Normative Topics

Part 2 

Uniqueness of Scripture

The Bible’s double authorship (divine & human), and the implications thereof … the “Christological analogy”)

1) 
The distinctive place of verbal revelation within the scheme of biblical religion — God’s covenant witness. God redeems and God explains. The Exodus: Tablets by his finger, placed inside the Ark; a song of redemption (Deut 31:19-21); book of the law alongside the Ark (31:26), with heaven & earth as ancillary witness (31:28). 

People tremble at God’s words (Ezra 9:4; 10:3) because they stand accused by God’s testimony against them.  

This, by contrast, with what I call Ebionite views of the Bible, that is, those that see the Bible as merely a human product, and therefore as being just as subject to the Fall as any other document — not merely finite and limited in scope, but necessarily corrupt and misleading

Heads up: the “Christological analogy” is often appealed to by those who want to stress the Bible’s humanity at the expense of its divinity. For instance, this from Emil Bruner:

… the church must develop its doctrine of the Scripture on the same lines as the doctrine of the two natures. The Bible shares in the glory of the divinity of Christ and in the lowliness of his humanity. 

The Bible is the human, and therefore not the infallible, witness to the divine revelation in the Old Covenant and the history of the incarnate Son of God. … 

… the church must learn to perceive, and to appropriate, the divine content in the human and imperfect form of these words…

The Church must learn to combine Biblical faith with Biblical criticism, just as she has had to learn that in perceiving the godhead of Christ she must not forget His true humanity, and in the Jesus who could be tired, hungry, troubled, and sad, to perceive and to grasp the eternal Son of God (Red. & Rev., p. 276)
In fact, though, if the Bible, like Christ, manifests both human and divine qualities, it does so in the fashion affirmed by J.I. Packer:

(If the Christological analogy indicates) … something about the character which the human element has by virtue of its conjunction with the divine, we must say that it points directly to the fact that, as our Lord, though truly man, was truly free from sin, so Scripture, though a truly human product, is truly free from error. (Fundamentalism & the Word of God, p. 83)
What’s at stake is the commitment to seeing the Bible as God’s own Word to us. The task of interpretation is not short circuited — there are no infallible, error-free interpretations. But the Bible does not merely “contain” God’s Word, “point to” God’s Word, “get used as” God’s Word — and it does not veil or confuse God’s Word. It is God’s Word. It is “God-breathed.” What it teaches is to be believed, obeyed, and delighted in. 

2) 
At the same time, the Bible is as fully human as you could possibly imagine. Just pick up the Book of Mormon or the Quran and read them — they read like you’re supposed to feel as though you’re being spoken to “from on high.” The Bible, by contrast, has a “ring of truth” (J.B. Philips) precisely because it’s so unapologetic, so unforced in its humanity — think about the different  

· languages … 

· genres … 

· personalities …

Packer, again:

Inspiration did not necessarily involve an abnormal state of mind on the writer’s part, such as a trance, or vision, or hearing a voice. Nor did it involve any obliteration or overriding of his personality (FWG).

Features:

· Writers did not necessarily know that what they were writing was canonical, nor that they were under direct supernatural prompting — e.g., Song of Songs, Agur’s testament (Pr 30), Heman’s bleak psalm (Ps 88), or Luke’s gospel

· Inspired documents may be the product of firsthand historical research (Luke’s gospel), or dependence on older written sources (Chronicles’ use of Kings), even of wholesale borrowing (2Pt and Jude).

· Books appear to have gone through several editions and recensions before reaching their final form — e.g., Proverbs (see esp. 10:1; 24:23; 25:1) 
A Screwtape aside: 

To us a human is primarily food; our aim is the absorption of its will into ours, the increase of our own area of selfhood at its expense. But the obedience which the Enemy demands of men is quite a different thing. One must face the fact that all the talk about His love for men, and His service being perfect freedom, is not (as one would gladly believe) mere propaganda, but an appalling truth. He really does want to fill the universe with a lot of loathsome little replicas of Himself — creatures whose life, on its miniature scale, will be qualitatively like His own, not because He has absorbed them but because their wills freely conform to His. We want cattle who can finally become food; He wants servants who can finally become sons. We want to suck in, He wants to give out. We are empty and would be filled; He is full and flows over. Our war aim is a world in which Our Father Below has drawn all other beings into himself; the Enemy wants a world full of beings united to Him but still distinct. 

… His ignoble idea is to eat the cake and have it; the creatures are to be one with Him, but yet themselves; merely to cancel them, or assimilate them, will not serve. 
• C.S. Lewis, The Screwtape Letters, pp. 37-38

This, by contrast, with what I think of as Docetic views of the Bible that is, those that see the Bible as either: 

a) so remote and lofty as to require a priestly caste to take care of understanding it for you (Roman Catholicism), or a certain “illumining” experience to take you behind the text (Gnosticism, ancient or modern); or 

b) so unequivocal and supra-historical that every word means the same thing every time it is used by every author (e.g., “faith” and “works” in Paul & James) and every possible stumbling block to faith must be removable — so that study of the Bible is rather like breaking a code or plugging in mathematical factors. Of course, what happens is that you, gentle reader, become dependent upon a code-breaker, or a code-breaking system — you are never just letting the text speak to and shape you. Or perhaps, eventually you just get worn out, and become a biblical Ebionite — it has happened to greater minds than you or me. 

3) 
“… like us in all respects, save without sin …”  Why we confess the Bible as inerrant. What we mean and what we don’t mean. 

See the “Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy”

http://www.bible-researcher.com/chicago1.html



“In your light 

we see light”

• Psalm 36:9



� Christological Sidebar:


Ebionism — Jesus was a normal human being who was empowered by the Holy Spirit


Docetism — Jesus was God and only appeared to be human 


Apollinarianism — Christ’s human soul had been replaced by the divine Logos


Arianism — Christ had a beginning and was only of similar substance to the Father (was merely semi-divine, so to speak)


Council of Nicea (AD 325) & Constantinople (AD 381) — affirmation of the integrity of both divine and human in Jesus


Nestorianism — to protect Jesus’s humanity, Nestorians posited a union that looked more like a divine indwelling than a true union of natures (dual personality) — endangering divinity (didn’t care to think of Mary as “Bearer of God”)


Eutychianism — to protect Jesus’s divinity, Eutychians posited a union that looked more like a transformation of human nature into divinity — ignoring humanity, leading to …


Monophysitism — two natures combined into one (Battle cry: “It was God [and not a mere man] who was crucified!”)


Council of Chalcedon (AD 451) & 2nd Council of Constantinople (AD 681) — formulation of an adequate and lasting solution: two natures (without confusion, without change, without division) in one person — the “Hypostatic Union”
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