  t h i s  hypo thes i s  
r e l i e d  on evidence t h a t  i n  t r u t h  d i d  n o t  

p o i n t  t o  a  composite t e x t ;  on t h e  con t r a -  
r y ,  exac t  s t udy  r evea l ed  unmistakeble  and 
conc lus ive  i n d i c a t i o n s  of a  c l o s e  connec- 
t i o n  between t h e  p a r t s  of  t h e  s e c t i o n  t h a t  
were cons idered  t o  belong t o  d i f f e r e n t  
sources  - 3 8  

The Documentary Elypothesis, t hen ,  i s  wi thout  
subs t ance .  Even i n  t h e  l i g h t  o f  s c h o l a r s h i p  and 
scrutiny o f  bo th  t h e  farm and t h e  con t en t  o f  t h e  Old 
Testament,  C h r i s t ' s  a s s e r t i o n  s t a n d s  : The S c r i p t u r e  
cannot be broken ,  

And as f o r  t h e  New Testament we have a l r eady  
seen what  happened t o  t h e  trump ca rd  of t h e  c r i t i c s ,  
namely, t h e  one about t h e  300,000 v a r i a n t s .  This  
turned ou t  t o  be  a  J o k e r  t h a t  w i l l  p a s s  f o r  n e i t h e r  
trump n o r  mi$, I t  has  no th ing  t o  do w i th  t h e  o r i g -  
i n a l  autographs and does n o t  impa i r  t h e  u n i t y ,  

% a u t h o r i t y ,  o r  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  Bib le  as  i t  has  

come down t o  u s ,  Ne i the r  w i l l  i t  do t o  argue a s  
1 

some do t h a t  s i n c e  t h e  o r i g i n a l s  a r e  no longer  ex- 
I 

t a n t ,  t h e  i d e a  of  v e r b a l  i n s p i r a t i o n  i s  completely  
i r r e l e v a n t .  D r .  R .  Preus summarizing Quenstedt on 
t h i s  p o i n t  w r i t e s  : 

I n s p i r a t i o n  and d i v i n e  a u t h o r i t y  which i n -  
hered  o r i g i n a l l y  i n  t h e  au tog raph i c  t e x t s  
p e r t a i n  a l s o  t o  t h e  apographa by v i r t u e  of  
d e r i v a t i o n  ( r a d i c a l i t e r )  , j u s t  a s  a  copy 
of  a  c o n s t i t u t i o n  i s  a s  v a l i d  and authen-  
t i c  as  t h e  o r i g i n a l .  The apographa a r e  
a u t h e n t i c  because t hey  r e t a i n  no t  merely 
t h e  conten t  b u t  a l s o  t h e  ve ry  words of  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  i n s p i r e d  S c r i p t u r e s ;  t r a n s l a t i o n s  
have p r e se rved  on ly  t h e  d i v i n e  meaning of  
S c r i p t u r e .  s9 

We need t o  answer ano the r  ques t i on  y e t :  What 
about  modern t heo logy ' s  Quest f o r  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  



i s  no t  c o n s i s t e n t  i n  a s s ign ing  t h e  name Jehovah t o  
J ,  nor  Elohim t o  s o - c a l l e d  E m a t e r i a l .  IIe s e t s  down 
t h e  r u l e s  o f  Iiebrew usage accord ing  t o  which t h e  
Pentateuch c o n s i s t e n t l y  u se s  t h e  d i v i n e  names. 

Proceeding s t e p  by s t e p  c a r e f u l l y  t o  ana lyze  
t h e  o t h e r  p i l l a r s ,  D r .  Casu t to  b l a s t s  away one a f t e r  
ano ther ,  demonstrat ing t h e  shabby s c h o l a r s h i p  and 
i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s ,  a s  we l l  as  t h e  i l l o g i c a l  r u l e s  
accord ing  t o  which t h e  c r i t i c s  o p e r a t e .  Regarding 
p i l l a r  two, he s t a t e s :  

. . .we found t h a t  t h e s e  l i n g u i s t i c  ?is- 
p a r i t i e s ,  in s o  f a r  as they  r e a l l y  ex i s l ed ,  
could be  expla ined  wi th  t h e  utmost s i m -  
p l i c i t y  by r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  genera l  rules 
of t h e  language, i t s  grammatical s t r u c t u r e ,  
i t s  l e x i c a l  usages ,  and i t s  l i t e r a r y  con- 
ven t ions- -genera l  r u l e s  t h a t  a p p l i e d  
equa l l y  t o  every Hebrew w r i t e r  and every 
Hebrew book. 

T h e r e a f t e r ,  we probed t h e  t h i r d  p i l -  
l a r ,  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  s u b j e c t  m a t t e r  
of  t h e  s e c t i o n s .  . .and l e a r n t  t h a t  where 
t h e r e  were a c t u a l  d i s c r epanc i e s  between 
t h e  s e c t i o n s ,  they  were n o t  o f  a  k ind  
t h a t  could be  found i n  a  homogeneous work, 
On t h e  con t r a ry ,  such i n c o n g r u i t i e s  were 
i n e v i t a b l e  i n  a  m u l t i f a c e t e d  book l i k e  
t h e  one be fo re  u s .  . .which p r e s e n t s  i t s  
themes from d i f f e r e n t  v iewpoin ts .  

. . .we proceeded t o  t h e  f o u r t h  p i l -  
l a r .  . . . as  a r e s u l t  of  ou r  s t udy  (we 
saw t h a t )  under ly ing  bo th  of  them ( i l l u s -  
t r a t i o n s  of  d u p l i c a t i o n s  and r e p e t i t i o n s )  
was a  s p e c i f i c  i n t e n t i o n .  . . . 

. . .we t u rned  our  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  
f i f t h  p i l l a r ,  t h e  composite s e c t i o n s .  
. . .and r e a l i z e d  t h a t  t h i s  hypo thes i s  
r e l i e d  on evidence t h a t  i n  t r u t h  d i d  n o t  

p o i n t  t o  a  composite t e x t ;  on t h e  con t r a -  
r y ,  exac t  s t udy  r evea l ed  unmistakeble  and 
conc lus ive  i n d i c a t i o n s  of a  c l o s e  connec- 
t i o n  between t h e  p a r t s  of  t h e  s e c t i o n  t h a t  
were cons idered  t o  belong t o  d i f f e r e n t  
sources  - 3 8  

The Documentary Elypothesis, t hen ,  i s  wi thout  
subs t ance .  Even i n  t h e  l i g h t  o f  s c h o l a r s h i p  and 
scrutiny o f  bo th  t h e  farm and t h e  con t en t  o f  t h e  Old 
Testament,  C h r i s t ' s  a s s e r t i o n  s t a n d s  : The S c r i p t u r e  
cannot be broken ,  

And as f o r  t h e  New Testament we have a l r eady  
seen what  happened t o  t h e  trump ca rd  of t h e  c r i t i c s ,  
namely, t h e  one about t h e  300,000 v a r i a n t s .  This  
turned ou t  t o  be  a  J o k e r  t h a t  w i l l  p a s s  f o r  n e i t h e r  
trump n o r  mi$, I t  has  no th ing  t o  do w i th  t h e  o r i g -  
i n a l  autographs and does n o t  impa i r  t h e  u n i t y ,  

% a u t h o r i t y ,  o r  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  Bib le  as  i t  has  

come down t o  u s ,  Ne i the r  w i l l  i t  do t o  argue a s  
1 

some do t h a t  s i n c e  t h e  o r i g i n a l s  a r e  no longer  ex- 
I 

t a n t ,  t h e  i d e a  of  v e r b a l  i n s p i r a t i o n  i s  completely  
i r r e l e v a n t .  D r .  R .  Preus summarizing Quenstedt on 
t h i s  p o i n t  w r i t e s  : 

I n s p i r a t i o n  and d i v i n e  a u t h o r i t y  which i n -  
hered  o r i g i n a l l y  i n  t h e  au tog raph i c  t e x t s  
p e r t a i n  a l s o  t o  t h e  apographa by v i r t u e  of  
d e r i v a t i o n  ( r a d i c a l i t e r )  , j u s t  a s  a  copy 
of  a  c o n s t i t u t i o n  i s  a s  v a l i d  and authen-  
t i c  as  t h e  o r i g i n a l .  The apographa a r e  
a u t h e n t i c  because t hey  r e t a i n  no t  merely 
t h e  conten t  b u t  a l s o  t h e  ve ry  words of  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  i n s p i r e d  S c r i p t u r e s ;  t r a n s l a t i o n s  
have p r e se rved  on ly  t h e  d i v i n e  meaning of  
S c r i p t u r e .  s9 

We need t o  answer ano the r  ques t i on  y e t :  What 
about  modern t heo logy ' s  Quest f o r  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  



Jesus which presupposes t h a t  we must look beyond t h e  
New Testament wr i t t en  documents r a t h e r  than i n  
them?40 The claim he re  i s ,  of course,  t h a t  t h e  New 
Testament i s  no t  God's Word, t h a t  we cannot have 
a c t u a l  records he re  of  what happened, no r  t h e  r e a l  
words of J e sus ,  but  only witness  t o  J e s u s ,  The New 
Testament, supposedly, i s  a  compilation of var ious  
s t r a n d s  of t r a d i t i o n  r ep resen t ing  t h e  f a i t h  of  t h e  
e a r l y  Chr i s t i an  community and is  t h e r e f o r e  t h e  
churcht s kerygma (her  proclamation) intended t o  c a l l  
men t o  f a i t h  bu t  no t  t o  recount h i s t o r y ?  

Edward J .  Young po in t s  out t h a t  t h e  r e a l  h e a r t  
of t h e  mat te r  with t h i s  reasoning which w i l l  no t  
accept t h e  New Testament as  t h e  Word of  God i s  t h a t  
it i s  based upon t h e  philosophy of Kant. "Kant made 
a d i s t i n c t i o n  between what he c a l l e d  t h e  phenomenal 
and t h e  noumenal, and it i s  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  which 
has exer ted  tremendous inf luence  upon modern 
thought.  lt41 

By phenomena Kant meant ob jec t s  which we may 
poss ib ly  experience;  by noumenal he meant anything 
t h a t  we cannot poss ib ly  experience,  what we conceive 
only with our mind but  which does not  belong t o  t h e  
world of r e a l i t y .  Young s t a t e s  : "Insofar  as  modern 
thought i s  i n  harmony with i t s  Kantian foundat ion,  
i t  i s  d i ame t r i ca l ly  opposed t o  supe rna tu ra l  Chris-  
t i a n i t y .  This i s  t r u e ,  d e s p i t e  t h e  constant  usage 
of  orthodox terminology. "41A The po in t  i s  t h a t  t h e  
objec t ion  of t he  moderns i s  n o t  r e a l l y  based on any 
proof aga ins t  t h e  S c r i p t u r e  be ing  God's Word. I t  
r e s t s  pure ly  upon t h e i r  a  p r i o r i  r e j e c t i o n  of  t h a t  
which i s  beyond the  realm of n a t u r a l  r e a l i t y  and 
which cannot be s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by empir ica l  da t a .  
The goddess of n a t u r a l  sc ience  r e igns  he re .  Any 
i d e a  of  supe rna tu ra l  r e v e l a t i o n  is  r e j e c t e d .  

The only answer t o  t h i s  reasoning i s  t h a t  it 
has nothing i n  common with Chr i s t i an  f a i t h .  

According t o  S c r i p t u r e ,  " f a i t h  i s  t h e  substance of 
t h ings  hoped f o r ,  t h e  evidence of t h ings  no t  seen" 
( H e  1 : 1 . Through f a i t h  we do know and under- 
s t and  th ings  which we have not  grasped and cannot 
grasp with our ord inary  f i v e  senses .  Because God 
has revealed heavenly, s p i r i t u a l ,  supe rna tu ra l  th ings  
t o  u s ,  t he  Chr i s t i an  does know and b e l i e v e  every- 
t h i n g  t h a t  i s  p a r t  of t h a t  r e v e l a t i o n .  This i s  no t  
a  mat te r  of  r a t i o n a l  proof a t  a l l .  I t  i s  a l l  a  mat- 
t e r  of  f a i t h  i n  Jesus  Chr i s t  as  Son of God and Sa- 
v i o r  of mankind, o r  t h e  unbel ie f  which stumbles a t  
t h e  c ross  o f  Chr i s t  and t h e  wisdom of God. Fa i th  
r ece ives  the  r e v e l a t i o n  of God, a l s o  t h a t  which "eye 
ha th  not  seen,  no r  e a r  heard" because it  has  r e -  
ceived "not t h e  s p i r i t  of t h e  world, bu t  t h e  s p i r i t  
which i s  of God; t h a t  we might know t h e  th ings  t h a t  
a r e  f r e e l y  given t o  us  o f  God. (1  Cor. 2 : 12f)  . I t  
does not  take  of fense  a t  S c r i p t u r e ,  but  recognizes 
t h e  words of t h e  New Testament w r i t e r s  t o  be "not 
t h e  words which man's wisdom teache th ,  but  which t h e  
Holy Ghost t eache th .  If When people ba lk  a t  d iv ine  
r e v e l a t i o n ,  ve rba l  i n s p i r a t i o n ,  a  J e sus  conceived by 
the  Holy Ghost of  t h e  Virgin Mary, who d id  mirac les ,  
who rose  from t h e  dead, who demands f a i t h  i n  Himself 
f o r  e t e r n a l  s a l v a t i o n ,  i t  i s  because,  " the n a t u r a l  
man r ece ive th  no t  t h e  th ings  of  t h e  S p i r i t  of God: 
f o r  they a re  foo l i shness  unto him: n e i t h e r  indeed 
can he know them, because they  a r e  s p i r i t u a l l y  d i s -  
cerned." (1 Cor. 2 : 1 4 f f ) .  They simply don ' t  have 
t h e  "mind of  Chr i s t "  who must break C h r i s t ' s  a s s e r -  
t ion--The S c r i p t u r e  cannot be  broken. 

A somewhat d i f f e r e n t  ques t ion  a r i s e s ,  p a r t i c -  
u l a r l y  a l s o  i n  our own synod, when we a r e  met with 
t h e  problem of t o l e r a t i n g  d ivergent  views on Old 
Testament au thorship ,  on use  of t h e  JEDP theory ,  on 
evolu t ion ,  on new hermeneutical  approaches, e t c .  I t  
is  h e l d  by some t h a t  t h i s  should be  permiss ib le  as  
long as  these  people proper ly  s e p a r a t e  Law and Gos- 
p e l ,  teach j u s t i f i c a t i o n  by f a i t h ,  and hold  t o  t h e  
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s o l a  g r a t i a .  The argument usua l ly  runs : What d i f -  
ference does it make whether God c rea t ed  t h e  world 
i n  s i x  ordinary days o r  i n  b i l l i o n s  of yea r s ,  
whether t h e r e  were one, two, o r  t h r e e  I s a i a h s ,  
whether Jonah was swallowed by a  f i s h  o r  n o t .  These 
matters  r e a l l y  have very l i t t l e  t o  do with our s a l -  
va t ion .  And, indeed, i t  might be granted,  on t h e  
one hand, t h a t  s a l v a t i o n  i s  not  necessa r i ly  depend- 
en t  upon how these  ques t ions  a r e  answered, On t h e  
o the r  hand, it ought t o  be r e a l i z e d  t h a t  t h i s  i s  
i r r e l e v a n t  argumentation, The poin t  i s :  T h i s  i s  
not  what t h e  Sc r ip tu re  t eaches ,  !?hy d o n f t  t hey  want 
t o  be bound by S c r i p t u r e ?  :dhy w i l l  they not  be 
bound by t h e  s o l a  s c r i p t u r a  p r i n c i p l e ?  Find i f  t he  
S c r i p t u r e  may be broken on these  p o i n t s ,  how can we 
s t i l l  speak of an i n e r r a n t ,  i n f  a2 f i b  l e  Sc r ip tu re?  
So i t  i s  not  a  mat te r  of whether God could have 
c rea t ed  His world o r  given iIis i3ible some d i f f e r e n t  
way, I t  i s  a  mat te r  of t ak ing  Sc r ip tu re  from u s ,  
I f  t h e  S c r i p t u r e  cannot be t r u s t e d  when it speaks on 
such mat te rs ,  how can we t r u s t  i t  when it  speaks 
upon matters  of f a i t h  d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  our sa lva -  
t i o n ?  A s  Jesus Himself showed, i t  i s  not a  long 
jump from t h e  s t o r y  of Jonah t o  the  r e a l i t y  of t h e  
r e su r rec t ion ,  o r  from t h e  s t o r y  of c rea t ion  t o  a  
proper  understanding of t he  na tu re  of s i n  and i t s  
consequences. C h r i s t ' s  a s se r t ion - - the  S c r i p t u r e  
cannot be broken--can and must s t and ,  a l s o  i n  t h e  
face  of t h i s  i r r a t i o n a l  and i r r e l e v a n t  argumenta- 
t i o n .  The a s s e r t i o n  i s  not  only t enab le  i n  t h e  
l i g h t  of f a i t h  and s a n c t i f i e d  reason; i t  must be 
maintained. 

Our next  concern i s  : 

I S  THE ASSERTION LUTHERAN? 

To answer t h i s ,  we need t o  examine t o  some ex- 
t e n t  both what Luther and t h e  Lutheran Confessions 

say .  We s h a l l  do t h i s  as  b r i e f l y  as  poss ib l e  s o  as  
t o  s t i l l  get  a  r a t h e r  complete p i c t u r e .  

Repeatedly t h e  moderns claim Luther f o r  t h e i r  
p o s i t i o n  which r e j e c t s  t h e  l i t e r a l  accuracy of Scr ip-  
t u r e  and which accepts  an iner rancy  and i n f a l l i b i l -  
i t y  only i n  as f a r  as  t h e  S c r i p t u r e  works t o  accom- 
p l i s h  men's s a l v a t i o n .  Because Luther ' s  theology 
was Chr i s t  centered  and he  r e f e r r e d  t o  S c r i p t u r e  as 
the  c rad le  f o r  C h r i s t ,  2nd because he  r i g h t l y  i n -  
s j s t e d  that t h e  church was a  "Mundhaust' (p lace  f o r  
o r a l  preaching) r a t h e r  than a "Federhausff (house f o r  
the  pen) ,  somehow c e r t a i n  Lutherans a r e  t r y i n g  t o  
say t h a t  the S c r i p t u r e  i n  Luther ' s  view was a  "rude, 
rough, manger. . . . f a r  from l e t t e r  p e r f e c t , "  and 
:hat t h e  accuracy of Scr-Pptu-re was of l i t t l e  concern 
to h i m 4 2  O r  s t a t e d  i n  another  way: "The t r u t h  of 
t h e  Wo7i'd does not  came i n  t h e  impart ing of insigh*, 
bu t  i n  t h e  personal  fe l lowship  with God f o r  which 

9 man was o r i g i n a l l y  c rea t ed  and t o  which he i s  now 
r e s t o r e d  i n  ~ h r i s t . " ~ ~  These men want t h e  r i g h t  t o  
claim Luther f a r  themselves and t h e i r  theology s i m -  
p l y  because they s t i l l  hold  t o  Chr i s t  as t h e  c e n t e r  
of  t h e  C h r i ~ t i a n  f a i t h  and t h e  burden of B i b l i c a l  
w r i t i n g .  This idea  runs through much of modern 
theoliigy. One more quote ,  t h i s  t ime from John 
D i l  l enberger  (Sari Francisco Theological  Seminary) : 

. . .a l though Luther and Calvin be l i eved  
t h e  Bib le  was t r u e  from cover t o  cover ,  
it would never  have occurred t o  them t o  
defend t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of  S c r i p t u r e  i n  t h e  
l i g h t  of i t s  l i t e r a l  accuracy. This temp- 
t a t i o n  occurred only i n  t h e  P r o t e s t a n t  
orthodox development, and then f o r  under- 
s tandable  h i s t o r i c a l  reasons ,  I t  is  a  
wrong hermeneutical  procedure when t h e  
Reformers and a l l  per iods  p r i o r  t o  them 
a r e  viewed as  r e g r e t t a b l y  b e l i e v i n g  i n  
t h e  l i t e r a l  accuracy of t h e  Bib le .  While 
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they accepted a  l i t e r a l  accuracy f o r  
S c r i p t u r e ,  it was no t  a  t h e o l o g i c a l  
axiom. 44 

I t  i s  a t  l e a s t  an hones t  admission when Dillen- 
b e r g e r  s a y s ,  "they accepted a  l i t e r a l  accuracy f o r  
S c r i p t u r e  ." But a f t e r  such an admission,  how s h a l l  
one unders tand the r e s t  o f  what he  s a y s ,  I'Y'hathhe 
g r a n t s ,  he immediately t akes  away aga in ,  

So Luther must speak f o r  h i m s e l f .  Probzblp one 
of t h e  bookle t s  from Lu the r ' s  pen which l e t s  h i s  
a t t i t u d e  toward S c r i p t u r e  shine f o r t h  most c l e a r l y  
i s  h i s  Bondage of t h e  W i l l ,  Lu the r ' s  debate with  --- 
~ r a s m u s y  al though focused upon t h e  freedom of t h e  
w i l l ,  was e s s e n t i a l l y  a hermeneu-tical debate, i n v o l -  
v ing  t h e  proper  use of and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of Scrip- 
"cure. Therefore  we have chosen t o  show how almost 
every problem now be ing  debated r ega rd ing  S c r i p t u r e  
was d e a l t  wi th  e f f e c t i v e l y  a l r eady  by Luther ,  

The s o l a  s c r i p t u r a  p r i n c i p l e  was fundamenbl  t o  
Luther .  I-Ie pe rmi t t ed  only t h e  w r i t t e n  words of 
S c r i p t u r e  t o  determine d o c t r i n e ,  fie a s k s :  

\\]hat do you mean, Erasmus"ds i t  not  
enough t o  have submi t ted  your  judgment 
t o  S c r i p t u r e ?  Do you submit t o  t h e  
Church as  well?--why, what can t h e  Church 
s e t t l e  t h a t  S c r i p t u r e  d i d  n o t  s e t t l e  
f i r s t ?  . . .What i s  t h i s  new-fangled r e -  
l i g i o n  of  yours ,  t h i s  novel  s o r t  o f  hu- 
m i l i t y ,  t h a t ,  by your own example you 
would t a k e  from us power t o  judge menfs  
dec i s ions  and make us d e f e r  u n c r i t i c a l l y  
t o  human a u t h o r i t y ?  Where does Godfs 
w r i t t e n  Word t e l l  us t o  do t h a t ?  
(p.  69)45 

Luther r e fu sed  t o  l e t  men determine t h e  t r u t h  
and t h e  u se fu lnes s  of S c r i p t u r e .  

Here,  I s e e ,  you a r e  t a k i n g  t h e  view t h a t  
t h e  t r u t h  and u se fu lnes s  o f  S c r i p t u r e  
should  b e  measured and decided accord ing  
t o  t h e  f e e l i n g  of  men. . . .What e l s e  do 
you h e r e  p l e a d  f o r ,  b u t  t h a t  t h e  words o f  
God may thus  depend on, and s t a n d  o r  f a l l  
by,  t h e  w i l l  and a u t h o r i t y  o f  men? But t h e  
S c r i p t u r e  s ays  t h e  oppos i t e ,  t h a t  a l l  t h i n g s  
s t a n d  o r  f a l l  by t h e  w i l l  and a u t h o r i t y  of 
God, . . . (p .  98) 

C h r i s t  was indeed t h e  c e n t e r  o f  S c r i p t u r e  f o r  
Luther ;  and C h r i s t  g ives  S c r i p t u r e  i t s  e s s e n t i a l  
c l a r i t y ,  But t h i s  does n o t  mean t h a t  t h e  r e s t  of  
S c r i p t u r e  i s  dark o r  u n c l e a r .  Any u n c l a r i t y  i s  i n  
o u r  ignorance of  language and u n d e r s t  anding.  Luther  
d i s t i n g u i s h e s  between e x t e r n a l  and i n t e r n a l  c l a r i t y .  
In  t h e  f i r s t  c a se  i t  has  ts do wi th  t h e  words them- 
s e l v e s ;  i n  t h e  second,  w i th  t h e  s p i r i t u a l  under- 
s t a n d i n g  which comes by t h e  Holy Ghost by en l i gh t en -  
ment o f  t h e  r e a d e r ,  The f i rs t  i s  a  r e s u l t  of  God's 
a c t i v i t y  a t  i n s p i r a t i o n  i n  g iv ing  S c r i p t u r e ,  t h e  
second a  r e s u l t  of t h e  S p i r i t ' s  a c t i v i t y  i n  t h e  Word 
when it i s  used.  

God and H i s  S c r i p t u r e  a r e  two t h i n g s ,  
j u s t  as  t h e  Crea to r  and H i s  c r e a t i o n  a r e  
two t h i n g s .  . . . I  c e r t a i n l y  g r a n t  t h a t  
many* passages  i n  t h e  S c r i p t u r e  a r e  obscure  
and ha rd  t o  e l u c i d a t e ,  b u t  t h a t  i s  due, n o t  
t o  t h e  e x a l t e d  n a t u r e  o f  t h e i r  s u b j e c t ,  
b u t  t o  o u r  own l i n g u i s t i c  and grammatical 
ignorance ;  and it does n o t  i n  any way p r e -  
ven t  ou r  knowing a l l  t h e  c o n t e n t s  o f  
S c r i p t u r e .  For  what solemn t r u t h  can t h e  
S c r i p t u r e s  s t i l l  b e  concea l ing ,  now t h a t  
t h e  s e a l s  a r e  broken, t h e  s t o n e  r o l l e d  
away from t h e  door of  t h e  tomb, and t h a t  
g r e a t e s t  o f  a l l  mys t e r i e s  brought  t o  l i g h t - -  
. . . C h r i s t ?  . . .Take C h r i s t  from t h e  
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ignorance ;  and it does n o t  i n  any way p r e -  
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S c r i p t u r e .  For  what solemn t r u t h  can t h e  
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. . . C h r i s t ?  . . .Take C h r i s t  from t h e  



Scr ip tures- -and  what more w i l l  you f i n d  
i n  them. . . I f  t h e  words a r e  obscure i n  
one p l ace ,  they a r e  c l e a r  i n  another .  . . 
Who w i l l  maintain t h a t  t h e  town founta in  
does not  s t and  i n  t h e  l i g h t  because t h e  
people down some a l l e y  cannot s ee  i t .  . . ? 
. , . I  know t h a t  t o  many people a  g rea t  
dea l  remains obscure; bu t  t h a t  i s  due, 
no t  t o  any lack of c l a r i t y  i n  S c r i p t u r e ,  
but  t o  t h e i r  own b l indness  and dul lness ,  
i n  t h a t  they make no e f f o r t  t o  see  the  
t r u t h ,  which of  i t s e l f ,  could not  be 
p l a i n e r .  (pp. 71,  72) 

The p e r s p i c u i t y  of Sc r ip tu re  i s  twofold, 
just as t h e r e  i s  a  double lack of l i g h t .  
The f i r s t  i s  e x t e r n a l ,  and relates t o  t h e  
minis t ry  of t h e  Word; t h e  second concerns 
t h e  knowledge of t h e  h e a r t ,  I f  you speak 
of i n t e r n a l  p e r s p i c u i t y ,  t h e  t r u t h  i s  t h a t  
nobody who has not t h e  S p i r i t  of God sees  
a  j o t  of what i s  i n  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s .  (p. 7 3 )  

For Luther t h e  Sc r ip tu res  speak c a t e g o r i c a l l y ;  
they do speak p ropos i t iona l  t r u t h .  To deny t h i s  was 
t o  t ake  Chr i s t  out  of t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  and make havoc 
out  of them. 

Now choose which you w i l l  have, I f  you 
grant  t h a t  t h e  Sc r ip tu res  speak categor-  
i c a l l y ,  you can say nothing of " f r ee  w i l l w  
bu t  t h a t  which i s  the  opposi te  of Chr i s t :  
t h a t  i s ,  t h a t  e r r o r ,  dea th ,  Satan and a l l  
e v i l s  r e ign  i n  it. I f  you do n o t  grant  
t h a t  t h e  Sc r ip tu res  speak c a t e g o r i c a l l y ,  
you s o  weaken them, t h a t  they e s t a b l i s h  
nothing and f a i l  t o  prove t h a t  men need 
Chr i s t ;  and thus ,  i n  s e t t i n g  up " f r ee  
w i l l f 1 ,  you s e t  a s ide  Chr i s t ,  and have 
made havoc of t h e  e n t i r e  S c r i p t u r e .  (p .  307) 

Luther was not  t o  be deceived by t h e  var ious  
hermeneutical  t r i c k s  Erasmus used t o  b r i n g  S c r i p t u r e  
t o  h i s  s i d e .  Luther complained t h a t  "the Dia t r ibe  
r e g u l a r l y  p a r r i e s  t h e  t h r u s t  of every Sc r ip tu re . "  
(p .  313) In  one s e c t i o n  he p o i n t s  t o  t h r e e  major 
contr ivances--so he c a l l e d  them--with which t h e  Dia- 
t r i b e  wrested S c r i p t u r e :  

The Dia t r ibe  con t r ives  t h r e e  d i s t i n c t  
methods o f  wres t ing  it:  The f i r s t  i s  
t h i s :  (He evades t h e  po in t  of t h e  pas- 
sage and s h i f t s  i t s  intended meaning) 
p.  225 .  The second: ( I t  c a s t s )  asper-  
sions on Paul, as though he  d i d  v io lence  
t o  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s .  So u t t e r l y  lacking  
are w e  i n  reverence f o r  t h e  majesty o f  
t h e  Holy Ghost, i f  only we can es tab-  
l i s h  our  own cause! But we w i l l  bea r  
with t h i s  s l a n d e r  f o r  a  moment and s e e  
what it achieves.  (p.  226) 

The t h i r d :  ( I t  t akes  the  words i n  a  f i g -  
u r a t i v e  sense)  I ' l l  be hanged i f  t h e  Dia- 
t r i b e  i t s e l f  knows what i t  i s  t a l k i n g  
about! Perhaps we have he re  t h e  r h e t o r -  
i c a l  t r i c k  o f  obscuring your meaning when 
danger i s  a t  hand, l e s t  you be t rapped 
i n  your words l I do not  s e e  i n  t h i s  pas- 
sage t h e  f i g u r a t i v e  language of which t h e  
Dia t r ibe  groundless l y  dreams. (p.  228)  

Luther a l s o  accuses t h e  Dia t r ibe  o f  t ak ing  pas- 
sages away from him. Erasmus d i d  t h i s  by claiming - ---- 

a - t h a t  c e r t a i n  llpassages have more fo rce  i n  Paul than -- ---- 
they  have i n  t h e  prophets  from which they  a r e  taken ." 
-_I____-- - - - - - - - - - -  (p. 229) . Erasmus a l s o  "teaches us t o  modify Scr io-  

J. 

tuxes  tes t imonies  by 'convenient exp lana t ions f  a s  we 
s e e  f i t  ." He "catches hold  of t h i s  l i t t l e  word 
' n o t h i n g ' ,  c u t s  i t s  t h r o a t  with many words and ex- 
amples, and by means of  a  'convenient explanat ion1 
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br ings  i t t o  t h i s  : t h a t  'nothing may mean t h e  same 
as ' a  l i t t l e  imperfect something. (p.  260) 

Erasmus was not  t oo  happy t h a t  Luther was s o  
fond of proving h i s  arguments with S c r i p t u r e .  He 
had w r i t t e n :  "Luther p re s ses  h i s  case very s t r o n g l y  
with S c r i p t u r e  t e x t s ,  but  they can be annulled by a 
s i n g l e  l i t t l e  word, s f  To t h i s  Luther answers : 

Who i s  unaware t h a t  a l l  t he  S c r i p t u r e s  
can be annulled by a s i n g l e  l i t t l e  word? 
I knew it wel l  enough before  I ever  heard 
t h e  name of Erasmans! But t h e  quest ion is, 
whether it i s  s a t i s f a c t o r y  f o r  a Scr ip-  
t u r e  t o  be annulled by a s i n g l e  little 
word, IS i t  r i g h t l y  annulled? Should it 
be annulled? These a r e  t h e  i s s u e s .  (p .  26Zf) 

Another t r i c k  i n  which Luther caught Erasmus 
was t h a t  of " inventing t h e  usage" of S c r i p t u r a l  
words, i n s t e a d  of  regarding them i n  v q t h e  l i g h t  of 
t he  sub jec t  mat te r  and t h e  s p e a k e r B s  i n t e n t i ~ n , ~ '  
(p.  264)  Luther would not  permit Erasmus t o  change 
t h e  sense of a s i n g l e  l i t t l e  word. 1'Nothing9' could 
not mean "a l i t t l e  something." He says :  

The usual  and n a t u r a l  sense of terms must 
be r e t a ined ,  unless  proof i s  given t o  t h e  
cont rary ;  which t h e  Dia t r ibe  n e i t h e r  has 
done, nor  can do. We evince i t  f i r s t  
from the  na tu re  of t h e  case ,  as  fo l lows:  
I t  i s  p l a i n l y  proved by S c r i p t u r e s  t h a t  
a r e  n e i t h e r  ambiguous nar  obscure,  . . 
(p. 263) 

Erasmus had apparent ly t r i e d  t o  f i n d  a l l  t h e  
S c r i p t u r e  passages he could and muster them t o  h i s  
cause. He wrote: " I f  t he  mat te r  i s  assessed  by t h e  
number of t e s t imon ies ,  t h e  v i c t o r y  i s  mine. " Luther 
laughed a t  t h i s  f o l l y .  He answered: 

Do you th ink  t h e  Dia t r ibe  was q u i t e  sober ,  
o r  i n  i t s  r i g h t  mind, when i t  wrote t h i s ?  
For I w i l l  no t  put  it down t o  wickedness 
and v i l l a i n y - - u n l e s s  perhaps i t s  i n t e n -  
t i o n  is  t o  bore me t o  death by i t s  char- 
a c t e r i s t i c  h a b i t  of always dea l ing  with 
something o the r  than i t s  s t a t e d  theme. 
(9. 269) 

Neither  was Luther impressed by t h e  D i a t r i b e g s  
l e v i t y  i n  dea l ing  with S c r i p t u r e  passages.  In  
commenting on t h i s ,  Luther shows t h a t  he  regarded 
t i l e  s ta tements  of  ScripWure as 'sGod's f a c t s  and 
GsdBs 1~0x-d~~ and t h a t  he considered it a s e r i o u s  
offense and ocltright blasphemy when men t r i f l e d  
l i k e  t h i s  with S c r i p t u r e ,  We says :  

But I wanted t o  make you r e a l i z e  what 
appa l l ing  sent iments  t h e  champion of a 
bad cause f i n d s  himself  cons t ra ined  un- 
guardedly t o  b l u r t  ou t ;  and a l s o  what it 
means t o  go aga ins t  God's f a c t s  and 6od9s  
Word when we dissemble t o  ob l ige  o t h e r s ,  
and defy conscience by a c t i n g  a p a r t  a t  
t h e i r  bidding.  I t  i s  no game and no joke 
t o  teach t h e  holy  S c r i p t u r e s  and godl i -  
nes s ,  f o r  it i s  s o  very easy t o  f a l l  h e r e  
i n  t h e  way t h a t  James descr ibed:  'he t h a t  
offends i n  one po in t  becomes g u i l t y  of 
a l l  (2  : 10) , For when we show ourse lves  
disposed t o  t r i f l e  even a l i t t l e  and 
cease t o  ho ld  t h e  sacred  S c r i p t u r e s  i n  
s u f f i c i e n t  reverence,  we a r e  soon i n -  
volved i n  impie t i e s  and overwhelmed with 
blasphemies - - as  you a r e  he re ,  Erasmus . 
May t h e  Lord have mercy on you! (p.  85) 

The i d e a  t h a t  S c r i p t u r e  was made up of  myths 
and f a b l e s  was not  unknown t o  Luther. He caught 
Erasmus opera t ing  with t h i s  so -ca l l ed  presuppos i t ion  
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of our  "new hermeneut ic" a l ready then : 

Away with these  f o o l e r i e s  of  t h e  Dia t r ibe ,  
which everywhere evince t h a t  it regards  
t h e  S c r i p t u r e  as  f ab le s  ! .he can pro- 
duce no s i n g l e  passage of S c r i p t u r e  i n  
which "the S p i r i t  of Godvv may be taken 
t o  mean H i s  ind ignat ion .  . . .what wonder 
i s  it t h a t  t h e  Sc r ip tu res  a r e  obscure t o  
you, o r  t h a t  you can e s t a b l i s h  from them 
a w i l l  t h a t  i s  n o t  only f r e e ,  but  d iv ine ,  
i f  you a r e  allowed t o  p lay  with them as 
you do, as  i f  you were making patchwork 
out  of  them! Tnis ,  I suppose, i s  what 
you mean by ' c u t t i n g  t h e  knots  ', and 
s e t t l i n g  ques t ions  by means of an 'ex- 
p l ana t ion '  ! Jerome and h i s  f r i e n d  Origen 
f i l l e d  t h e  world with t h a t  kind of non- 
sense;  they were t h e  inventors  of t h i s  
p e s t i l e n t  p r a c t i c e  of paying no heed t o  
t h e  simple sense of S c r i p t u r e .  ( p  239, 240) 

While Luther was w i l l i n g  a t  many p laces  t o  give 
Erasmus t h e  b e n e f i t  of t h e  doubt, e s p e c i a l l y  when i t  
came t o  motives, he  could not  e n t i r e l y  c l e a r  Erasmus 
of d e c e i t  when he operated with t h e  Sc r ip tu res  only 
t o  prove h i s  po in t .  To Luther t h i s  was no t  l e g i t -  
imate flexploratory theology." I t  was h e r e t i c a l  
s tubborness which c a s t  s l u r s  upon S c r i p t u r e .  And 

Luther makes h i s  s tatement  p l a i n l y  f o r  a l l  t o  read:  

I t  is  ha rd  a t  t h i s  po in t  t o  acqui t  you of 
d e c e i t  and double-dealing. One who handles  
t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  with such h y p o c r i t i c a l  a r t -  
fu lness  as  you do may s a f e l y  say of him- 
s e l f  t h a t  he  i s  not  y e t  i n s t r u c t e d  i n  t h e  
S c r i p t u r e s ,  and wants t o  be i n s t r u c t e d ,  
when i n  f a c t  he wants noth ing  l e s s ,  and 
is  merely r a t t l i n g  on l i k e  t h i s  t o  c a s t  
a  s l u r  on t h e  c l e a r  l i g h t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  

i n  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s ,  and t o  whitewash h i s  
own stubborness!  Thus t h e  Jews, even t o  
t h i s  day, say t h a t  what Chr i s t  and t h e  
Apostles and t h e  whole church have taught  
i s  not  proved by t h e  S c r i p t u r e s .  Here- 
t i c s  can be taught  noth ing  by t h e  Sc r ip -  
t u r e s ,  , , .Nowhere do you f a i l  t o  invent  
something with which t o  c o n t r a d i c t  t h e  
S c r i p t u r e s .  . . .Your only aim i s  t o  
avoid be ing  he ld  f a s t  by t h e  passage of 
S c r i p t u r e  t h a t  is i n  hand." (pp. 249, 250) 

Luther,  as  we have a l ready seen ,  had i r r i t a t e d  
Erasmus by p r e s s i n g  so  hard  with S c r i p t u r e  proof .  
But Luther i n s i s t e d  t h a t  S c r i p t u r e  proof had t o  be 
t o  the  po in t .  This he  considered a  common f a i l i n g -  - 
t o  quote S c r i p t u r e  passages which had noth ing  t o  do 
wi th  t h e  mat te r  under cons ide ra t ion ,  He asked: 

IS it  s u f f i c i e n t  merely t o  c i t e  a  second 
passage,  with no regard  a s  t o  whether i t  
is  making t h e  same o r  a  d i f f e r e n t  p o i n t ?  
There i s ,  as  I have o f t e n  shown, no e a s i e r  
o r  commoner f a i l i n g  i n  dea l ing  with t h e  
S c r i p t u r e s  than t o  b r i n g  t o g e t h e r  d ive r se  
passages as  i f  they were a l i k e .  (p.  230f) 

When t h e  author  of a  p a r t i c u l a r  book of t h e  
Bib le  was known by v i r t u e  of S c r i p t u r e ' s  testimony, 
Luther used t h e  name i n  quoting from t h e  book. He 
p o i n t s  out  t h a t  t h i s  was Pau l ' s  h a b i t  when he quoted 
from t h e  Old Testament, t o  mention t h e  name of  t h e  
w r i t e r ,  t o  d e c l a r e  t h a t  he is  t ak ing  something from 
t h e  S c r i p t u r e s .  (p. 229) 

This should be more than enough from Luther t o  
convince any honest  s cho la r  t h a t  Luther cannot be  
l e g i t i m a t e l y  mustered t o  t h e  s i d e  of t h e  opponents 
of ve rba l  i n s p i r a t i o n .  Luther a s s e r t e d  what Chr i s t  
and t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  a s s e r t  about S c r i p t u r e - - t h a t  i t  
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cannot be broken.  

Now l e t  us examine a  few t e s t imon ie s  from t h e  
Lutheran Confessions.  

Both t he  Augsburg Confession and t h e  Apology 
niake it c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  Holy S c r i p t u r e  i s  t h e  only 
source  of f a i t h  and d o c t r i n e .  The Holy S c r i p t u r e s  
a r e  t h e  pure  Word of  God by which they  want a l l  
t h e i r  s t a t emen t s  and t each ings  judged, I n  t h e  Pre-  
f a c e  of  t h e  Augsburg Confession we r ead :  

We would submit t h e  A r t i c l e s  of  our  Con- 
f e s s i o n .  . . showing what manner of doc- 
t r i n e  from t h e  Holy S c r i p t u r e s  and t h e  
pure  Word of God has  been t o  t h i s  t ime 
s e t  f o r t h  i n  our  l ands .  (T r ig .  p .  39146 

The Apology s t a t e s :  t 

Truly it i s  amazing t h a t  t h e  a d v e r s a r i e s  
a r e  i n  no way moved by s o  many passages  
of  S c r i p t u r e  which c l e a r l y  a s c r i b e  j u s t i -  
f i c a t i o n  t o  f a i t h ,  and, indeed ,  deny i t  
t o  works. Do they  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  same 
i s  r epea t ed  s o  ofLen f o r  no purpose? Do 
they  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e s e  words f e l l  incon- 
s i d e r a t e l y  from t h e  Holy Ghost? (Ar t ,  IV, 
T r i g .  p .  153) 

I t  i s  ev iden t  t h a t  t h e  w r i t e r s  o f  t h e  Apology 
be l i eved  t h a t  t h e  very  words of  S c r i p t u r e  were given 
by t h e  Holy Ghost s o  t h a t  t h e  words could be  s t u d i e d ,  
hea rd ,  and taken  a t  t h e i r  f a c e  va lue .  

The Apology cons ide r s  t h e  d o c t r i n e  of j u s t i f i -  
c a t i o n  n o t  only a s  t h e  c h i e f  t o p i c  of  C h r i s t i a n  
d o c t r i n e ,  b u t  a l s o  a s  e s s e n t i a l  f o r  t h e  t r u e  and 
proper  unders tanding  of S c r i p t u r e .  I t  says  : 

This  d o c t r i n e  i l l umines  and a m p l i f i e s  t h e  
honor o f  C h r i s t  (which i s  of  e s p e c i a l  s e r -  
v i c e  f o r  t h e  c l e a r ,  c o r r e c t  unders tanding  
of  t h e  e n t i r e  Holy S c r i p t u r e s ,  and a lone  
shows t h e  way t o  t h e  unspeakable t r e a s u r e  
and r i g h t  knowledge of C h r i s t ,  and a lone  
opens t h e  door  t o  t h e  e n t i r e  B ib l e . )  (Ar t .  
X V ,  T r i g ,  p .  1 2 1 )  

I n  t h e  same way i t  viewed t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  be- 
tween Law and Gospel a s  neces sa ry  f o r  g rasp ing  t h e  
c o r r e c t  unders tanddig  of t h e  B i b l e ' s  t e ach ing .  " A l l  
Scriptures ought t o  be d i s t r i b u t e d  i n t o  t h e s e  two 
p r i n c i p a l  t o p i c s ,  t h e  Law and t h e  promises ."  (Ar t .  
IV, Trig, p ,  121) 

T h i s  does no t  mean t h a t  e i t h e r  o f  t h e s e - - j u s t i -  
f i c a t i o n  o r  Law and Gospel--were cons idered  hermen- 
e u t i c a l  r u l e s  f o r  unders tanding  of  t h e  words, o r  
that a c o r r e c t  unders tanding  o f  t h e s e  d o c t r i n e s  
au toma t i ca l l y  l e g i t i m a t i z e d  any and every  exeges i s  
of  a  passage.  These were p r e suppos i t i ons  wi th  which 
t h e  confessors  worked, p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  taken  from 
t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  themselves ,  a c t u a l l y  t h e  presuppos i -  
t i o n  of  f a i t h ,  wi thout  which no t r u e  unders tanding  
of  S c r i p t u r e  i s  p o s s i b l e .  This  has  t o  do wi th  t h e  
i n t e r n a l  c l a r i t y  of S c r i p t u r e  p r i m a r i l y  and l i k e -  
wise ,  though worked by t h e  Holy Gh,ost, i s  dependent 
upon t h e  p rope r  use  o f  grammatical  unders tanding .  

The Confessions d i s t i n g u i s h  c l e a r l y  between t h e  
w r i t i n g s  of S c r i p t u r e  and a l l  o t h e r  w r i t i n g s .  S c r i p -  
t u r e  a lone  i s  normative;  a l l  o t h e r  w r i t i n g s  a r e  good 
and wholesome f o r  f a i t h  only i f  norlned a f t e r  t h e  - - 

S c r i p t u r e s .  The ~ n t r o d u c t i b n  t o  t h e  Formula of  Con- -- -- 
cord  s ays  : 

. . . t h e  s o l e  r u l e  and s t a n d a r d  accord ing  
t o  which a l l  dogmas t o g e t h e r  w i th  ( a l l )  
t e ache r s  should  be  e s t ima ted  and judged 
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S c r i p t u r e s .  The ~ n t r o d u c t i b n  t o  t h e  Formula of  Con- -- -- 
cord  s ays  : 

. . . t h e  s o l e  r u l e  and s t a n d a r d  accord ing  
t o  which a l l  dogmas t o g e t h e r  w i th  ( a l l )  
t e ache r s  should  be  e s t ima ted  and judged 



a r e  the  prophet ic  and a p o s t o l i c  S c r i p t u r e s  
of t he  Old and of t h e  New Testament alone.  
(Ps. 119, Gal. l : 8 )  

Other w r i t i n g s ,  however, of anc ient  
o r  modern t eache r s ,  whatever name they 
bea r ,  must not  be regarded as  equal  t o  
the  Holy S c r i p t u r e s ,  bu t  a l l  of them to -  
ge ther  be sub jec t ed  t o  them, and should 
not be received otherwise o r  f u r t h e r  than 
as witnesses (which a r e  t o  show) i n  what 
manner a f t e r  t h e  time of  t h e  a p o s t l e s ,  
and a t  what p l a c e s ,  t h i s  (pure) doc t r ine  
of t h e  prophets  and apos t l e s  was pre- 
served .  (Tr ig .  p ,  377) 

In  t h i s  way t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
the  Holy S c r i p t u r e s  of t h e  Old and of 
t h e  New Testament and a l l  o the r  k r i t i n g s  
i s  preserved,  and t h e  Holy S c r i p t u r e s  
alone remain t h e  only judge, r u l e ,  and 
s tandard ,  according t o  which, as  t h e  only 
t e s t - s t o n e ,  a l l  dogmas s h a l l  and must be 
discerned and judged, as  t o  whether they  
a r e  good o r  e v i l ,  r i g h t  o r  wrong, 

But t h e  o the r  symbols asnd wr i t ings  
c i t e d  a r e  not  judges, as  a r e  t h e  Holy 
S c r i p t u r e s ,  bu t  only a  testimony and 
dec la ra t ion  of t h e  f a i t h ,  as t o  how a t  
any time t h e  Holy S c r i p t u r e s  have been 
understood and explained i n  t h e  a r t i -  
c l e s  i n  controversy i n  t h e  Church of 
God by those then l i v i n g ,  and how t h e  
opposi te  dogma was r e j e c t e d  and con- 
demned (by what arguments the  dogmas 
c o n f l i c t i n g  with t h e  Holy S c r i p t u r e s  
were r e j e c t e d  and condemned) . ( I n t r o ,  
of FC, T r ig .  p .  779) 

According t o  the  above, it is  p l a i n  t h a t  even 
though t h e r e  i s  no s p e c i f i c  a r t i c l e  on S c r i p t u r e  i n  
t he  confessions,  neve r the le s s ,  they a r e  not  s i l e n t  
on Sc r ip tu re .  Verbal i n s p i r a t i o n  i s  a concept t h a t  
i s  taken f o r  granted ,  worked with and used as  neces- 
sary f o r  t h e  whole b a s i s  of  Chr i s t i an  teaching .  
Without b e l i e v i n g  t h a t  every word f e l l  from the  Holy 
Ghost with purpose, it makes l i t t l e  o r  no sense t o  
p l ace  S c r i p t u r e  as t h e  norm and r u l e  f o r  a r l  o t h e r  
teaching .  I f  t h e  words a re  unce r t a in  and mistaken, 
what i s  t h e r e  normative about S c r i p t u r e ?  

And t h e r e  was ras v a c i l l a t i o n  among t h e  Confes- 
sors regard ing  t h e  p u r i f y  and c e r t a i n t y  of Scr ip-  
"ere,  In  t h e  Summary -- of  t h e  Thorough 
Declarat ion sf t h e  FC they s t a t e :  

We then r ece ive  and embrace with our whole 
h e a r t  t h e  Prophet ic  and Apostol ic  Sc r ip -  
t u r e s  of t h e  Old and New Testaments as  t h e  
pure and c l e a r  foun ta in  of  I s r a e l ,  which i s  
the  only t r u e  s tandard  by which a l l  t eache r s  
and doc t r ines  a r e  t o  be judged." (Tr ig .  
p. 851) 

What d i f f e r s  from S c r i p t u r e  i s  f a l s e ,  t h e r e f o r e  on 
t h e  b a s i s  o f  S c r i p t u r e  ? ' a l l  h e r e s i e s  and e r r o r s  
. . . ( a re )  r e j e c t e d , "  (Tr ig ,  p ,  857) 

I t  is  remarkable how o f t e n  t h e  Confessions 
appeal t o  S c r i p t u r e  and how many S c r i p t u r e  proofs  
a r e  adduced i n  them, Approximately 900 d i f f e r e n t  
S c r i p t u r e  passages a r e  e i t h e r  c i t e d  o r  d e a l t  wi th ,  
some of them many t imes ,  They a r e  used a s  source 
and founta in  of doc t r ine ,  a s  judge and r u l e ,  as  dem- 
o n s t r a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  doc t r ine  expounded is  t h a t  of 
S c r i p t u r e  and t h e r e f o r e  God% Word. When S c r i p t u r e  
speaks on any given s u b j e c t ,  t h a t  s e t t l e s  i t  f o r  
t h e  w r i t e r s  of t h e  Confessions. (Tr ig .  p .  885) 
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This,  we be l i eve ,  ought t o  s i l e n c e  completely 
t h e  modern Lutherans who s o  b i t t e r l y  oppose t h e  use 
of S c r i p t u r a l  proof t e x t s .  Let t h e s e  people be 
Lutheran, behave l i k e  Lutherans, use S c r i p t u r e  l i k e  
Lutherans, o r  l e t  them move t o  o t h e r  grounds. 

But we s t i l l  haven ' t  f i n i s h e d  with t h e  Confes- 
s i o n s '  testimony regarding S c r i p t u r e .  We n o t i c e  how 
they base arguments upon s i n g l e  words of S c r i p t u r e ,  
e ,  g .  , v9Thus a l s o  i n  t h e  Holy S c r i p t u r e s  themselves 
t h e  words n e c e s s i t y ,  -- needful ,  and necessary,  Pike- 
wise ought and must, a r e  used concerning what we a r e  
bound t o  do because of God's ordinance,  cornand, and 
w i l l ,  a s  Kom, l 3 : 5 ,  1 Cor, 9 :9 ,  Acts 5 ~ 2 9 ,  John 15: 
12, 1 John 4 : 2 l e t ?  (Tr ig .  p.  943) 

Under A r t i c l e  V I I  of t h e  FC t h e  Sacramentarians 
a r e  f a u l t e d  f o r  r e fus ing  t o  t ake  t h e  word i n  
i t s  proper sense .  Not a word of S c r i p t u r e  could be  
broken, tw i s t ed  o r  misused. (Tr ig ,  p .  943) We a l s o  
n o t i c e  how t h e  Lutheran Confessors re fused  t o  l e t  
t h e  S c r i p t u r e  be beclouded by hermeneutical chican- 
e r y ,  They say:  

We a r e  c e r t a i n l y  i n  duty bound no t  t o  i n -  
t e r p r e t  and expla in  t h e s e  words of t h e  
e t e r n a l ,  t r u e ,  and almighty Son of God, 
our  Lord, Creator  and Redeemer, Jesus  
C h r i s t ,  d i f f e r e n t l y  as  a l l e g o r i c a l ,  f i g -  
u r a t i v e ,  t r o p i c a l  express ions ,  according 
as  it seems agreeable t o  our reason,  but  
with simple f a i t h  and due obedience t o  
rece ive  t h e  words as  they read i n  t h e i r  
proper  and p l a i n  sense .  . . . (Trig.  p .  987) 

They i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  pious a t t i t u d e  of t h e  Chr i s t i an  
toward t h e  words of God by r e f e r r i n g  t o  Abraham, 
Lis ten  t o  t h i s  testimony: 

. . .(Abraham) understands and be l i eves  

God's Word and command p l a i n l y  and simply 
as  they read  according t o  t h e  l e t t e r ,  and 
commits t h e  mat te r  t o  God's omnipotence 
andwisdom. . . . 

This we, t o o ,  a r e  simply t o  b e l i e v e  
with a l l  humi l i ty  and obedience t h e  p l a i n ,  
f i rm,  c l e a r  and solemn words and command 
of  our Crea tor  and Redeemer. (Tr ig .  p .  989) 

Later they  a l s o  dea l  with Zwingli s a1  loeos i s  
on t h e  same b a s i s ,  Zwingli had introduced t h i s  i n t o  
t h e  doc t r ine  of C h r i s t ,  s u b s t i t u t i n g  one word f o r  
another ,  But t h e  Formula of Concord w i l l  no t  allow 
t h i s  tampering with words. I t  r e j e c t s  Zwingl ivs  
at tempts  as  blasphemous : s'IIere Zwingly juggles ,  
a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  t h e  word Chr i s t  i s  understood of t h e  
human na tu re .  " (Tr ig .  p .  1029) Zwingli ' s  reading 
of  new meanings i n t o  t h e  words of S c r i p t u r e  i s  
c a l l e d  d e v i l ' s  mask,'? 

In  dea l ing  with t h e  doc t r ine  of e t e r n a l  e l ec -  
t i o n ,  the Formula of  Concord again stres:; , ;  t h e  
words and d i r e c t s  t h e  readers  t o  t h e  V e n  ~ u m  Dei 
r~vela- tum, (Tr ig .  p ,  1067f) We a r e  not  to specu la t e  
97conce-rning t h e  bare ,  secr .z t ,  i n s c r u ~ a ~ l e  fo re -  
knowledge of God," bu t  ssek "how t h e  counsel ,  pur- 
pose, and o rd ina t ion  of  God i n  Chr i s t  J e sus ,  who i s  
t h e  t r u e  Rook of  Li fe ,  i s  revea led  t o  us through t h e  
Word, namely t h e  e n t i r e  doc t r ine  concerning t h i s  as  
it is presented  i n  t h e  S c r i p f ~ r e s . ~ ~  (Tr ig .  p .  1069) 
h d  "when our thoughts concerning t h i s  a r t i c l e  a r e  
thus  formed according t o  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s ,  we can by 
God's grace simply (and c o r r e c t l y )  adapt ourselves 
t o  it  (and advantageously t r e a t  of i t )  ." (Tr ig .  
p ,  1071) 

A Catalog of Testimonies is  a t t ached  t o  t h e  
Confessions. 1;the conclusion i t  i s  s t a t e d  t h a t  
t hese  tes t imonies  of  t h e  anc ient  t eache r s  i s  adduced, 
not  t h a t  men should b u i l d  t h e i r  f a i t h  upon them 
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c a l l e d  d e v i l ' s  mask,'? 

In  dea l ing  with t h e  doc t r ine  of e t e r n a l  e l ec -  
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words and d i r e c t s  t h e  readers  t o  t h e  V e n  ~ u m  Dei 
r~vela- tum, (Tr ig .  p ,  1067f) We a r e  not  to specu la t e  
97conce-rning t h e  bare ,  secr .z t ,  i n s c r u ~ a ~ l e  fo re -  
knowledge of God," bu t  ssek "how t h e  counsel ,  pur- 
pose, and o rd ina t ion  of  God i n  Chr i s t  J e sus ,  who i s  
t h e  t r u e  Rook of  Li fe ,  i s  revea led  t o  us through t h e  
Word, namely t h e  e n t i r e  doc t r ine  concerning t h i s  as  
it is presented  i n  t h e  S c r i p f ~ r e s . ~ ~  (Tr ig .  p .  1069) 
h d  "when our thoughts concerning t h i s  a r t i c l e  a r e  
thus  formed according t o  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s ,  we can by 
God's grace simply (and c o r r e c t l y )  adapt ourselves 
t o  it  (and advantageously t r e a t  of i t )  ." (Tr ig .  
p ,  1071) 

A Catalog of Testimonies is  a t t ached  t o  t h e  
Confessions. 1;the conclusion i t  i s  s t a t e d  t h a t  
t hese  tes t imonies  of  t h e  anc ient  t eache r s  i s  adduced, 
not  t h a t  men should b u i l d  t h e i r  f a i t h  upon them 



i n s t e a d  of  upon t h e  S c r i p t u r e s ,  f o r  " the  t r u e  saving 
f a i t h  i s  t o  be founded upon no church- teachers ,  o ld  
o r  new, b u t  only and a lone  upon God's IVord, which i s  
comprised i n  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  o f  t h e  ho ly  prophe ts  and 
a p o s t l e s  , as unques t ionable  w i tne s se s  of d iv ine  
t r u t h . "  (Tr ig .  p .  1149) The confessors  wanted t o  
demonstrate  how these anc i en t s  spoke i n  accord wirh 
S c r i p t u r e  and were be ing  appealed t o  f a l s e ly  by the 
opponents,  just  as t h e s e  had a lso  p e r v e r t e d  "the 
s imple ,  p l a i n ,  and c l e a r  words c f  ChrisV's  testanent 
w d  t h e  pure t e s t imon ie s  of  !ioly S c r i p t u r e s .  On t h i s  
account t h e  Book of Concord d i r e c t s  every one t o  t h e  
Holy S c r i p t u r e s  and t h e  s imple  Catechism; f o r  h e  who 
c l i n g s  t o  t h i s  s imple  form wi th  t r u e ,  s imple  f a i t h  
p rov ides  b e s t  f o r  h i s  s o u l  and conscience,  s i n c e  it 
i s  b u i l t  upon a  f i r m  and immovable Rock. Matt .  7 
and 17; Gal.  1; Ps.  119." (Tr ig .  p.  1149) 

So ends t h e  Book o f  Concord, Need more b e  -- 
s a i d ?  The S c r i p t u r e  cannot b e  broken.  This  i s  
t r u l y  a  Lutheran a s s e r t i o n .  

I S  THE ASSERTION PRACTICAL? 

The l a s t  words o f  t h e  Book of  Concord, it 
pp 

seems, answers t h e  ques t i on .  I f  we want t o  "pro- 
v i d e  b e s t  f o r  our  s o u l  and conscience",  t h e r e  can b e  
no  thought  of b reak ing  t h e  S c r i p t u r e s  and b u i l d i n g  
upon t h e  s i n k i n g  sands o f  modern theo logy .  We have 
a l r eady  seen  how C h r i s t  Himself i s  l o s t  when men 
l o s e  ho ld  on S c r i p t u r e .  I f  S c r i p t u r e  can b e  broken,  
t h e  C h r i s t  p r e sen t ed  i n  S c r i p t u r e  cannot be t r u s t e d .  
Then we a r e  t u r n e d  loose  on a  Ifquest  f o r  an h i s t o r -  
i c a l  Ch r i s t ' ?  whom we a r e  t o  f i n d  a s i d e  from t h e  
words of S c r i p t u r e .  This  de s t roys  a l l  o b j e c t i v i t y  
of  f a i t h  and makes each p e r s o n ' s  imagina t ion  about 
Christ o r  J e sus  t h e  "point  of  depa r tu r ew  f o r  any 
theology he  may wish t o  accep t  o r  proclaim.  The 
p r a c t i c a l i t y  of J e s u s t  a s s e r t i o n  i s  c l e a r l y  s t a t e d  

i n  His own words : " I f  ye cont inue  i n  my word, then  
a r e  ye my d i s c i p l e s  indeed;  and ye  s h a l l  know t h e  
t r u t h ,  and t h e  t r u t h  s h a l l  make you f r e e . "  (John 8 :  
31,32) 

Whether t h i s  d o c t r i n e  i s  p r a c t i c a l  o r  no t  t o  a  
t heo log i an  w i l l  depend e n t i r e l y  upon t h e  kind of  
t heo log i an  he  wishes t o  be .  I f  he  wants t o  be a 
"b l i nd  l e a d e r  o f  t h e  b l i nd"  who imagines t h a t  h i s  
theology must keep moving, and who t h i n k s  t h e  theo-  
l o g i a n s '  t a s k  i s  t o  develop new and d i f f e r e n t  t h e o l -  
o g i e s ,  then ,  o f  cou r se ,  t h e r e  w i l l  be  no th ing  p rac -  
t i c a l  i n  a s s e r t i n g  "The S c r i p t u r e  cannot be  broken." 
Such theology must b reak  S c r i p t u r e .  I t  h a s  no u se  
f o r  a theology t h a t  r e p r i s t i n a t e s  t h e  words and 
t each ings  of Holy S c r i p t u r e .  But i f  we wish t o  be  
t heo log i ans  who l ead  people  from s i n  and darkness  
t o  t h e  l i g h t  of  f a i t h  and joy i n  C h r i s t  J e sus  un to  
e t e r n a l  s a l v a t i o n ,  then  t h i s  Word o f  God, t h e  Holy 
S c r i p t u r e s  w i l l  e ve r  be ou r  own l i g h t .  We w i l l  con- 
t i n u e  i n  them and i n  t h e i r  d o c t r i n e :  " fo r  i n  doing 
t h i s  thou s h a l t  bo th  save  t h e y s e l f ,  and them t h a t  
h e a r  t h e e . "  ( 1  Tim. 4:16) 

I f  we a r e  a l s o  no t  t o  be  swept away by t h e  
f l o o d  of  modern l i t e r a t u r e  and by t h e  f a d s  of  each 
g e n e r a t i o n ' s  " t h inke rH  t h e o l o g i a n s ,  ou r  a s s e r t i o n  
must remain a  p r a c t i c a l  one.  I t  does l i t t l e  good t o  
speak h i g h l y  of  S c r i p t u r e  bu t  t o  spend most of  our  
t ime working wi th  t h e  w r i t i n g s  of  h e r e t i c a l  men. 
Yes, we need t o  r ead  some of  t h i s ,  t o o ,  a s  t heo lo -  
g i ans  s o  a s  t o  know what i s  going on i n  ou r  world,  
how t o  f a c e  t h e  i s s u e s  ou r  people  must f a c e ,  and how 
t o  apply S c r i p t u r e  p r o p e r l y  t o  uphold ou r  people ,  
ou r se lve s ,  and t each ings  a g a i n s t  t h e  a t  t a c k s  t h a t  
come from such sou rce s .  And we ought n o t  t o  k i d  
o u r s e l v e s ,  a s  though t h e s e  p a s s i n g  f a d s  had no 
e f f e c t  upon modern l i f e  and t h i n k i n g .  But we need 
t o  keep i n  mind what Ca lv in  D.  Linton s o  w e l l  s t a t e s :  
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must remain a  p r a c t i c a l  one.  I t  does l i t t l e  good t o  
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t o  apply S c r i p t u r e  p r o p e r l y  t o  uphold ou r  people ,  
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t o  keep i n  mind what Ca lv in  D.  Linton s o  w e l l  s t a t e s :  



Inso fa r  as  t h e  almost insurmountable body 
of s cho la r ly  w r i t i n g  may form a  b a r r i e r  
between t h e  seeker  of t r u t h  and t h e  Bible 
i t s e l f ,  it may be more product ive of shad- 
ow than of l i g h t .  This i s  t h e  r e a l  danger, 
not  t h a t  modern scho la r sh ip  has i n  any way 
d i s c r e d i t e d  t h e  Bib le .  Indeed, t he  more 
one immerses himself  i n  t h e  wr i t i ngs  t h a t  
attempt t o  do so ,  t h e  more one r e a l i z e s  
the  v a l i d i t y ,  on i n t e l l e c t u a l  and a l l  
o t h e r  grounds, of t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  view 
of the  Bible as  unique, un l ike  a l l  o t h e r  
books, p r e c i s e l y  bedause i t  i s  God's Word 
and not  man's. . . . 47 

Af ter  l i s t i n g  a  number of books of modernists 
of various shades of opinion,  he  then warns: 

Nowhere i n  S c r i p t u r e  i s  it promised t h a t  
"Ye s h a l l  be guided i n  a l l  th ings  by t h e  
books scho la r s  s h a l l  produce"; r a t h e r ,  
Sc r ip tu re  promises t h a t  " the Comfortor, 
which i s  t h e  Holy Ghost, whom t h e  Father  
w i l l  send i n  my Name, he  s h a l l  teach you 
a l l  t h ings .  . . (John 1 4 ~ 2 6 )  48 

I t  seems t o  me, C h r i s t ' s  a s se r t ion - - the  Scr ip-  
t u r e  cannot be broken-- is  a l s o  of tremendous p r a c t i -  
c a l  value i f  we a r e  t o  meet adequately t h e  problems 
02 each t roubled  genera t ion .  Our own i s  going 
through a  process of r e b e l l i o n  and revolu t ion .  
There i s  r evo lu t ion  and r e b e l l i o n  on almost every 
f r o n t ,  t heo log ica l  no l e s s  than i n  s o c i a l ,  p o l i t i -  
c a l ,  economic, and moral f r o n t s .  A s  t h i s  t akes  
p l ace ,  crime, despa i r ,  f e a r ,  mental d i so rde r s ,  s u i -  
c ides  a re  inc reas ing .  And l e t  us not  th ink  t h a t  
theologies  t h a t  have become d i a l e c t i c ,  e x i s t e n t i a l ,  
pragmatic,  which have r e j e c t e d  absolu tes  i n  d iv ine  
t r u t h s  and moral s t anda rds ,  and which a r e  more en- 
gaged i n  s o c i a l  ac t ion ,  c i v i l  r i g h t s ,  peace and war 

demonstrations than i n  preaching Chr i s t  c r u c i f i e d ,  
have had noth ing  t o  do with t h e  r a p i d  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  
of our  s o c i e t y .  Church a t tendance  and church con- 
t r i b u t i o n s  a r e  dropping o f f ;  crime c o s t s  our  na t ion  
more than twenty b i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  a  y e a r .  Rel igion 
is  be ing  sepa ra t ed  from more and more a c t i v i t i e s  o f  
l i f e ,  while  a t h e i s t i c ,  e v o l u t i o n i s t i c ,  and communis- 
t i c  phi losophies  a r e  making inroads  i n t o  t h e  minds 
of our  genera t ion ,  What have we t o  o f f e r  i f  we can- 
n o t  poin t  t o  God's i n f a l l i b l e  t r u t h ?  I f  t h e  Scr ip-  
t u r e s  a r e  broken and we need t o  devise  our  own theo l -  
ogy, dare we complain i f  men go a l l  t h e  way and pru- 
claim God dead and man God? Ours i s  a  p r a c t i c a l  
choice:  E i t h e r  we accept  t h e  s s s e r t i o n  of  Chr i s t  
regard ing  t h e  i n v i o l a b i l i t y  of S c r i p t u r e  o r  we have 
noth ing  t o  o f f e r  t h i s  world l o s t  i n  s i n ,  except t o  
f a l l  i n t o  the  d e s t r u c t i v e  whir lpool  and d i e  with i t  
i n  our  s i n s ,  

We do no t  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  p r a c t i c a l i t y  of 
C h r i s t ' s  a s s e r t i o n  must be judged by i t s  popu la r i ty .  
Because men do n o t  accept it and do not  work with 
i t ,  they q u i t e  e a s i l y  blame C h r i s t i a n i t y ,  orthodox 
dogmatics, and us f o r  throwing a  Book a t  people when 
they  need saving  from t h e  phys ica l ,  mental,  and tem- 
p o r a l  problems i n  which they f i n d  themselves. Jesus 
s a i d :  " I f  any man w i l l  do h i s  w i l l ,  he s h a l l  know 
t h e  doc t r ine ,  whether i t  be of  God, o r  whether I 
speak of myself." (John 7:17) The p r a c t i c a l i t y  o f  
opera t ing  with S c r i p t u r e  as  God's i n f a l l i b l e  Word 
can only ' ~ e  known when one begins t o  do i t .  Jesus ,  
speaking of t h e  popu la r i ty  of  H i s  own message and of  
the b le s s ings  which neve r the le s s  come t o  those who 
accept i t ,  s a i d :  "I t e l l  you of a  t r u t h ,  many 
widows were i n  I s r a e l  i n  t h e  days o f  E l i a s ,  when t h e  
heaven was shu t  up t h r e e  years  and s i x  months, when 
g r e a t  famine was throughout a l l  t h e  land; But unto 
none of them was E l i a s  s e n t ,  save unto  Sa rep ta ,  a  
c i t y  of Sidon, unto a  woman t h a t  was a  widow. And 
many l epe r s  were i n  I s r a e l  i n  t h e  time of  E l i seus  
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t he  prophet ;  and none of them was cleansed,  saving  
Naaman t h e  Syr ian ."  (Luke 4:25f) The a b i l i t y  t o  
judge t h e  p r a c t i c a l i t y  of the  Chr i s t i an  f a i t h ,  a l s o  
as f a r  as it p e r t a i n s  t o  t h i s  l i f e ,  remains with 
those who a r e  on t h e  " ins ide ."  This app l i e s  a l s o  t o  
those who do o r  do not  be l i eve  t h a t  t h e  S c r i p t u r e  
cannot be broken. 

Let me b r i n g  t h i s  essay t o  a c lose  with two 
quotes from Luther: 

(Now l e s t  we be misled by words, l e t  me 
say here  t h a t  by "as se r t ionTf  T mean 
staunchly holding your ground, s t a t i n g  
your p o s i t i o n ,  confessing i t ,  defending 
it and persever ing  i n  i t  unvanquished. 
I do not  th ink  t h a t  t h e  term has any 
o the r  meaning, . . .And I am t a l k i n g  
about t h e  a s s e r t i o n  of what has been de- 
l i ve red  t o  us from above i n  t h e  Sacred 
Sc r ip tu res .  . . 

, . .Take away a s s e r t i o n s ,  and you t ake  
away C h r i s t i a n i t y .  Why, t h e  Holy S p i r i t  
i s  given t o  Chr i s t i ans  from heaven i n  
order  t h a t  he may g l o r i f y  Chr i s t  i n  them 
and confess'Him even unto death--and i s  
t h i s  not  a s s e r t i o n ,  t o  d i e  f o r  what you 
confess and a s s e r t ?  (p. 66f)45 

The Word they s t i l l  s h a l l  l e t  remain 
Nor any thanks have f o r  i t ;  
He's by our s i d e  upon t h e  p l a i n  
With H i s  good g i f t s  and S p i r i t .  
And take they our l i f e ,  
Goods, fame, c h i l d ,  and wi fe ,  
Let these a l l  be gone, 
They ye t  have noth ing  won; 
The Kingdom ours  remaineth. Amen. 

SOL DEO GLORIA! 
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