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“theological parameters” have begun to erode or even breach the parameters that
sheltered and enabled them in the first place?

In this context, it appears significant that Enns’ expressed desire is to “move beyond” the
“parameters of earlier doctrinal formulations.”

...my aim is to allow the collective evidence to affect not just how we understand
a biblical passage or story here and there within the parameters of earlier doctrinal
formulations. Rather, I want to move beyond that by allowing the evidence to
affect how we think about what Scripture as a whole is.

The end result, I truly hope, will be to provide a theological paradigm for people
who know instinctively that the Bible is God’s word, but for whom reading the
Bible has already become a serious theological problem—perhaps even a crisis.”

What then are the Confession’s theological parameters and presuppositions concerning
Scripture? Are there Confessional hermeneutical parameters and principles for
interpreting Scripture? Young believed that these existed and identified them when he
placed the entire first chapter of the Westminster Confession as an appendix to his
defense of inerrancy,” while Enns leaves his understanding of what is intended by the
“parameters of earlier doctrinal formulations” vague and undefined.”!

enlisted without further qualification against efforts at harmonization, as Berkouwer does. If we are not to distort
Kuyper’s meaning, we must not fail to note the specific terms of the contrast that serves to define these ‘innocent
inaccuracies’: they ‘so far from doing harm, rather bring to light the free expression of life above notarial
affectation.””...p. 280, “Perhaps the deepest perspective on the sense of the quotation under examination in this section
is provided by reflecting further on the distinction, already noted, between divine and human errorlessness....What is
the difference, Kuyper asks, between ‘divinely errorless’ and ‘humanly errorless’?...Divine errorlessness, in contrast, is
like the work of a painter....In summary, divine errorlessness, like art, gives the essence without error, but without
maintaining precisely the same form....The errorlessness of Scripture, then, is divine, not human.”

* Enns, Inspiration and Incarnation, pp. 14-15.

*Young, Thy Word Is Truth, pp. 277-280.

3! The closest statement of theological disclosure that Enns provides is: “Also influential has been my own theological
tradition, represented by my colleagues at Westminster Theological Seminary, past and present, and the wider tradition
of which that institution is a part. This is not to imply that I speak for that institution or tradition.” Enns, Inspiration
and Incarnation, p. 9. The lack of theological clarity in Enns’ theological position has been expressed by the OPC
Mid-Atlantic Presbytery’s Report: “This general neglect of any detailed interaction with the classical Reformed
treatments of Inspiration is notable. He seems to embrace Warfield’s concept of concursus but does not tell us how he
differs from Warfield. He is able to simultaneously place Warfield and J. Patterson Smyth in his ‘Further Reading’
section (Inspiration, p. 22) seeming to commend Smyth for ‘honesty and spiritual sensitivity.” Yet Warfield was not so
favorable to Smyth’s work. While reviewing it along with two other works (Presbyterian and Reformed Review 5,
1894), Warfield states: “These are therefore three very instructive little books. They exhibit to us the working of the
new leaven in its mildest form; and advertise to us what is the least change in our attitude towards the Bible which will
satisfy the most moderate adherents of the new views. As such, they are not reassuring. It becomes evident at once not
only that an entire revolution in the doctrine of sacred Scripture incorporated in our creeds, and held indeed by the
whole Christian past, will be required of us (which is a comparatively small matter); but also that on the new ground we
can no longer occupy the same attitude towards Scripture that our Lord and His apostles occupied. The attempts of
these books being taken as samples, it becomes equally evident also that no consistent doctrine of inspiration,
conservative of the detailed divine authority of the Scriptures, can be framed on the basis of the new views.” If we are
to open a new trajectory in our understanding of Inspiration, it would at least be helpful to gain some sense of where
and why the boundaries suggested by Warfield—or perhaps better yet—Bavinck, are not adequate. If Enns is not
saying anything that Bavinck has not said, he should acknowledge his debt. If he is saying something new, he should
step forward and show the Reformed community—not just broad evangelicals—where they need further reformation.”
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Although not directly addressed in Inerrancy and Hermeneutic nor by Enns in
Inspiration and Incarnation: Evangelicals and the Problem of the Old Testament, it is
evident that the Confession in Chapter One “Of the Holy Scripture” establishes an
overarching hermeneutical parameter or hermeneutic principle when it declares:

9. The infallible rule of interpretation of Scripture is the Scripture itself: and therefore,
when there is a question about the true and full sense of any Scripture (which is not
manifold, but one), it must be searched and known by other places that speak more
clearly.

Thus the principle of Scripture interpreting Scripture is declared to be of foundational
importance. The Confession’s mandate for this hermeneutical method is patent and
principial: it is an “infallible rule of interpretation”. Further, it is sweeping in its impact
since it relates to the “true and full sense of any Scripture”. In fact, this interpretive
method is not optional, but obligatory, since the meaning of any Scripture “must be
searched and known.” The canonical self-interpreting character of this Scriptural
hermeneutic is captured in the words, “by other places that speak more clearly.”>*
Finally, all of these words substantiate what is intended by the word rule—a rule is to
be observed. As Larger Catechism question 99 says, “For the right understanding...
these rules are to be observed....” Hence, the Confession’s hermeneutical principle is
given an importance that cannot be ignored or diminished if the Scripture’s authority as
the “only infallible rule of faith and practice” is consciously recognized with the
seriousness that an ex animo subscription requires. This Confessional rule for the
interpretation of Scripture might well be denominated, the regulative principle of
hermeneutics.

The historic understanding of this principle of comparing Scripture with Scripture is
enunciated by Turretin:

Comparison matches one passage of Scripture to another (Acts 9:22), by
comparing the more obscure with the more understandable, similar or parallel
ones with those like them, and the dissimilar with the dissimilar. The analogy of
the faith (Rom. 12:6) means not only a measuring standard for the faith, or a
measure given to each of the believers, but also the constant harmony or
agreement of all the articles of faith in the most glorious words of the revealed
Scripture, to which all expositions must conform, lest anything be taught contrary
to the articles of faith or the commandments of the Decalogue.™

52 Cf. Turretin, Doctrine of Scripture, p. 187, “It is not a question of whether matters necessary for salvation are
presented clearly everywhere in Scripture. Indeed we grant that there are many passages that are difficult to
understand, by which God wills to exercise our effort and the skill of the scholar. The question is whether these
necessary matters are presented somewhere in such a manner that a believer can recognize their truth when he has
given them serious consideration, because nothing is learned from the more obscure passages that is not found most
plainly taught elsewhere. As Augustine says, ‘the Holy Spirit has arranged the Scriptures in such a wonderful and
wholesome manner, that hunger is remedied by the plainer passages and pride by the more obscure...” and, ‘We feed
on the clear passages, and are disciplined by the obscure; in the one our appetite is overcome, in the other our pride.””

33 Turretin, Doctrine of Scripture, p. 207.
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Turretin reasons that this method is required since we must recognize that God possesses
the authority to interpret His own words.

Just as a ruler is the interpreter of his own law, so also God is the interpreter of his
own Scripture, which is the law of faith and conduct. And the privilege which is
proper for other writers that each one is the interpreter of his own words, should
not be denied to God when he speaks in Scripture.™

Westminster NT professor Vern Poythress well illustrates this principle:

At a fundamental level, there is no such thing as a passage in and of itself. John
2:16 is part of the Bible, and God intends that we read it and understand it in
relation to all the other parts of the Bible. When he caused these words to be
written in the Gospel of John, he already intended that they should be seen as we
are seeing them, namely, in connection with other passages that together unfold
the purpose of God.”

Moreover, this is the teaching of the Confession in 1.5 where it speaks of “the consent of
all the parts” that “doth abundantly evidence itself to be the Word of God”.

IV. Sola Scriptura: Scripture, Science and the “Infallible Rule of Interpretation”

In the midst of the hermeneutical crisis, the importance of the reformational principle of
Sacra Scriptura sui ipsius interpres (Sacred Scripture is its own interpreter) must again
be affirmed. For what is at stake is nothing less than the Reformation’s commitment to
sola Scriptura. As Berkouwer explains, the principle of Scripture interpreting Scripture is
the logical outgrowth of a full and deep commitment to sola Scriptura. Berkouwer, who
also is concerned not to miss the human dimension of Scripture, underscores this point.

Nowhere was the relationship between authority and interpretation so clearly
expressed as in the Reformation confession of Scripture, which, based on sola
Scriptura, offered a perspective on the real relationship between authority and
interpretation, and expressed it in its hermeneutical rule: Sacra Scriptura sui
ipsius interpres (Sacred Scripture is its own interpreter).*

The principle might appear to be primarily an apologetic for the Reformation. Since
“Calvin”, for example, “spoke of the Holy Spirit as ‘a unique self-interpreter,” since he
spoke by the prophets.”’ Berkouwer declares, however, that this hermeneutical principle
actually emerges from Scripture.

On hearing this rule, one can react that it is polemically understandable but really
not a concrete and fruitful notion for the present interpretation of Scripture. The
formula is indeed a polemical focusing of the sola Scriptura on interpretation.

> Ibid, p. 215.

% Vern S. Poythress, God Centered Biblical Interpretation (P&R, 1999), p. 45.
36 Berkouwer, Holy Scripture, p. 127.

7 Ibid, pp. 127-128.
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This already excludes the possibility of speaking of a purely formal rule without
diverse perspectives. It contains a concrete rejection of other interpretations which
are foreign to the nature of Scripture. By so doing it naturally reminds us of the
scriptural message that no prophecy of Scripture is a matter of one’s own
interpretation (2 Pet. 1:20). **

And so in the context of the current hermeneutical crisis, what happens to the
Reformation’s hermeneutical principle flowing from sola Scriptura when the issues of
modern science® or scholarship in their many forms enter this discussion? Berkouwer
pointedly asks this question:

It has been repeatedly pointed out that behind many of the questions presently
related to the interpretation of Holy Scripture looms the important presence of
science....The way in which this relationship is usually discussed is by
maintaining that certain results of science, be it natural science or historical
research can provide the “occasion” for understanding various aspects of
Scripture in a different way than before. If this is indeed the case, then what is the
relationship between such an “occasion” and the authoritative power of “Sacred
Scripture is its own interpreter”?%

Berkouwer asks, “Does it mean that science has become a fellow interpreter, or is it
impossible to state the problem in such a way?”® Enns seems to answer affirmatively:
“the findings of the past 150 years have made extrabiblical evidence an unavoidable
conversation partner.”® Yet for Berkouwer, if science becomes part of biblical
hermeneutics, the principle of sola Scriptura is lost. Berkouwer explains:

It is not true that, as far as the Reformation was concerned, Scripture alone was its
own interpreter and that now we see a second interpreter being added. If that

¥ Ibid., p. 127.

% «Science” in Berkouwer’s mind is broader than what is often intended in the American use of the word. Jack B.
Rogers, translator of Holy Scripture, p. 133, n. 80, explains, “The word ‘science’ is used throughout this book in a
much broader sense than is usual in the U.S.A. Berkouwer’s concept of a science is equivalent to our notion of an
academic discipline. Thus, studies done in the humanities and social sciences as well as the natural sciences are
included. Theology is also a science, since it proceeds by orderly academic research and reflection.”

60 Berkouwer, Holy Scripture, p. 133-134. The Reformed theologians Kuyper and Bavinck also wrestled with the
findings of science and their impact on the theology of the inspiration of the Bible. See “Old Amsterdam and
Inerrancy?” by Richard B. Gaffin, Jr., WTJ, (1982-83), pp. 281-282 , “The classic, rational apologetic for graphic
inspiration is not only inappropriate but counterproductive, because it places the demands of mechanical preciseness on
Scripture, which by its nature demands organic precision; Scripture is forced into a mold which is not suited to its
organic character.... Kuyper observes that the full, multifaceted character of Scripture cannot be exhausted by the finite
grasp of our logical, mathematical thinking. One result is that according to intellectual demands and on the flat terrain
of logic, everything in Scripture is not in harmony. But certainly that harmony is there, and we see it when, in faith, we
view it ‘from the standpoint of the Holy Spirit.’... Kuyper and Bavinck held that Scripture does not intend to give us
‘technically correct scientific information.” That is right. But at the same time what Kuyper would also want to point
out is that in its undeniably impressionistic, not notarially precise, not scientifically exact, fashion, Scripture gives
information that is directly relevant to science.”

8! Berkouwer, Holy Scripture, pp. 133-134.

82 Enns, Inspiration and Incarnation, p. 49.
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were the case, it might be better to recognize that the Reformation scriptural
principle now appears insufficient and out of date.®

When, however, the sui ipsisus interpres receives increasingly concrete attention,
it also becomes apparent that science cannot become an “interpreter” alongside
Scripture itself. This is one pretension not found in the circles of science itself,
except for odd cases of vain scientific idealism which are convinced that the light
of Scripture has been permanently extinguished by that of science. Not just to
spite science, but rather because of its totally different nature and of the secret of
Scripture—the secret of the gospel—we will have to continue on the basis of the
“is its own interpreter” and thus continue to honor Scripture as canon.*

Indeed, for Berkouwer, the “trustworthiness” of Scripture denies the legitimacy of the
“new hermeneutic” that coercively forces concessions upon the canonical hermeneutical
principle of the Reformation.

The discussion about Scripture, its God-breathed character and authority, cannot
take place via a coerced concession to a new hermeneutical method and the
“occasion” of science. It can only take place in the perspective of that
trustworthiness of Scripture which enables us to abandon ourselves in complete
trust to its authority and to preach its message.®

To fail to see the uniqueness of Scripture in this regard has but one end in Berkouwer’s
mind—being “seized by irresolute doubt”.

Those who, because of the complicated questions of interpretation, the dangers of
projection and twisting, of subjectivism and objectivism, want to give up trying to
understand Scripture in accordance with its divine intent, have been seized by
irresolute doubt....To overcome doubt of this kind, we must not allow any
questions of interpretation, including those arising from newly disclosed
knowledge, to hinder new essays into scriptural understanding from the vantage
point of the sui ipsius interpres. On these voyages we will be aware that no single
postulate that circumvents this dictum can in fact block our way. There is no
single technique able to provide the key to the secret of Scripture, not even a
perfected hermeneutics.®

We can scarcely summarize Berkouwer’s point here more cogently than by reaffirming
his declaration of the uniqueness of Scripture that he denominates “the secret of
Scripture”:

Not just to spite science, but rather because of its totally different nature and of
the secret of Scripture—the secret of the gospel—we will have to continue on the

63 Berkouwer, Holy Scripture, p. 134.
6 Tbid.

5 Ibid, p. 138

% Ibid, p. 135.

18



121

basis of the “is its own interpreter” and thus continue to honor Scripture as
canon.”’

Given the infallibility, extensiveness and mandatory character of the Westminster
Confession’s hermeneutical rule (WCF, 1.9), all other “scientific” considerations for
interpreting Scripture must be viewed as having secondary importance. Whether they are
historical, archaeological, linguistic or extra-biblical phenomena, as helpful as they may
be to reflect the historical milieu of Scripture and to provide insights into the nature and
meaning of Biblical language, they must be considered to be subordinate and not
equivalent in interpretive force to the self interpreting character of Scripture. Moreover,
as Kuyper argued, there are two kinds of science—that which operates within the
Christian worldview and that which comports with a naturalistic philosophy.®®
Consequently, the “canon”® for Biblical hermeneutics as opposed to naturalistic
hermeneutics is and must be the canon of Scripture.” This alone preserves “sola
Scriptura.” At this point it is interesting, perhaps even ironic, to observe that the
“modern” Berkouwer is in sympathy with the “protestant orthodox”, Turretin. The latter
writes,

The purpose of Scripture requires this perfection, for it was given that we might
have salvation and life from it (John 20:31; 1 John 5:13; Rom. 15:4). How could
this purpose be accomplished, unless Scripture were perfect, containing all that is

7 Tbid.

68 Abraham Kuyper explains, “Our proposition that there are two kinds of science is, from the nature of the case,
merely the accommodation to a linguistic usage. The two sciences must never be coordinated with each other. In fact,
no one can be convinced that there is more than one science, and that which announces itself as science by the side of,
or in opposition to, this can never be acknowledged as such in the absolute sense. As soon as the thinker of
palingenesis has come to that point in the road where the thinker of naturalism parts company with him, the latter’s
science is no longer anything to the former but “science falsely so called.” Similarly the naturalistic thinker is bound to
contest the name of science for that which the student of the “wisdom of God’ derives from his premises. That which
lies outside of the realm of these different premises is common to both, but that which is governed, directly or
indirectly, by these premises comes to stand entirely differently to the one from what it does to the other. Always in
this sense, of course, that only one is right and in touch with actual reality, but is unable to convince the other of wrong.
It will once be decided, but not until the final consummation of all things.” Abraham Kuyper, Principles of Sacred
Theology (Baker, 1980), p. 176.

% For a helpful summary of the development of the meanings of “canon” see The Seven Ecumenical Councils of the
Undivided Church. Their Canons and Dogmatic Decrees, together with the canons of all the local synods which have
received ecumenical acceptance. ed. Henry R. Percival, in Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, ed. Philip Schaff,.
(Hendrickson, 1995) Vol. 14, p. 9-10.

7 In Reformed theology, the Holy Spirit’s ministry was not absent from the creation of the canon of Scripture, ¢f. “Old
Amsterdam and Inerrancy?” by Richard B. Gaffin, Jr., WTJ, (1982-83), p. 268 “The apostles themselves believed in a
predestined Bible and saw inspiration as extending to the individual words and letters (2.177). The scriptural attire (het
Schriftgewaad) of the Word is woven by God according to the pattern that he has drawn up for it (1.86). Graphic
inspiration in the narrower sense is the operation of the Holy Spirit in the various human authors, “whereby they wrote
in just the way and at such a time and in such a form as was necessary for the delivery of that part of Scripture for
which each was responsible, finished and adapted to the canonical linking together of all the parts, to that one
harmonious whole which the Lord God had foreseen and foreordained for Holy Scripture.” This graphic inspiration
concerns “the production of the autograph in the form intended by God, at the moment it enters the canon” (2.127)....”
p. 270, “The Holy Spirit directed them, brought to their knowledge what they were to know, sharpened their judgments
in the choice of documents and records, so that they should decide aright, and gave them a superior maturity of mind
that enabled them always to choose exactly the right word. . . . But whether He dictates directly, as in the Revelation of
St. John or governs indirectly, as with historians and evangelists, the result is the same: the product is such in the form
and content as the Holy Spirit designed, an infallible document for the Church of God.” Cf. R. Laird Harris,
Inspiration and Canonicity of the Scriptures (Greenville, S.C.: A Press, 1995).
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necessary for salvation? It was given to be canon and rule of faith but a rule
which is not full and sufficient is no rule; a rule is a standard from which nothing
can be taken and to which nothing can be added, “an inviolable law and infallible
measure, allowing no addition or substitution,” as Favorinus says.

The vows of the OPC, the PCA and Westminster all reflect Turretin’s “canon and rule of
faith” and “inviolable law and infallible measure” when they unitedly declare belief in,
“the only infallible rule of faith and practice.”” Such an “infallible rule” would appear to
be “a rule” or “standard from which nothing can be taken and to which nothing can be
added”.

V. “A Modern Doctrine of Scripture”? “Provisional Theologizing” and the
Confession’s “Infallible Rule of Interpretation”

As we turn from this consideration of the Reformers’, Turretin’s and Berkouwer’s
understanding of sola Scriptura to the views of Professor Enns, we must engage
Professor Enns’ emphasis upon the humanity of Scripture and his concomitant insistence
that the doctrine of Scripture be developed without “blissful isolation” from extrabiblical
evidence. Do the archaeological discoveries of scholars require a mere provisional
confession of our doctrine of Scripture?

Professor Enns has strongly pressed these issues and has here given his views in
unmistakable terms. His “Two assumptions”, his stated presuppositions, clarify his
perspective:

1. Tassume that the extrabiblical archeological and textual evidences should play an
important role in our understanding of Scripture....I reject the notion that a
modern doctrine of Scripture can be articulated in blissful isolation from the
evidence we have.

2. All attempts to articulate the nature of Scripture are open to examination,
including my own. I firmly believe...that the Spirit of God is fully engaged in
such a theological process and at the same time that our attempts to articulate
what God’s word is have a necessarily provisional dimension. To put it
succinctly: The Spirit leads the church to truth—he does not simply drop us down
in the middle of it. To say this is not a low view of Scripture or of the role of the
Holy Spirit. It is simply to recognize what has been the case throughout the
history of the church, that diverse views and changes of opinion over time have
been the constant companions of the church and that God has not brought this
process to a closure. ™

Here Enns assumes the view that both Berkouwer and Turretin have just rejected.
Thankfully Enns does not advance in place of the Confession’s “infallible rule of

™ Turetin, Doctrine of Scripture, p. 175.
7 See section II above.

73 Inspiration and Incarnation, pp. 48-49.
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interpretation” the “irresolute doubt” identified by Berkouwer. But he does overtly

confess a “provisional” doctrine of Scripture™:
If even God expresses himself in the Bible through particular human
circumstances, we must be very ready to see the necessarily culturally limited
nature of our own theological expressions today. I am not speaking of cultural
relativism, where all truth is up for grabs and the Bible ceases being our standard
for faith. I simply mean that all of our theologizing, because we are human
beings living in particular historical and cultural moments, will have a temporary
and provisional—even fallen—dimension to it. In other words, there is no
absolute point of reference to which we have access that will allow us to interpret
the Bible stripped of our own cultural context.”

The theme of the provisional doctrine of Scripture is a repeated element of his study:

On the one hand, I am very eager to affirm that many evangelical instincts are
correct and should be maintained, for example, the conviction that the Bible is
ultimately from God and that it is God’s gift to the church. Any theories
concerning Scripture that do not arise from these fundamental instincts are
unacceptable. On the other hand, how the evangelical church fleshes out its
doctrine of Scripture will always have somewhat of a provisional quality to it.
This is not to say that each generation must disregard the past and start afresh,
formulating ever-new doctrines, bowing to all the latest fads. But it is to say that
at such time when new evidence comes to light, or old evidence is seen in a new
light, we must be willing to engage that evidence and adjust our doctrine
accordingly.”

The findings of the past 150 years have made extrabiblical evidence an
unavoidable conversation partner. The result is that, as perhaps never before in
the history of the church, we can see how truly provisional and incomplete
certain dimensions of our understanding of Scripture can be. On the other hand,
we are encouraged to encounter the depth and riches of God’s revelation and to
rely more and more on God’s Spirit, who speaks to the church in Scripture.”

Perhaps, then, it makes more sense to speak of the incarnational parallel between
Christ and the Bible. This should lead us to a more willing recognition that the
expression of our confession of the Bible as God’s word has a provisional quality
to it. By faith, the church confesses that the Bible is God’s word. It is up to
Christians of each generation, however, to work out what that means and what
words work best to describe it.”

™ In the following quotations Professor Enns’ use of “provisional” is highlighted by bold type.
> Ibid, Pp. 168-169.

78 Enns, Inspiration and Incarnation, pp. 13-14.

" Enns, Inspiration and Incarnation, p. 49.

8 Inspiration and Incarnation, p. 168.
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... it would be very difficult for someone holding to such a view to have a
meaningful conversation with linguists and historians of the ancient world. To
argue in such hypothetical terms can sometimes become an excuse for
maintaining a way of thinking that is otherwise unsupportable. It is just such
explanations that some readers might find problematic, for they seem motivated
by a desire to protect one’s theology rather than to engage the available
evidence....regardless of when Genesis was written and in what language, it still
reflects an ancient Near Eastern worldview that clearly is significantly older.”

Because our theologies are necessarily limited and provisional, the church today
must be open to listening to how other Christians from other cultures read
Scripture and live it out in their daily lives. ...The incarnational analogy helps us
to see it differently: diverse expressions of God’s one, but multidimensional
gospel are precisely what he wanted.*

This provisional nature of the churches’ confessions results in a process without “clear
rules or guidelines to prevent us from taking this process too far.” Professor Enns
acknowledges that this results in a kind of uncertainty with regard to the Scriptures given
the questions that may be raised by evidence yet to be discovered:

There do not seem to be any clear rules or guidelines to prevent us from taking
this process too far. But again, this is why the metaphor of journey or pilgrimage
is so appealing. The path we walk may contain risks, unexpected bumps, twists,
and turns. We do not always know what is coming around the corner—we were
not able to anticipate the discovery of ancient Near Eastern creation texts or the
Dead Sea Scrolls for example. But yet, we have turned a few important corners
over the past several generations. It is always an option, I suppose, to halt the
journey and stand still, or perhaps turn around and walk back a few hundred
yards, so as to stand at a safe distance from what lies ahead. We should continue
the journey, however; not because we are sure of our own footing, but because we
have faith in God who placed us on this journey to begin with.

Is Enns really saying by his word “provisional” that sola Scriptura and the “infallible rule
of interpretation” can no longer be the foundational hermeneutic of the Reformed
tradition? If so, the stakes are high indeed. Simply put, the hermeneutical crisis has
brought us to a major crossroads of theology.

Young would agree.

The Church is indeed at the crossroads. Shall she listen to God or to man? Will
she receive what the Spirit says concerning inspiration, or, turning her back upon
Him, will she cleave unto man? This is the choice to be made. Sad is it, however,
that many do not realize the necessity for making a choice. Having their vision

™ Inspiration and Incarnation, p. 52.
8 Inspiration and Incarnation, p. 169.
8 Ibid, p. 171.

22



125

obscured by the dense fog that modern theology is casting over the way, many do
not realize that there is a crossroad. They are not aware that they must decide
which road they will follow. Unless something is done, they will travel on, taking
the wrong turning, until the road leads them at last into the valley of lost hope and
eternal death.®

But this is not merely the “traditionalist” view of Young, the “conservative”. Even
Berkouwer the “progressive” agrees:

Those who see the lamp of the Word of God on a continuum with the new and
increased /ight of science, lit before all the world, inevitably arrive at a dangerous
crossroads. They will either follow a course condescending to Scripture and its
message, or they will tend to abandon every new question about interpretation
because of the danger involved. Both paths must be avoided.*

Yet Enns unflinchingly writes, “In other words, there is no absolute point of reference to
which we have access that will allow us to interpret the Bible stripped of our own cultural
context.”® But in saying this, does he not strip the Church of sola Scriptura and the
hermeneutical principle afforded us by the Bible which the Confession declares to be the
“infallible rule of interpretation”?

The crossroads is now clear.¥® We must either confess an “infallible rule of
interpretation” (WCF, 1.9) reflecting the hermeneutical rule of sola Scriptura, or, confess
a “provisional” (p. 168) theology subject to the “bumps, twists and turns”(p. 171) of the
unanticipated discoveries of “extrabiblical evidence” (p. 48). Moreover, all of this occurs
on a “journey or pilgrimage”(p. 171) led by Professor Enns and others who assure us that
we walk no “slippery slope” (p. 172) on this “appealing” (p. 171) journey. Nevertheless,
we are not “sure of our footing” (p. 171) and “there do not seem to be any clear rules or
guidelines to prevent us from taking this process too far” (p. 171.) Consequently, all
Enns leaves for the Church is “faith in God who placed us on this journey” (p. 171). The
“infallible rule of interpretation” (WCF, 1.9) that emerges from divine “infallible

truth” (WCF, 1.5) is nowhere to be found since “there is no absolute point of reference to
which we have access that will allow us to interpret the Bible....” (p. 169).

Consequently, Enns also seems to dismiss or redefine another type of “evidence” that the
Confession affirms. Referring to Holy Scripture, the Confession says that it abundantly
provides “evidence ... to be the Word of God: yet notwithstanding, our full persuasion
and assurance of the infallible truth and divine authority thereof, is from the inward work
of the Holy Sprit bearing witness by and with the Word in our hearts.” (WCF, L.5.)

To be sure, Enns does not deny “the role of the Holy Spirit” in relationship to human
understanding of Scripture.

82 Young, Thy Word Is Truth, p. 35.

8 Ibid, p. 135.
8 Enns, Inspiration and Incarnation, pp. 168-169.
8 The quoted phrases in this paragraph can be found in Inspiration and Incarnation on the identified pages.
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I firmly believe...that the Spirit of God is fully engaged in such a theological
process and at the same time that our attempts to articulate what God’s word is
have a necessarily provisional dimension. To put it succinctly: The Spirit leads
the church to truth—he does not simply drop us down in the middle of'it. To say
this is not a low view of Scripture or of the role of the Holy Spirit.*

But what Enns affirms here does not appear to cohere with the Confession’s explanation
of the Spirit’s intimate “witness by and with the Word in our hearts.”®” He confesses
that “The Spirit leads the church to truth—he does not simply drop us down in the middle
of it.” Although he claims that “...this is not a low view of Scripture or of the role of the
Holy Spirit”, this does not appear warranted when it is compared with the affirmations of
the Confession: “...the Word of God...full persuasion and assurance ... infallible truth
and divine authority ... the Holy Sprit bearing witness by and with the Word in our
hearts. ...the Holy Spirit speaking in the Scripture.” (WCF, 1.5, 10.) ® The Confession
binds together Word and Spirit far more closely than Enns appears willing to do.

Indeed, Enns’ phrases are stunningly different when contrasted with those in the
Confession. He writes: “the word of God...”; not “sure of our footing” ...;
“provisional”...; “The Spirit leads the church to truth—he does not simply drop us down
in the middle of it”...; “There is no absolute point of reference to which we have access
that will allow us to interpret the Bible....” These statements are difficult to reconcile
with the union of Word and Spirit reflected by Larger Catechism Q. 2: “How does it

86 Inspiration and Incarnation, pp. 48-49.

87 Perhaps it is simply an editorial feature, but Inspiration and Incarnation (e. g., pp. 15, 17, 21, 39, 47, 49, 56, 67, 73,
108) prints “the word of God” without a capital letter. In both the original English and Latin texts of the Westminster
Confession, “Word” and “Verbum” are printed with a capital “W” or “V”. Schaff, Creeds, 111, pp. 600-601.

88 There is a clear epistemological emphasis in the Westminster Standards. WCF 1.1 states, “Although the light of
nature, and the works of creation and providence do so far manifest the goodness, wisdom, and power of God, as to
leave men unexcusable; yet are they not sufficient to give that knowledge of God, and of his will, which is necessary
unto salvation. Therefore it pleased the Lord, at sundry times, and in divers manners, to reveal himself, and to declare
that his will unto his church; and afterwards, for the better preserving and propagating of the truth, and for the more
sure establishment and comfort of the church against the corruption of the flesh, and the malice of Satan and of the
world, to commit the same wholly unto writing: which maketh the Holy Scripture to be most necessary; those former
ways of God's revealing his will unto his people being now ceased.” LC Question 192: “What do we pray for in the
third petition? Answer: In the third petition (which is, Thy will be done in earth, as it is in heaven), acknowledging,
that by nature we and all men are not only utterly unable and unwilling to know and do the will of God, but prone to
rebel against his Word, to repine and murmur against his providence, and wholly inclined to do the will of the flesh,
and of the devil: we pray, that God would by his Spirit take away from ourselves and others all blindness, weakness,
indisposedness, and perverseness of heart; and by his grace make us able and willing to know, do, and submit to his
will in all things, with the like humility, cheerfulness, faithfulness, diligence, zeal, sincerity, and constancy, as the
angels do in heaven.” Harvie Conn agrees with D. A. Carson in “Normativity, Relevance, and Relativism”, Inerrancy
and Hermeneutic, p. 191, in calling attention to the non-neutrality of all interpreters: “In short, we are all biased
already in our thinking and knowing, bringing assumptions structured by our cultural perceptions, even by the language
symbols we use to interpret reality, ‘We are, that is, “interested” before we begin to read a text and remain active as we
read it. We belong, to a great extent through language, to the theological, social, and psychological traditions that have
moulded us as subjects and without whose mediation we could understand nothing.” D. A. Carson puts it bluntly: ‘No
human being living in time and speaking any language can ever be entirely culture-free about anything.” In sum, the
idea that the interpreter is a neutral observer of biblical data is a myth. How then do we avoid hermeneutical
discoveries based largely on what we have assumed? If what we hear from the text, and how we act upon what we
have heard, is so heavily influenced by the baggage we carry with us in the process, how do we avoid the relativism of
selective listening and selective obedience?”

24



127

appear that there is a God? Answer: The very light of nature in man, and the works of
God, declare plainly that there is a God; but his Word and Spirit only do sufficiently and
effectually reveal him unto men for their salvation.” Enns’ uncertainty seems
inconsistent with the knowledge of God claimed by LC Q. 6 that asks: “What do the
Scriptures make known of God? Answer: The Scriptures make known: What God is, the
persons in the Godhead, his decrees, and the execution of his decrees.”

At the heart of the hermeneutical crisis there is really an epistemological crisis® that
denies to men the certainty of divine knowledge.” Thus Helm critiques Enns’ theological
method,

We see now that Enns' problems have little or nothing to do with the discoveries
and claims of Old Testament scholarship. Instead, they are due to two basic
failures. A failure in theological method, that of starting from difficulties instead
of from dogma. And a failure in epistemology, a commitment to the idea of
universal cultural bias that makes objectivity and finality about our faith
impossible.”!

When we consider Professor Enns’ repeated statements in this regard, it seems as if a
believer can trust God, but he may not necessarily be able to trust Scripture:

% For a representative study of the deep commitment of the Reformed faith to an epistemology built upon the
accessibility by revelation of divine knowledge for the Christian in spite of man’s metaphysical agnosticism given the
noetic effects of sin and his autonomous rebellion from the Creator, see Cornelius Van Til, An Introduction to
Systematic Theology, ed. William Edgar (P&R, 2007).

% Enns defends God’s own lack of divine knowledge, Inspiration and Incarnation, pp. 103-107. Although ostensibly
distancing himself from the “openness of God” theology, p. 106, he ultimately cannot fully do so because he rejects the
Confession’s “infallible principle” of Scripture interpreting Scripture. He writes, “In this story, God did not know until
after the test was passed” (p.103). “Any attempt to force the God of Genesis 6 into a mold cast by certain theological
commitments or to reconcile this description to other biblical passages simply amounts to reading past this story.” (p.
104). “The Bible really does have authority if we let it speak, and not when we—intentionally or unintentionally—
suspend what the Bible says about God in some places while we work out our speculations about what God is ‘really’
like, perhaps by accenting other portions of the Bible that are more amenable to our thinking.” (p. 106.) This appears to
be a denial of WCF, 1.9, “The infallible rule of interpretation of Scripture is the Scripture itself: and therefore, when
there is a question about the true and full sense of any Scripture (which is not manifold, but one), it must be searched
and known by other places that speak more clearly.” Perhaps Enns’ insistence on the primacy of the specific narrative
over the theological metanarrative of the Scripture’s system of doctrine as well as its infallible hermeneutic reflects the
hermeneutic of Lyotard, the postmodern whose dictum is “narrative not metanarrative”. Jean-Francois Lyotard has
been a leader in Postmodern thought, a contemporary form of skeptical philosophy. Postmodernism questions and
critiques all claims for certainty. Lyotard dismissed the claim for universal theories of truth claiming that arguments
defending “grand narratives” were no longer credible. Thus Lyotard’s opposition to the grand narrative, as well as its
inherent authority led him to defend the idea of the “little narrative”, namely the stories of individual human beings,
which require no foundational or epistemological defense. His summary of postmodernism declares, “I define
postmodern as incredulity toward metanarratives. This incredulity is undoubtedly a product of progress in the
sciences: ... To the obsolescence of the metanarrative ... corresponds, most notably, the crisis of metaphysical
philosophy ... The narrative function is losing ...its great goal. It is being dispersed in clouds of narrative language....’
Postmodernism in general claims that a correct description of reality is impossible, reflecting the skepticism, of
Nietzsche, Wittgenstein, Popper and Kuhn. The core beliefs of postmodernity include: 1. Truth is limited,
approximate, and is constantly evolving; 2. No theory can ever be proved true (a theory can only be shown to be false);
3. No theory can ever explain everything; 4. Thus absolute and certain truth that explains all things is unobtainable.

s

°! Paul Helm, (Reformation 21, April 2006).
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We are to place our trust in God who gave us Scripture, not in our own
conceptions of how Scripture ought to be.’

This should lead us to a more willing recognition that the expression of our
confession of the Bible as God’s word has a provisional quality to it. By faith, the
church confesses that the Bible is God’s word. It is up to Christians of each
generation, however, to work out what that means and what words work best to
describe it.”

The second concerns the Bible’s integrity, its trustworthiness. It is a common
expectation that the Bible be unified in its outlook, be free of diverse views, if we
are being asked to trust it as God’s word (does not God have just one opinion on
things?)*

There are many ways of asking these questions, but they all boil down to this: Is
the Bible still the word of God?*

If anything, would we not expect the Bible, which records God’s revelation, to
“get it right” by not allowing authors to be biased like all the other histories of the
surrounding cultures, but instead just giving us the objective and neutral facts?
No evangelical can consider this issue and not feel the force of this argument. If
the Bible does not tell us what actually happened, how can we trust it about
anything?*®

My intention below is to explore how the biblical and extrabiblical evidence can
affect these assumptions. If, in full conversation with the biblical and
extrabiblical evidence, we can adjust our expectations about how the Bible should
behave, we can begin to move beyond the impasse of the liberal/conservative
debates of the last several generations.”’

Lacking in Enns is the insistence of Berkouwer on the trustworthiness of Scripture.

The discussion about Scripture, its God-breathed character and authority, cannot
take place via a coerced concession to a new hermeneutical method and the
“occasion” of science. It can only take place in the perspective of that
trustworthiness of Scripture which enables us to abandon ourselves in complete
trust to its authority and to preach its message.”

At the core of the hermeneutical crisis there is a contrast of great importance. The
Westminster Confession presents an “infallible rule of interpretation” while Enns

%2 Inspiration and Incarnation, p. 169.
% Tbid, p. 168.

* Ibid, p. 16.

% Tbid, p. 39.

% Ibid, p.45.

7 Ibid, p. 48.

% Ibid, p. 138
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proposes a hermeneutic that embraces a method without “clear rules”. When Young and
Berkouwer can agree on the gravity of what is at stake in the hermeneutical crisis, should
we not heed their warnings before we “blissfully” embrace the “modern doctrine of
Scripture™ advocated by Professor Enns?

VI. The Starting Point: A Unique Or Non-Unique Scripture?

The hermeneutical crisis is born at the intersection of the question concerning the nature
of Scripture and the consideration of the starting point for its interpretation. Does one
begin the interpretation of Holy Scripture viewing it primarily as divine revelation or
instead as a human book?'”

Bavinck’s description of the eternal and yet human relevance of Holy Scripture helps to
set the stage for this discussion:

In a human manner it always speaks of the highest and most holy, of the eternal
and invisible things. Like Christ, it considers nothing that is human strange. But
that is why it is a book for mankind and lasts until the end of the ages. It is old,
without ever aging. It always remains young and flourishing; it is the language of
life. Verbum Dei manet in aeternum."’

Should not this high view of Scripture flow from Enns’ view of Christ’s incarnation?
This would seem to be so, particularly when he writes,

The starting point for our discussion is the following: as Christ is both God and
human, so is the Bible.... Jesus is 100 percent God and 100 percent human—at
the same time....In the same way that Jesus is—must be—both God and human,
the Bible is also a divine and human book.'**

But when Enns moves beyond the starting point for his “discussion” and elaborates his
starting point for engaging Scripture it becomes clear that he does not believe that the
starting point is the Bible’s full divinity or its uniqueness. Instead, his starting point for
hermeneutics is the Bible’s non-uniqueness given its full humanity:

It is essential to the very nature of revelation that the Bible is not unique to its
environment. The human dimension of Scripture is essential to its being
Scripture. This, I argue, is the proper starting point for looking at the relationship
between the Bible and the issues we will discuss in this book. That the Bible is so

% Ibid, pp. 48-49

1% Other important hermeneutical issues raised by Professor Enns cannot be addressed here since they are beyond the
purview of this study. For significant discussions of how the NT writers quote the OT, consider the following: Enns,
Inspiration and Incarnation, pp. 113-165; G. K. Beale, The Right Doctrine from the Wrong Text? Essays on the Use of
the Old Testament in the New (Baker, 1994); Walter C. Kaiser, Jr., “Legitimate Hermeneutics” in Inerrancy, ed.
Norman L. Geisler (Zondervan, 1979), pp. 117-147; Dan G. McCartney, “The New Testament’s Use of the Old
Testament in Inerrancy and Hermeneutic, ed. Harvie M. Conn, pp. 101-116; Dennis E. Johnson, Him We Proclaim:

Preaching Christ From All The Scriptures (P&R, 2007), pp. 137-164; Young, Thy Word Is Truth, pp. 143-161.
101 Cited in Berkouwer, Holy Scripture, p. 27.

192 Inspiration and Incarnation, p. 17.
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easily situated in its ancient context is a source of difficulty for many modern
readers.'”

The “100 percent divine” of Christ’s incarnation seems here in the context of the Bible to
have little relevance and seems to have been eclipsed by the “100 percent human”.

Accordingly, Enns finds the Genesis stories mirrored in the Babylonian texts as evidence
of the Bible’s humanity and apparent dependence upon other human and pre-non-Hebrew
sources.'™ But when Young reviews these Babylonian texts in light of Scripture he
instead proclaims the Bible’s uniqueness'® and the divine origin and inerrancy of
Scripture.'® In fact the uniqueness of Scripture in Young’s mind is a foundational

19 Incarnation and Inspiration, p. 20. Enns repeatedly affirms the non-uniqueness of Scripture, see for example, pp.
15, 16, 18, 20, 21, 31, 32, 42, 43, 46, 47, 168.

104 Enns writes, “In both their oral and written versions, the stories of Genesis seem to be younger than the stories of

other ancient Near Eastern cultures. If pressed, one could attempt to mount the argument that the Israelite stories wee
actually older than all the Ancient Near Eastern stories but were only recorded later in Hebrew. Such a theory—for
that is what it is, a theory—would need to assume that the biblical stories are the pristine originals and that all the other
stories are parodies and perversions of the Israelite original, even though the available evidence would be very difficult
to square with such a conclusion. But could it have happened this way? Yes, I suppose one could insist on such a
thing, but it would be very difficult for someone holding to such a view to have a meaningful conversation with
linguists and historians of the ancient world. To argue in such hypothetical terms can sometimes become an excuse for
maintaining a way of thinking that is otherwise unsupportable. It is just such explanations that some readers might find
problematic, for they seem motivated by a desire to protect one’s theology rather than to engage the available
evidence....regardless of when Genesis was written and in what language, it still reflects an ancient Near Eastern
worldview that clearly is significantly older. It stretches logic and common sense to try to protect the uniqueness of the
Genesis accounts by arguing that Mesopotamian peoples, who existed long before Israel came on the scene and who
were the dominant cultures of the day, had no creation myths for hundreds of years and simply waited for Israelite
slaves to provide the prototype, which they then corrupted.” Inspiration and Incarnation, p. 52. In engaging Enns’
claims here, one should consider Herman Bavinck’s concept of “primitive revelation” or “original revelation” in The
Philosophy of Revelation (Baker, 1979), pp.171, 188-189, “Both in earlier and later times in the Christian Church the
truth and wisdom found among the heathen have been generally derived from a primitive revelation, from the
continuous illumination by the Logos, from acquaintance with the literature of the Old Testament, or from the
operation of God’s common grace.”... “All these fundamentals are given from the beginning in human nature; they are
transmitted from generation to generation, and are at the same time grounded in the very nature of man, so that
dependence and independence work together here. And they all point back to a divine origin: ‘all knowledge is,” at
least so far as principles and foundations are concerned, ‘of divine origin.” Knowledge in this sense flows from
revelation. To this original revelation is joined on that revelation which according to the Old Testament was bestowed
upon Israel. The latter is built upon the former and rests upon it, and is at the same time the continuation, the
development and completion of it. The distinction between what has come to be called general and special revelation
does not begin until the call of Abraham; before that the two intermingle, and so far have become the property of all
peoples and nations. Special revelation certainly is set antithetically over against all the corruption which gradually
entered into the life of the peoples, but it takes up, confirms, and completes all that had been from the beginning put
into human nature by revelation and had been preserved and increased subsequently in the human race.”

1% young explains, “When compared with other literature from the ancient Near East, the Bible stands out like a fair
flower in a dreary, barren desert. We read the crude polytheism of the Babylonian documents, and then open the pages
of Holy Scripture and learn of Him who is good and true and holy. We read the pseudo-creation accounts of the
ancient world and then listen to the majestic account of true creation given in the Bible. We read of the struggles and
strivings of men to atone in one way or another for sins. How dark was the light of ancient religion! Then we learn
from the Bible that man cannot save himself, but that God has provided the one Lamb that taketh away the sin of the
world. How unspeakably grand is the doctrine of salvation by grace!....Many and convincing are these evidences
whereby the Scriptures reveal their Divine origin. Yet, despite their clarity, not all men are willing to accept these
evidences, and the reason for this unwillingness is not far to seek. Is it because there is some defect in the evidences
themselves? Are not they of sufficient clarity and cogency to convince all men? The answer is that the evidences are
clear enough; indeed so clear are they that he who is not convinced by them has no excuse.” In Thy Word Is Truth, p.
33.

106 Young writes, “If then we may arrive at the position (and it is the only position at which one may legitimately
arrive) that the early chapters of Genesis purport to be history let us next ask the question whether, as a matter of actual
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perspective that necessarily flows from the doctrine of providence affirmed by the
Westminster Confession.""’

In this context, consider D.A. Carson’s critique of what he believes to be the one-sided
use of the incarnational analogy in Enns’ hermeneutic:

Using the incarnational analog, the "human dimension" of the God/man not only
places him in the human environment, but leaves him unique in that environment
since only he is without sin. And even more strikingly, of course, what makes
Jesus most strikingly unique to the human environment is that, without gainsaying
his thorough, perfect, humanness for an instant, he is also God, and thus the
perfect revealer of God, such that what Jesus says and does, God says and does.
But when Enns speaks of "the very nature of the revelation of the Bible" as "not
unique in its environment," he looks only at its "human dimension" and integrates
nothing of what else must be said if we are to understand what the Bible is in this
"human environment."'*®

fact, they are filled with the errors which inescapably accompany a pre-scientific age. The answer to this question must
be in the negative. In their statements these chapters are scientifically accurate. They do not teach anything that is not
in accord with the facts. Can anyone point out an actual error, for example, in the first chapter of Genesis? Particularly
interesting does this question become when one compares the first chapter of Genesis with the so-called Babylonian
account of creation. Are there errors in the Babylonian account? To ask this question is to give the answer. No one
would think seriously of defending the Babylonian narrative from the charge of error, for the simple reason that it is so
full of it. In the midst of the polytheism and superstition of that ancient world the first chapter of the Bible, on the other
hand, stands out like a fair flower in a barren wilderness. The Genesis account differs completely from the cosmogonies
of the ancient world. In it there is a robust and vigorous monotheism; the Creator is glorified and His wondrous work
in creation exalted. Here God is honored in such a way that the reader may come to marvel at the greatness of Him
who by the word of His mouth brought all things into being. Are there errors in the first chapter of the Bible? Let us
say without fear of contradiction that no one has been able to demonstrate the presence of error in this majestic opening

chapter of Scripture.” in Thy Word Is Truth, p. 167.

107 Young writes, “There is of course no question but that the events of the Bible are unique events. We may very

legitimately speak of the uniqueness of these things which God wrought in history for the salvation of sinners. We are
saved from our sins, not by the exploits of Alexander the great, but by the death of Jesus Christ upon the cross. For the
believer, the latter event is rich with meaning that is lacking in the former. The Christian is naturally more interested in
those events in history by means of which his redemption was obtained. When all this granted, however, we must
insist that the events of Biblical history took place in history. They were, in other words, historical events. As such,
they are related to all other events of history. Since the sovereign God in His providence upholds all things, we may be
assured that all events of history are related. The matter has been accurately stated—accurately, because it is in
agreement with the teaching of the Bible—by the Westminster Confession of Faith: ‘God the great Creator of all
things doth uphold, direct, dispose, and govern all creatures, actions, and things from the greatest even to the least, by
His most wise and holy providence, according to His infallible fore-knowledge, and the free and immutable counsel of
His own will, to the praise of the glory of His wisdom, power, justice, goodness and mercy.” All things that occur,
according to the Confession’s statement are ordained of God. They occur because he has decreed that they should
occur. All are parts of His over-all plan. All are parts of His one all-embracing eternal purpose and decree. Inasmuch
as this is the case, all events of history in the very nature of the case, are related. With the words of Pascal, we may
well agree, “If the nose of Cleopatra had been shorter, the whole face of the earth would have been changed.” The
events of Biblical history are parts of this eternal purpose of God. As such they occur in the realm of history. They
cannot be removed or separated from their historical context and background. Our salvation was wrought by the Lord
of Glory when He died upon the cross and rose again from the dead.”... “Christianity, therefore, is rooted and
grounded in history. At the same time it is true, as we noted above, that there is indeed a uniqueness about biblical
history. This uniqueness has been expressed in the words of the Westminster Confession as follows: ‘As the
providence of God doth, in general reach to all creatures, so, after a most special manner, it taketh care of His Church,
and disposeth all things to the good thereof.” Jesus Christ is, without controversy, the center of history. There is a
Before Christ and an In the year of our Lord. The distinction is perfectly legitimate. There is a certain sense in which
all things may be said to subserve the purposes of God in salvation.” In Thy Word Is Truth, pp. 254-257. Also
compare how differently Young handles the Nuzi tablets, pp. 201{f with Enns, pp. 29-31.

1% See D. A. Carson, (Reformation 21, May 2006).
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Moreover, Paul Helm’s assessment of Enns’ incarnational hermeneutical methodology
finds that a non-unique Bible results in a “disturbingly new” approach that moves Enns
ever “farther away” from an “orthodox doctrine of Scripture.”

However what is new, disturbingly new, is the claim that Enns makes about this
cultural embeddedness. We discover that the Bible itself is far from unique: it's a
diverse, culturally-biased product, which we can only ever hope to understand
provisionally. It’ll be best to assess the book by considering a set of answers from
Enns to three questions: Is our interpretation of the Bible provisional? Is the Bible
unique? And finally, and most importantly, Is the Bible objective? These are
among the central questions the author himself raises. My argument in this review
is that in his answers to such questions Professor Enns has not gone too far — as he
occasionally fears, perhaps — but that he has not gone far enough. The book is
troubling not because of the profundity of the treatment but rather because of its
superficiality. We shall find that Enns's answers to each of these questions take
him farther and farther away from being able to maintain an orthodox doctrine of
Scripture.'”

Whether one agrees or disagrees with Carson’s and Helm’s critiques of Enns, one thing is
clear. The methodology of Enns is to express concern for previous “doctrinal
formulations™ but not to quote those “formulations” as he develops his own doctrine of
Scripture.

A summary of Professor Enns’ doctrine of Scripture manifests that he assiduously avoids
the traditional theological terminology that hitherto has articulated the evangelical and
Reformed doctrine of Scripture. Conspicuous by their absence are: “infallible”, “verbally
inspired”, “verbal plenary inspiration”, “God-breathed”, “inerrant” (and perhaps “Word
of God” with a capital “W”). Nevertheless, Professor Enns does employ specific phrases
to develop his doctrine of Scripture.

Enns begins''"® by speaking of “a vibrant and reverent doctrine of Scripture” (p. 13) and
affirms that “the Bible is ultimately from God and that it is God’s gift to the church” (p.
14.) Thus he can speak of “a vibrant positive view of Scripture as God’s word” (p. 15)
and declare that “the Bible is God’s word.” (p. 15.) However, “It is not enough simply to
say that the Bible is the word of God or that it is inspired” (p. 17), because “the Bible is
also a divine and human book.” (p. 17.) Thus Enns asks, “How does Scripture’s full
humanity and full divinity affect what we should expect from Scripture?” (p. 18.) His
desire for “a high and healthy view of Scripture as God’s word” (p. 46) and for “a sound
doctrine of Scripture”, (p. 56) leads him to emphasize extrabiblical evidence and
incarnation: “A doctrine of Scripture that does not think through this incarnational
dimension is inadequate in light of the evidence we have.” (p. 67.) Hence for Enns’
doctrine of Scripture, “...the bottom line is this: how we conceive of the normativity or
authority of the Old Testament must be in continual conversation with the incarnate

19 Paul Helm, (Reformation 21, April 2006).
1 The quoted phrases in these paragraphs can be found in Inspiration and Incarnation on the identified pages.
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dimension of Scripture.” (p. 67-68.) And this “incarnate dimension” means “our
confession of the Bible as God’s word has a provisional quality to it.” (p. 168.)

What then are the consequences of Enns’ “provisional” doctrine of God’s Word as
incarnate Scripture? There seem to be four. First, there is a new definition of the
uniqueness of Scripture: “Its uniqueness is seen not in holding human cultures at arm’s
length, but in the belief that Scripture is the only book in which God speaks
incarnately.” (p. 168.) Second, there is no longer any basis to place our trust in our
confession of Scripture: “We are to place our trust in God who gave us Scripture, not in
our own conceptions of how Scripture ought to be.” (p. 169.) Third, the Bible’s
significance for ethics is significantly redefined: so from now on we are to consider
“...the Bible not as a timeless rule book or owner’s manual for the Christian life—so that
we can lift verses here and there and apply them.” (pp. 169-170.) Finally, “It is in the
person and work of Christ that Christians seek to read the Old Testament, to search out
how it is in Christ that the Old Testament has integrity, how it is worthy of trust, how the
parts cohere....A christotelic coherence is not achieved by following a few simple rules
of exegesis.” (p. 170.)

Does this summation of Professor Enns’ teaching on Scripture substantiate Helm’s claim
that Enns’ approach moves him away from an orthodox doctrine of Scripture? Perhaps a
more specific and precise question is this: Does Professor Enns’ doctrine of Scripture
reveal that he is departing from the Westminster Standards’teaching on Holy Scripture?

We conclude this study by a comparison of Enns’ doctrine of Scripture and hermeneutics
as summarized above with the teachings of the Westminster Standards. As we do, the
following seven questions will be briefly addressed:
1. Is the Confession therefore “inadequate” if it has not thought “through this
incarnation dimension” that incorporates “extrabiblical evidence”?
2. Is the Confession’s view of Biblical “authority in continual conversation with
the incarnate dimension of Scripture”?
3. Does the Confession argue for the uniqueness of the Scriptures because God
therein uniquely speaks “incarnately”?
4. Does the Confession view itself as a “provisional” confession and thus not a
trustworthy guide for how “Scripture ought to be”?
5. Does the Confession prohibit viewing the Bible as a “timeless rule book...for
the Christian life”?
6. Does the Confession teach that the only dimension of the Scripture’s
trustworthiness is in its specific focus on Christ, i.e., a “christotelic coherence™?
7. Does the Confession reject the idea that there are a few basic rules of exegesis?

If we discover that these elements do not “cohere” with the Confession, then we must
conclude that Professor Enns’ doctrine of Scripture is out of accord with the Westminster
Standards.

VII. Inspiration and Incarnation Contra The Westminster Standards
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Since Professor Enns has stated, “All attempts to articulate the nature of Scripture are
open to examination, including my own”'!" let us now examine his doctrine of Scripture
in light of the Confession. To do so, we will assess the principles we have just distilled
from his doctrine of Scripture.

1. Is the Confession therefore “inadequate” if it has not thought “through this
incarnation dimension” that incorporates “extrabiblical evidence”?

In making this claim, Enns is actually taking a non-confessional position since the
Reformed Confessions do not use the incarnational analogy to explain the doctrine of
Scripture. As Berkouwer declares, “...it is useful to remember that the church did not
adopt this parallel in its confessions.”"'?

As we have seen above, the Confession rejects the notion of a required extrabiblical
criteria for biblical hermeneutics given its expressed hermeneutical principle of sola
Scriptura in 1.9. Indeed, it calls this canonical hermeneutic the “infallible rule of
interpretation”. This rule is consistent with and emerges from the high view of Scripture
as the Word of God summarized in Chapter One of the Confession. The Confession
declares that the Scriptures are necessary given mankind’s inability to know God truly in
any other way.'” While the Reformed tradition has valued archaeological findings and
ancient discoveries, it has held them to be historically relevant, linguistically fruitful and
potently illustrative for interpretation, but not ultimately determinative for the meaning of
the text.'""* For the Confession, Holy Scripture is the “Word of God written.”'"> So if this
principle of Professor Enns is true, the Westminster Standards must be declared to be
“inadequate”. But this raises the question if one can take an ex animo subscription to an
“inadequate” Confession. This principle is immediately incompatible with the

" Inspiration and Incarnation, pp. 48-49.
12 Berkouwer, Holy Scripture, p. 199.

WByer , I 1. Although the light of nature, and the works of creation and providence do so far manifest the goodness,

wisdom, and power of God, as to leave men unexcusable; yet are they not sufficient to give that knowledge of God,
and of his will, which is necessary unto salvation. Therefore it pleased the Lord, at sundry times, and in divers
manners, to reveal himself, and to declare that his will unto his church; and afterwards, for the better preserving and
propagating of the truth, and for the more sure establishment and comfort of the church against the corruption of the
flesh, and the malice of Satan and of the world, to commit the same wholly unto writing: which maketh the Holy
Scripture to be most necessary; those former ways of God's revealing his will unto his people being now ceased.

114 Cf. for example Young, Thy Word Is Truth, pp. 201ff; Meredith G. Kline, Treaty of the Great King (Eerdmans,
1963); Herman Bavinck, The Philosophy of Revelation, (Baker, 1979), pp. 170-202.

Wwer , 1 2. Under the name of Holy Scripture, or the Word of God written, are now contained all the books of the Old
and New Testaments.... All which are given by inspiration of God to be the rule of faith and life. WCF, 1 3. The books
commonly called Apocrypha, not being of divine inspiration, are no part of the canon of the Scripture, and therefore are
of no authority in the church of God, nor to be any otherwise approved, or made use of, than other human writings.
WSC Q. 2. A. “The Word of God, which is contained in the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments, is the only rule
to direct us how we may glorify and enjoy him.” Cf. “Old Amsterdam and Inerrancy?” by Richard B. Gaffin, Jr., WTJ,
(1982-83), p. 261, “The immediate context is the section on the testimony of the apostles to the inspiration of the OT.
His third and last major point is the apostolic conviction that the OT is “the predestined transcript of God’s counsel, of
which the instrumental author has, often unconsciously, produced the record, and which, as being of a higher origin,
has divine authority” (p. 446). Not only do we find that “there is no hesitancy in announcing God the Holy Spirit as the
subject speaking in the Old Testament” (p. 447), but the stringing together of quotations from different books (e.g.,
Acts 1:20; Rom 15:9-12; 1 Tim 5:18) “shows equally clearly, that in the estimation of the apostles the human authors
fall entirely in the background” (pp. 447f.)”.
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Confession because its demand for equivalent consideration for extrabiblical evidence
violates the Confession’s “infallible rule” (I.9) of Scripture interpreting Scripture.

2. Is the Confession’s view of Biblical “authority in continual conversation with
the incarnate dimension of Scripture”?

Since the Scriptures are self-interpreting, its authority is not based upon anything outside
of Scripture. From the Confession’s perspective, the authority of the Scriptures does not
depend upon men but upon God''® who is true and has given his Word.""” Although “the
many other incomparable excellencies and the entire perfection” of Holy Scripture are
evidences of its being the Word of God, “assurance of its infallible truth and divine
authority” comes only from the “inward work of the Holy Spirit.”'"® The “whole counsel
of God” is found in Scripture and is understood only by the “inward illumination of the
Spirit of God.”""” Hence the idea of an “infallible rule” that flows from these
foundational truths of Scripture along with its attendant divine authority do not comport
with the vicissitudes and variability implied by Professor Enn’s principle of “continual
conversation.” Hence, this principle of Professor Enns is also incompatible with the
Westminster Confession’s doctrine of Scripture.

3. Does the Confession argue for the uniqueness of the Scriptures because God
therein uniquely speaks “incarnately”?

We have already seen that this cannot be viewed as a confessional position since the
Reformed confessions do not utilize the incarnational analogy. However, the literature in
this context reveals there is substantial disagreement over the propriety of using the
incarnational analogy to present the doctrine of Scripture. Great Reformed theologians

116 Cf. Poythress, God Centered Biblical Interpretation, pp. 33-45, for an excellent extended discussion of “The

Divinity of the Word”.

" wer , I. 4. The authority of the Holy Scripture, for which it ought to be believed, and obeyed, dependeth not upon

the testimony of any man, or church; but wholly upon God (who is truth itself) the author thereof: and therefore it is
to be received, because it is the Word of God.

8 wer , 1 5. We may be moved and induced by the testimony of the church to an high and reverent esteem of the

Holy Scripture. And the heavenliness of the matter, the efficacy of the doctrine, the majesty of the style, the consent
of all the parts, the scope of the whole (which is, to give all glory to God), the full discovery it makes of the only way
of man's salvation, the many other incomparable excellencies, and the entire perfection thereof, are arguments
whereby it doth abundantly evidence itself to be the Word of God: yet notwithstanding, our full persuasion and
assurance of the infallible truth and divine authority thereof, is from the inward work of the Holy Spirit bearing
witness by and with the Word in our hearts.

" wer , I 6. The whole counsel of God concerning all things necessary for his own glory, man's salvation, faith and

life, is either expressly set down in Scripture, or by good and necessary consequence may be deduced from Scripture:
unto which nothing at any time is to be added, whether by new revelations of the Spirit, or traditions of men.
Nevertheless, we acknowledge the inward illumination of the Spirit of God to be necessary for the saving
understanding of such things as are revealed in the Word: and that there are some circumstances concerning the
worship of God, and government of the church, common to human actions and societies, which are to be ordered by
the light of nature, and Christian prudence, according to the general rules of the Word, which are always to be
observed.

33



136

take positions both in favor of and in opposition to the analogy’s value for developing the
doctrine of Scripture.'?

We must therefore ask how Enns can make this controverted principle the definition of
the Bible’s uniqueness? It clearly is less convincing when this theological principle is not
accepted by many in the Reformed tradition, and is a theological paradigm that is not
employed in any Reformed confession, let alone the Westminster Standards.

If we seek the uniqueness of the Scriptures according to the Confession, however, it is
clear that the Scriptures are unique because they are divine,'?' even though Scripture is
very available to men in human form.'* Hence the Bible’s uniqueness is discovered in
what the Confession calls its “infallibility.”'* This unique reality of the Scriptures has
led the Church to speak of the Scripture’s inerrancy'** or “errorlessness”.'”® This

120 See, for example, Gaffin, “Old Amsterdam and Inerrancy?”; Silva, Has the Church Misread the Bible?, pp. 38-45;
Berkouwer, Holy Scripture, pp. 195-212.

121 Cf. “Old Amsterdam and Inerrancy?” by Richard B. Gaffin, Jr., WTJ, (1982-83), p. 276, “Rogers and McKim, for
one, cite this passage to show Kuyper’s support of their view that the authority of Scripture is located in its divine
content in distinction from its human form.” Yet Gaffin points out, p. 277, “What graphic inspiration effects, then, is
divinely authoritative certification. Concerning this certification Kuyper immediately adds the qualification that it
happens ‘always impressionistically,” in the NT as well as the OT.”...“The point of the passage in question, then, is
that the differences between the four Gospels (along with the NT use of the OT) exemplify the ‘impressionistic’
character of the biblical records.”...“Concerning the activity of the human writers the sum of the matter is that ‘the
Holy Spirit worked effectively as a leading, directing and determining power; but their subjectivity was not
lost.””...“This is how biblical history lives on. It gives no notarial acts, but reproduces what has been received in the
consciousness, and does this not with the precision of outline which belongs to architecture, but with the
impressionistic certainty of life.”

122 Compare here, Kuyper’s view of the divinity of Scripture in “Old Amsterdam and Inerrancy?” by Richard B.
Gaftin, Jr., WTJ, (1982-83), 266, “This authority derives from the fact that the speaker in the Holy Scripture is not a
creature but God himself. That speech in Scripture to his church could come to pass by God immediately, i.e., without
instruments (sine instrumento). ... But this has not been the way of the Lord: As in the work of redemption he does not
continue to confront us transcendently as God, but immanently in Jesus Christ he has united the divine and human
natures in such a way that the divine life has appeared in a man, so also the Lord God has given us H. Scripture not
transcendently but immanently, because he has so intimately united the divine factor with the human factor that the
divine word has come to us, always from a human pen, mostly from a human mind, and not seldom from a human
heart....In the union of both these factors now lies the mystery of Holy Scripture. Parallel with the mystery of the
incarnation runs the mystery of inscripturation. In both cases the Word of God comes to us, in the manger as Emmanuel
in the world where we live, in H. Scripture as Emmanuel in the world of our thoughts and ideas. Both revelations of the
word belong together, just as our living and the consciousness of that living belong together. Thus both mysteries must
either be rejected together or confessed together and if confessed, then on the same ground.”

" WCF1.5,9.

124 Cf., for example, Young, Thy Word Is Truth, pp. 113-185.

125 See Young, Thy Word Is Truth, p. 185 where he argues for the need to reserve judgment about errors in the Bible

given its divine character. See also “Old Amsterdam and Inerrancy?” by Richard B. Gaffin, Jr., WT.J, (1982-83), p. 281
“It bears emphasizing, as Kuyper notes in this context, that the Bible’s divine errorlessness ultimately roots in its divine
authorship, formally considered. If I transmit an authoritative message from someone else, then I must do so literally
and may not change the wording....But since ultimately it is the Holy Spirit who everywhere speaks in Scripture,
formally and materially, he is free to make the variations we observe, without any detriment to its divine
errorlessness....By means of free quotations, in graphic inspiration the Holy Spirit maintains himself as the author of
underlying material inspiration....In fact, the Holy Spirit, who alone is able to convince us of graphic inspiration,
enables us to perceive that the many incongruities in Scripture could not be left standing in a human author but are in
fact a mark of its divinity....There are two sorts of precision: mechanical and organic. A mechanically molded statue or
piece of artillery precisely resembles from every angle all others cast from the same mold; among ice floes or winter
flowers, however, there are great dissimilarities. The edges of a piece of wood fashioned by an artisan are completely
smooth and even; the bark of a tree is quite coarse. And yet, if someone asks, where is the greatest precision, in the
mechanical or the organic, everyone feels that it is not in the mechanical but in the organic that there is the greater
precision and most perfect beauty.”
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uniqueness or high doctrine of Scripture is also evidenced in the Westminster Standards
when it speaks of Scripture as “the Word of God,”'*® and God’s “revealed will.”'”’

Along with the Confession’s emphasis upon the divine character of Scripture, it also
recognizes Scripture’s human form. Scripture is written in Hebrew and Greek and was
committed wholly to writing.'*® Divine revelation has come into human history in various
ways which have now ceased with the finality of Scripture.'® Since divine revelation in
Scripture came into human history with specific purposes, some parts of Scripture no
longer carry authority, as the abrogation of the laws of Israel attest.”** All parts of
Scripture are not equally plain to all and not all parts are equally clear."*! It is not
exhaustive and so requires human logic, the light of nature and Christian prudence to
interpret and apply.'** Its written texts have faced the vicissitudes of transmission
requiring God’s providential care."”> Engagement with the Scriptures can generate
controversies of religion.'** The Scriptures must be translated.”*> The canon itself has not
been easily or fully recognized as seen by a canonical listing that excludes the apocryphal
books."*® The idea of “general equity” in interpreting the laws of Israel’s relevance for

126 ¢ Question 3: “What is the Word of God? Answer: The Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments are the

Word of God, the only rule of faith and obedience.” LC Question 4: “How does it appear that the Scriptures are the
Word of God? Answer: The Scriptures manifest themselves to be the Word of God, by their majesty and purity; by the
consent of all the parts, and the scope of the whole, which is to give all glory to God; by their light and power to
convince and convert sinners, to comfort and build up believers unto salvation: but the Spirit of God bearing witness by
and with the Scriptures in the heart of man, is alone able fully to persuade it that they are the very Word of God.”

127 Q. 39. speaks of “obedience to his revealed will.” Q. 40 states, “The rule which God at first revealed to man for his

obedience, was the moral law.” LC Question 11 asks, “How does it appear that the Son and the Holy Ghost are God
equal with the Father? Answer: The Scriptures manifest that the Son and the Holy Ghost are God equal with the
Father.” LC Question 157 speaks of “...the will of God revealed in them.”

28 WCF. 1.1,8.
2 WweF. 1.1

B30 WCF 19.4. A Guide — The Westminster Confession Faith by John H. Gerstner, Douglas F. Kelly and Philip
Rollinson Chapter 19 — Concerning the Law of God: 19.4 In addition to these CEREMONIAL LAWS for the church
in her former state GOD ALSO GAVE THE ISRAELITES, AS A POLITICAL BODY, VARIOUS JUDICIAL
LAWS. These traditional laws EXPIRED when that state of the church changed. While the moral law never changes,
other laws not only change but actually EXPIRE. For example, the sixth commandment against killing remains, but the
judicial law that certain violators of the moral law should be executed has not. Since capital punishment for such a
violation as breaking the sabbath is not part of the moral law but only of the judicial, it EXPIRES with the end of the
Israelite church-state.

BUWCF. 1.7.

B2 WCF. 1.1, 6.

" WCF. 1.8

B WCF. 1.10.

S WCF. 1.8.

BOWCF. 1.2, 3.
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the NT era also affirms the humanity of Scripture."*” Because the Bible is a human book,
it welcomes human means to interpret its message.'*®

Consequently, Professor Enns’ view that the Bible’s uniqueness is in its human incarnate
form is the opposite emphasis of the Confession that instead highlights its divine
character. Hence his view appears to be incompatible with the Westminster Confession’s
emphasis on the priority of the divine infallibility of Scripture.

4. Does the Confession view itself as a “provisional” confession and thus not a
trustworthy guide for how “Scripture ought to be”?

It is important to recognize here that the Confession never calls for acceptance for its own
sake.'* Instead, it points all to Holy Scripture as when it identifies in 1.9, the “infallible
rule of interpretation™:

The infallible rule of interpretation of Scripture is the Scripture itself: and
therefore, when there is a question about the true and full sense of any Scripture
(which is not manifold, but one), it must be searched and known by other places
that speak more clearly.

Since this hermeneutical principle is “infallible”—as “infallible” as the “the Word of
God...the infallible truth” (I.5) from which it is drawn, there is consequently no
“provisionality” about what the Word of God is.

7 WCF. 19.4. For a consideration of the notions of equity and general equity see the “Report of the OPC Concerning
Women in the Military.” Cf. Chapter XIX, Of the Law of God in An Exposition of The Westminster Confession of Faith
by Robert Shaw: “The judicial law respected the Jews in their political capacity, or as a nation, and consisted of those
institutions which God prescribed to them for their civil government. This law, as far as the Jewish polity was peculiar,
has also been entirely abolished; but as far as it contains any statute founded in the law of nature common to all nations,
it is still obligatory.” See also, Chapter XXI — Of the Law of God in The Westminster Confession for Today by George
S. Hendry, “While God’s law is the fundamental determination of man’s being, and is, as such, absolutely and
permanently binding upon all men, it involves obligations which are relative to the concrete situations in which it has to
be obeyed... judicial laws were involved in the fact that Israel was at once a church and a state (“a body politic”), and
they were necessary for the regulation of its life in its political aspect; since they were formulated in view of the
peculiar historical conditions and geographical circumstances of the life of Israel as a primitive agrarian society, they
are no longer obligatory, except in so far as they reflect general principles of equity.”

e Question 157: “How is the Word of God to be read? Answer: The Holy Scriptures are to be read with an high
and reverent esteem of them; with a firm persuasion that they are the very Word of God, and that he only can enable us
to understand them; with desire to know, believe, and obey the will of God revealed in them; with diligence, and
attention to the matter and scope of them; with meditation, application, self-denial, and prayer.” LC Question 159:
“How is the Word of God to be preached by those that are called thereunto? Answer: They that are called to labor in
the ministry of the Word, are to preach sound doctrine, diligently, in season and out of season; plainly, not in the
enticing words of man's wisdom, but in demonstration of the Spirit, and of power; faithfully, making known the whole
counsel of God; wisely, applying themselves to the necessities and capacities of the hearers; zealously, with fervent
love to God and the souls of his people; sincerely, aiming at his glory, and their conversion, edification, and salvation.”
Turretin, Doctrine of Scripture, pp. 187-188, writes, “It is not a question of a perspicuity that excludes necessary means
for interpretation, such as the inner light of the Spirit, the attention of the mind, the voice and ministry of the church,
lectures and commentaries, prayers and vigils. We acknowledge such means are not only useful but also normally are
necessary, but we want to deny any obscurity that keeps the common people from reading Scripture, as if it were
harmful or dangerous, or that leads to a falling back on traditions when one should have taken a stand on Scripture
alone.”

139 For a discussion of the Confession as a subordinate standard to Scripture, see notes 44 and 45 above.
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The Confession, consistent with its claim to present an infallible Scripture that gives to
the Church an infallible hermeneutical rule, seeks to focus on and exclusively to present
the teaching of the Scriptures by its vast, consistent and insistent appeal to the
Scriptures.'”® There are many who criticize the Confession’s alleged “proof text” method.
Yet, what the Confession seeks to do is to interpret Scripture with Scripture.'*' Hence the
Confession could best be described as a subordinate standard making a massive albeit
fallible attempt to apply an infallible hermeneutical rule derived from an infallible written
divine revelation.

The point here is that Professor Enns’ principle of provisionality with regard to the
Westminster Standards per se is not ultimately incompatible with the Westminster
Standards’ teaching since they Standards are in fact subordinate standards. Yet his
perspective of provisionality becomes incompatible with the historic Presbyterian vows
to Scripture and Confession discussed above when it is remembered that the “infallible
rule” itself is not provisional. It is instead the mandated method established by the
infallible truth of Scripture which is the Word of God in human form. Hence Professor
Enns’ principle of provisionality is incompatible with the Confession’s teaching on the
nature of Scripture and in regard to the Confession’s “infallible rule of interpretation of
Scripture”.

5. Does the Confession prohibit viewing the Bible as a “timeless rule book...for
the Christian life”?

Contrary to Professor Enns’ desire for a doctrine of Scripture that removes the notion of
timeless rules for the Christian life, the Confession consistently affirms that there are
important “rules that are to be observed” by the Christian, whether in interpreting the
Scriptures, the Ten Commandments, which are the standards or rules for the Christian
life, as well as for prayer and for worship. The places in the Standards where timeless
Scriptural rules for the Christian life are directly stated are listed below.

Shorter Catechism
SC Q. 2: The Word of God, which is contained in the Scriptures of the Old and
New Testaments, is the only rule to direct us how we may glorify and enjoy Him.

SC Q. 24: What is sin? Answer: Sin is any want of conformity unto, or
transgression of, any law of God, given as a rule to the reasonable creature.

140 The Scriptural citations in the Westminster Standards number well over two thousand.

14l Cf. here Berkouwer, Holy Scripture, pp. 279-285 concerning the “the so-called proof from Scripture” and Young,

Thy Word Is Truth, pp. 219-221. Young writes, “On all sides one hears it asserted that we must not use the Bible as a
book of proof texts. To use the Bible in such away is, we are told, to betray a profound misunderstanding of its
nature....One thing, however, may be said about this practice. It was employed by none other than our Lord Himself.”,
p- 219. Berkouwer writes, “Many of these ‘proofs from Scripture’ stem from a deep awareness of the humanity and
coherence of Scripture....” “Clearly there is room for ‘therefores’ and ‘so that’s’ in conclusions and counter arguments
within the realm of the gospel (II Tim. 3:16)....” “Anselm’s question ‘Why did God become man?’ should not
automatically be rejected as rationalism. For we read everywhere of the coherence, centrality and depth of God’s
actions.”, pp. 280, 282, 283.
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SC Q. 40: What did God at first reveal to man for the rule of his obedience? A.
The rule which God at first revealed to man for his obedience, was the moral law.

SC 99 What rule hath God given for our direction in prayer? The whole Word of
God is of use to direct us in prayer; but the special rule of direction is that form of
prayer which Christ taught his disciples commonly called The Lord’s Prayer.

The Westminster Confession
All which [the canonical books] are given by inspiration of God to be the rule of
faith and life. (1.2).

According to the general rules of the Word, which are always to be observed.

(1.6).

The infallible rule of interpretation of Scripture is the Scripture itself. (1.9).

The Law... continued to be a perfect rule of righteousness. (19.2).

The Law...a rule of life informing them of the will of God, and their duty. (19.6).

To set down rules and direction for the better ordering of the public worship of
God (31.2)

All synods or councils since the apostles’ times, whether general or particular,
may err, and many have erred; therefore they are not to be made the rule of faith
or practice, but to be used as a help in both. (31.3).

The Larger Catechism
LC 3 The Old and New Testament are the Word of God, the only rule of faith and

obedience

LC 24 Or transgression of any law of God given as rule to the reasonable
creature.

LC 92 The rule of obedience revealed to Adam in the estate of innocence, and to
all mankind

LC 97 Their greater care to conform themselves thereunto as the rule of their
obedience.

LC 186 But the special rule of direction is that form of prayer which our Saviour
Christ taught his disciples.

But most significantly here, LC 99 must be noted as this answer teaches, “For the right
understanding of the Ten Commandments, these rules are to be observed.”
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But beyond this, the very vows of Westminster, the OPC and PCA recognize the “only
infallible rule of faith and practice” that everyone taking the vow is to believe and so to
obey. Therefore Professor Enns’ principle of a Bible without timeless rules for the
Christian life is incompatible with the Westminster Confession.

6. Does the Confession teach that the only dimension of the Scripture’s
trustworthiness is in its specific focus on Christ, i.e.,“christotelic coherence”?

Professor Enns writes,

Not only do we no longer share the conventions of the ancient Near Eastern
world, but we also live in union with the crucified and risen Christ, in whom all of
the Old Testament finds its completion. All this to say that the central function of
the Old Testament may not be there to “tell us what to do.” It may be more a part
of a larger story that God brings to an end many hundreds of years later in
Christ.'*

Clearly the Christological focus of the Bible is one of the major theological paradigms
advanced by the Confession.'® This can be seen in the history of the covenant of grace
outlined by the Westminster Standards in chapters VII and VIII that reflect the history of
salvation in the covenant of grace in Christ.'** Moreover, the idea of the Bible having a
goal or “scope” is also referenced by the Confession.'"

But what does the Confession declare the “scope” of Scripture to be? In L.5 it says, “...
the scope of the whole (which is to give glory to God)....” LC Q. 4 says, “...the scope of
the whole, which is to give all glory to God;...” LC 157 discussing how the Word of God

2 Inspiration and Incarnation, pp. 67-68.

3There are a number of theological and interpretive paradigms or multiperspectival theological constructs offered by

the Westminster Catechisms. These include: a decretal theology: LC Q. 6; a theology of union with Christ: LC Q. 79; a
Covenant theology that focuses on the history of redemption: SC Q. 59. LC Q. 33, 34, 35,36 101, 121; a Covenant
theology structured on theological covenants, Q. LC 30, 31, 32; a theology of Kingdom and eschatology, SC Q. 102;

and a theology of the Offices and Estates of Christ, LC Question 42, 43, 44, 45.

4 Turretin , Doctrine of Scripture, pp. 204-205, reflects an implicit appreciation for Christocentric interpretation, or

the historical redemptive nature of Scripture when it is interpreted in light of Christ. “Since Scripture, which contains
much more than words, is very rich in meaning, it is not absurd to say that the Holy Spirit wanted to give many
teachings to us in the same word, but always one subordinated to the other so that one is the sign and figure of the
other, or that they have some connection and dependency. Thus the promise given Abraham concerning his
descendants refers both to Isaac as type and to Christ as antitype (Gal. 3:16). The oracle forbidding the breaking of the
bones of the lamb (Exod. 23:46) refers both to the paschal lamb as a figure and to Christ in mystery (John 19:36). The
promise given David, “I will be a father to him (II Sam. 7:14), refers both to Solomon and to Christ (Heb. 1:5). The
prediction in Psalm 16:10 that the holy one will not see corruption applies both to David, although incompletely, and to
Christ, completely (Acts 2:29-30). There are any number of such texts in Scripture, which have various aspects which
must be held together in order to have the full meaning of the oracle, and they are fulfilled not all at once, but in stages
over a period of time. Thus many of the ancient oracles had three aspects: for the dispensation of the law in the Jewish
church, for the dispensation of grace in the Christian church, and for the dispensation of glory in heaven. Thus Isaiah
9:1, about the people who walked in darkness and saw a great light, has three stages of fulfillment: the liberation from
Babylon, the proclamation of the gospel (Matt. 4:14-16), and the final resurrection, through which those who were
living in the valley of the shadow of death will see the great light of the glory of God. Likewise in Ezekiel 37, it can be
observed concerning the dry bones that the oracle had already been fulfilled when the people went out from their most
bitter captivity in Babylon as from the tomb (v.12), it is being fulfilled today in the spiritual resurrection (Eph. 5:14),
and it will be perfectly fulfilled in the final resurrection (John 5:25).”

195 cf. Berkouwer, Holy Scripture, pp. 124-137.
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is to be read, states ““...with diligence and attention to the matter and scope of them;...”
What all of this seems to be saying is that the “scope” of the Word of God is God’s glory,
while the “matter” of the Bible is Christ and His saving work. Thus the Westminster
Standards present the doxological purpose of Scripture'*® that fits not only with the
famous first question of the Shorter Catechism, but also parallels other passages of the
Standards that refer to God’s glory such as LC Q. 112, 113, 190.

If the christotelic principle of Professor Enns is arguing for a Christocentricity to
Scripture, this is consistent with the Westminster Confession. But this understanding of
his term may not be accurate or sufficient. His further explication of christotelic seems to
make the Scripture’s focus so much on Christ as the ultimate fulfillment of Scripture that
the ethical dimension is diminished or removed.'*” In that case, there is a loss of the
Shorter Catechism’s emphasis on the dual teachings of the Scriptures—“what we are to
believe concerning God and what duty God requires of man” (SC Q. 3).

If this de-emphasis of the Christian duty to obey God’s law is an inherent aspect of a
christotelic hermeneutic, it would then be inconsistent with the Confession. A
commitment to christomonism, that is, a Scriptural hermeneutic where only Christ is
found in Scripture, without the concomitant pursuit of Christ’s glory through the new
obedience of the believer, is a perspective that is incompatible with the emphases of the
Confession. The potential for christotelic exegesis to devolve into chrisomonism seems
possible since it appears to be a group quest for biblical meaning by an exclusive focus
on Christ in the Bible. Moreover, there does not appear to be a clear sense of when this
goal is achieved according to Professor Enns.'*

If a christotelic hermeneutic necessitates a christomonism such as summarized here, then
this perspective is incompatible with the Westminster Standards’ Christocentricity is the
heart of the Confession’s teaching on the covenant of grace that calls for a saving faith in
Christ that also seeks to bring glory to God by obedience to His Law. The doxological

146 Rev. Francis R. Beattie, B.D., Ph.D., D.D. The Presbyterian Standards: An Exposition of the Westminster

Confession of Faith and Catechisms , Chapter XXXIV — Summary and Conclusions, “The inquiry now raised may be
considered from a twofold point of view: First, A general view of the principle upon which the entire Standards are
constructed may be taken. Here what may be termed the theocentric principle rules. Everything is from God, is subject
to God, and is for the glory of God. The absolute sovereignty of God in creation, in providence, and in grace, is the
fundamental idea of the Standards. He is sovereign in the sphere of natural or physical government, and in the realm of
moral government, as well as in the domain of his spiritual redemptive government. Thus the sovereignty of God,
rightly regarded and applied, is the root idea of the generic Calvinism of the Standards, and it supplies their
constructive principle. The first question in the Catechisms strikes the key-note, and the entire contents of the
Standards are in harmony with this view. God is the ruler of nature, and he is the Lord of the head, the heart, the
conscience, and the life of all men. He is also King of kings and Lord of lords, as well as the king and head of his
church. The theocentric principle is the constructive principle of the Standards as a whole, and it gives great majesty
and remarkable completeness to the doctrines, ethics, and polity which they contain.”

147 Enns, Inspiration and Incarnation, pp. 67-68, “Not only do we no longer share the conventions of the
ancient Near Eastern world, but we also live in union with the crucified and risen Christ, in whom all of the
Old Testament finds its completion. All this to say that the central function of the Old Testament may not
be there to ‘tell us what to do.” It may be more a part of a larger story that God brings to an end many
hundreds of years later in Christ.”

18 Inspiration and Incarnation, pp. 170, “I am very intentional here in saying that this is something we seek after. A
christotelic coherence is not achieved by following a few simple rules of exegesis. It is to be sought after, over a long
period of time, in community with other Christians, with humility and patience. Biblical interpretation is...a path we
walk rather than a fortress we defend.”
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end of the Christian life is simply portrayed by Shorter Catechism questions one and two
declare,

Q. 1. What is the chief end of man?
A. 1. Man’s chief end is to glorify God, and to enjoy him for ever.
Q. 2. What rule hath God given to direct us how we may glorify and enjoy him?

A. 2. The Word of God, which is contained in the Scriptures of the Old and New
Testaments, is the only rule to direct us how we may glorify and enjoy him.

7. Does the Confession reject the idea that there are a few basic rules of exegesis?

Berkouwer writes, “The fact that hermeneutics is continually busy with rules for the
exposition of Scripture shows a desire to oppose the arbitrariness which, despite the
recognition of Scripture as God’s Word, neglects its concrete authority. It is impossible
for any theological study to bypass these questions. For in every hermeneutical question
lies an aspect which is intrinsically tied to the confession of scriptural authority.”'*

It appears, then, that the notion of rule is intrinsic not only to the Confession, but also to
hermeneutics. Thus this proposed principle of Professor Enns seems to be not only
anomalous to the Confession, but strangely inconsistent with the science of hermeneutics
itself. We have already considered the Confession s “infallible rule” of hermeneutics
above. We have also seen that Westminster, the OPC and the PCA each affirm a belief in
the “only infallible rule of faith and practice.”

But finally, there are other significant hermeneutical rules for living the Christian life
presented in the Standards. Perhaps most directly, let us cite Larger Catechism Question
99:

Question 99: For the right understanding of the Ten Commandments, these rules
are to be observed:

1. That the law is perfect, and binds everyone to full conformity in the whole
man unto the righteousness thereof, and unto entire obedience forever; so as to
require the utmost perfection of every duty, and to forbid the least degree of
every sin.

2. That it is spiritual, and so reaches the understanding, will, affections, and all
other powers of the soul; as well as words, works, and gestures.

3. That one and the same thing, in divers respects, is required or forbidden in
several commandments.

4. That as, where a duty is commanded, the contrary sin is forbidden; and, where
a sin is forbidden, the contrary duty is commanded: so, where a promise is

199 Berkouwer, Holy Scripture, p. 106.
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annexed, the contrary threatening is included; and, where a threatening is
annexed, the contrary promise is included.

5. That: What God forbids, is at no time to be done;: What he commands, is
always our duty; and yet every particular duty is not to be done at all times.

6. That under one sin or duty, all of the same kind are forbidden or commanded;
together with all the causes, means, occasions, and appearances thereof, and
provocations thereunto.

7. That: What is forbidden or commanded to ourselves, we are bound, according
to our places, to endeavor that it may be avoided or performed by others,
according to the duty of their places.

8. That in: What is commanded to others, we are bound, according to our places
and callings, to be helpful to them; and to take heed of partaking with others
in what is forbidden them.

These eight rules—that “are to be observed”— cohere with WSC Q. 2,"° but also prohibit
the development of a christomonism. Thus they stand as a critique of the potential
christomonism in Professor Enns’ christotelic hermeneutics that admits that it has no
“clear rules or guidelines to prevent us from taking this process too far.”"!

Given this clear emphasis upon these rules for interpreting the Ten Commandments, as
well as the other references to the rules of interpretation considered above, the principle
of Professor Enns advocating that there are not a few basic rules of exegesis to help us
interpret the Scriptures is clearly incompatible with the Westminster Standards. Thus this
principle of Professor Enns regarding the non-existence of a few basic rules of exegesis
for interpreting the Bible is also inconsistent with the Westminster Standards.

Conclusion: Crossroads, Slippery Slope and Watershed.

To use Young’s and Berkouwer’s metaphor, the hermeneutical crisis has brought us to a
crossroads. Since Professor Enns’ hermeneutical proposals are not compatible with
historic Reformed hermeneutics they lead in a direction that the evangelical and
Reformed churches ought not to travel, or if they do, to do so at their own risk. Although
Professor Enns denies that he has led the church to a “slippery slope of unbelief'** the
crossroads has in fact brought us to a watershed as well.

Francis Schaeffer some years ago wrote about the “watershed” issue of inerrancy.

We must say that if evangelicals are to be evangelicals, we must not compromise
our view of Scripture. There is no use in evangelicalism seeming to get larger and
larger, if at the same time appreciable parts of evangelicalism are getting soft at
that which is the central core—namely, the Scriptures. We must say with sadness

150 WSC, Q. 2. “What rule hath God given to direct us how we may glorify and enjoy him? Answer: The Word of

God, which is contained in the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments, is the only rule to direct us how we may
glorify and enjoy him.”

U Inspiration and Incarnation, p. 171.
12 Inspiration and Incarnation, p. 172.
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that in some places, seminaries, institutions and individuals who are known as
evangelical no longer hold to a full view of Scripture. The issue is clear: is the
Bible truth and without error wherever it speaks, including where it touches
history and the cosmos, or is it only in some sense revelational where it touches
religious subjects? That is the issue. The heart of neo-orthodox existential
theology is that the Bible gives us a quarry out of which to have religious
experience, but that the Bible contains mistakes where it touches that which is
verifiable—namely, history and science. But unhappily we must say that in some
circles this concept now has come into some of that which is called
evangelicalism. In short, in these circles the neo-orthodox existential theology is
being taught under the name of evangelicalism. The issue is whether the Bible
gives propositional truth (that is, truth that may be stated in propositions) where it
touches history and the cosmos, and this all the way back to pre-Abrahamic
history, all the way back to the first eleven chapters of Genesis, or whether instead
of that it is only meaningful where it touches that which is considered religious.'”

The evangelical church stands again at a watershed, but this time it is the precipice of a
hermeneutical watershed. Lest we are swept away by the flow of the hermeneutical
crisis, we must once again stand fast on the infallible Scriptures and interpret them by the
“only infallible rule for the interpretation of Scripture” which “is Scripture itself.”

When Schaeffer summoned the Church to a recommitment to inerrancy, he quoted a
statement attributed to Luther,

If I profess with the loudest voice and clearest exposition every portion of the
truth of God except precisely that little point which the world and the Devil are at
that moment attacking, I am not confessing Christ, however boldly I may be
professing Christ. Where the battle rages, there the loyalty of the solider is
proved, and to be steady on all the battle front besides, is merely flight and
disgrace if he flinches at that point.'**

In this context of the hermeneutical crisis I would like to appeal to Luther as well. But as
I do, I wish to note that there are strong parallels between the Germanic courage of
Martin Luther and Peter Enns. Both have been willing to take on their known world
about what they believe to be true about the Bible. Both have stood strongly for their
views in the face of disagreements by colleagues and criticisms from authorities. Both
have written down their beliefs and have been unwilling to change. But there is a
difference and it is an important one. Luther boldly affirmed his commitment to sola
Scriptura when he declared at the Diet of Worms “My conscience is bound by the Word
of God. Here I stand, I can do no other.” In stark contrast Enns boldly affirms that “our
confession of the Bible as God’s word has a provisional quality to it”'** and declares that
he is bound by “the trajectory of flexibility set out in Scripture itself.”'*®

153 The Complete Works of Francis A. Schaeffer, Vol. 11, A Christian View of the Bible As Truth, No Final Conflict,

(Crossway, 1982), pp. 121-22.

15 Tbid, p. 122.

155 Tbid, p. 168.

1 Inspiration and Incarnation, p.170.
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If Luther’s motto—sola Scriptura—is now to be replaced, what should take its place?
Should the new motto be Scientia et scriptura, to reflect the new hermeneutic that calls
for the “adjustment” of “the evangelical doctrine of Scripture” in light of “extrabiblical
evidence”?

But rather than walk with Enns on his theological “journey” of “bumps, twists and turns”
let us instead continue to stand with Luther on God’s Word and sing,

That Word above all earthly powers,
no thanks to them, abideth;

the Spirit and the gifts are ours,

thru him who with us sideth.

Let goods and kindred go,

this mortal life also;

the body they may kill;

God's truth abideth still;

his kingdom is forever.

Only thereby can we truly keep our historic vow to believe the “only infallible rule of

faith and practice” and at the same time keep our footing before the crossroads, the
watershed and the slippery slope created by the hermeneutical crisis of our generation.
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