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Introduction 
Christianity is an historical faith and its Scripture begs to be understood in its historical contexts, 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ άǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƳŜŀƴǘέ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ άǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƳŜŀƴǎΦέ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀ ōŀǎƛŎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 
evangelicalism,2 ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ǿŀȅǎ ƻƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ ƭŜǾŜƭǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘǊƛǇǎ ǘƻ LǎǊŀŜƭ ǘƻ άƳŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ 
.ƛōƭŜ ŎƻƳŜ ŀƭƛǾŜΣέ ǎǘǳŘȅ .ƛōƭŜǎ ǇŀŎƪŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƭƭ ǎƻǊǘǎ ƻŦ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŜǘŎΦ aŀƴȅ ŜǾŀƴƎŜƭƛŎŀƭ 
Christians have demonstrated this commitment on a professional level as well; either as students or 
ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎ ƻŦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ƭƛŦŜƭƻƴƎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǎǘǳŘȅƛƴƎ άǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƳŜŀƴǘΦέ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ 
becoming more hermeneutically self-conscious, i.e., putting aside modern assumptions, as much as 
possible, and learning ancient ways. Such a commitment has born considerable fruit in the broader 
evangelical tradition. 

Having said this, however, the historical study of Scripture has a checkered relationship with 
evangelicalism. To be sure, much of what has been done in our field, by believing and unbelieving 
scholarship alike has helped confirm our confidence in Scripture. Yet, as we all know, that very work has 
also challenged our convictions, and at times even reoriented our thinking. This is not necessarily 
destructive, if such a process brings us closer to biblical teaching, but it can also cause some tensions along 
the way. To be direct, not a few evangelical biblicists live with a tension between the methods and data our 
discipline takes for granted and how we otherwise as evangelicals talk about our Bibles. And despite 
ŜǾŀƴƎŜƭƛŎŀƭƛǎƳΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ άǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƳŜŀƴǘΣέ ǿƘŜƴ ōƛōƭƛŎƛǎǘǎ Ǝƻ ƛƴǘƻ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ƳƻŘŜΣ ŦǊƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ 
sometimes arise between, say, biblicists, theologians, and lay readers. Although all parties would agree, 
certainly, that Scripture is foundational to all Christian theology, we do not always share the same methods 
and expectations about what constitutes a proper engagement of Scripture. And it has not helped that the 
various disciplines have become highly specialized and fragmented.  

For me, as a biblical scholar, all this translates to a very practical question: What role can and should 
the historical study of Scripture playτin both challenge mode and confirm modeτin contributing to such 
things as how everyday Christians read their Bibles, or how we do dogmatics? Or to put it more 
programmatically: how can practitioners, theologians, and biblicists contribute together to an overall 
approach to Scripture that is constructive while also being open to critique by the various disciplines?3  

I raise these questions not to answer them directly, but to form a backdrop for a more basic 
consideration. As I engage these questions, I seek theological models of Scripture that are intellectually 
stimulating, pedagogically useful, and theologically orthodox (in the broadest, most generous sense); and 
that will provide some common ground as well as enough flexibility for incorporating the important 
challenges posed by an historical study of Scripture. That may be asking a lot, but, in my opinion, a model 
that meets these criteria, and presents a simple and elegant point of departure for such discussions, is the 
ŀƴŎƛŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƘƻƴƻǊŜŘ ŀƴŀƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ /ƘǊƛǎǘΩǎ ƛƴŎŀǊƴŀǘƛƻƴΦ  

To be sure, all analogies, all models, have strengths and weaknesses, and this is no exception. But, if 
we have learned anything from over 2000 years of Christian interpretationτand 2500 years of Jewish 
interpretation along side itτit is that our Bible is an elusive book to explain. At times it seems so grand and 
reaches so deeply into the human heart we are awed, and at other times seems so very mundane, even 
ŦǊǳǎǘǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǎƻ άƻǳǘ ƻŦ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊΦέ Any model of explaining such a Scripture will fail at some point. 

Preliminary Observations on an Incarnational Model of Scripture:  
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My sense, however, is that an incarnational model not only provides a persuasive theological accounting of 
why Scripture looks the way it does, but it is also a model with serious precedent in evangelicalism. Hence, 
it potentially holds much promise as a common point for evangelical conversation, particularly in the 
ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ƳƻŘŜǊƴ ōƛōƭƛŎŀƭ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ άƘǳƳŀƴƛǘȅέ ƻŦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǎƻ ǊŜƭŜƴǘƭŜǎǎƭȅ ŀƴŘ 
unavoidably laid before us. In other words, employing this model is an attempt to begin and orient a 
discussion rather than posing a final solution to the problems that confront contemporary interpreters of 
Scripture. 

Toward that end, in what follows, I would like to illustrate the validityτeven vitalityτof an 
incarnational model in evangelical thought. Of course, this requires me to limit my scope somewhat, so I 
have chosen to highlight some comments of just five well-known Christian thinkers (all but one explicitly 
Reformed), interspersed with some brief commentary of my own. I do not mean to suggest what these 
men say is the final word on the matter. Far from it. In fact, I have some criticisms, only some of which I will 
address. My main focus here is twofold: (1) to illustrate how an incarnational model has been articulated in 
at least one sampling of our evangelical heritage, and (2) to raise some questions concerning the 
application of that model today as we address subsequent and important changes in biblical studies. 

 

The Incarnational Model in Evangelical Thought 
I would like to begin by reflecting on two Old Princeton theologians, B. B. Warfield and A. A. Hodge.4 

¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƛǎ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊ Ŝǎǎŀȅ ƻŦ ²ŀǊŦƛŜƭŘΩǎΦ IŜ ǿǊƛǘŜǎΥ 

 

[The] whole of Scripture is the product of the divine activities which enter it, not by superseding the 
activities of the human authors, but by working confluently with them, so that the Scriptures are the 
joint product of divine and human activities, both of which penetrate them at every point, working 
harmoniously together to the production of a writing which is not divine here and human there, but 
at once divine and human in every part, every word and every particular.5 

 

²ŀǊŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ǳƴƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ǎǇŀǊǊƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ Řŀȅ ǿƘƻ ƘŀŘ ōƛŦǳǊŎŀǘŜŘ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΥ ǘƘŜ 
religious/ethical teachings of Scripture were considered inspired, but matters touching on history, science, 
ŜǘŎΦΣ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘΦ {ǳŎƘ ŀ ƳƻǾŜ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ōȅ ŀ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ǘƻ ǳǇƘƻƭŘ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΩǎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ǊƻƭŜ 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘǳǊŎƘΩǎ ŦŀƛǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ ǊŀƛǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 
study of Scripture at the time. But Warfield, although recognizing the challenges (at least to a certain 
extent), is not willing to divide the two. All of Scripture is inspired and of divine origin. But that does not 
ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǇƛǊƛǘΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƛǎ ŦǊŜŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǘƻǳŎƘΦ Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ ǘƻǳŎƘΥ 
{ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ άƧƻƛƴǘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘΣέ ŀ ŘƛǾƛƴŜκƘǳƳŀƴ ōƻƻƪΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇŜǊƳŜŀǘŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘΣ άƛƴ 
ŜǾŜǊȅ ǇŀǊǘΣ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǿƻǊŘ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜǊȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊέ ŀǎ ²ŀǊŦƛŜƭŘ Ǉǳǘǎ ƛǘΦ  

Such a theological principle is suggestive, but it does not settle how the specifics are to be handled. 
This is a recurring complaint of mine in reading the Old Princeton theologians on this topic: the principle 
posed is potentially powerful in it application, but such application does not seem to have been the focus of 
their attention (a point we will return to below). And in my opinion Warfield elsewhere leaves some 
important issues hanging.6 Nevertheless, he articulates an incarnational model of Scripture where the 
human and divine elements are inextricably bound to one another. When it comes to Scripture, there is no 
divine without the human, and there is no human without the divine. You cannot speak of one without the 
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otherτat least not for long, and then only for heuristic purposes. Deliberations on the nature of Scripture 
in contemporary evangelical thought would be well served not only by continuing to embrace this insight, 
but to work out its implications in our study of Scripture in its historical contexts. 

Next is a citation from A. A. Hodge from his well-known booklet Inspiration, co-authored with B. B. 
²ŀǊŦƛŜƭŘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ōƛǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ōƻƻƪƭŜǘ ŦƻǊ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΣ ōǳǘ IƻŘƎŜΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŀƎŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ 
Scripture are quite revealingτeven a bit striking.  

 

It is not merely in the matter of verbal expressions or literary composition that the personal 
idiosyncrasies of each author are freely manifested by the untrammeled play of all his faculties, but 
the very substance of what they write is evidently for the most part the product of their own mental 
and spiritual activities. Χ !ǎ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿƻǊƪΣ ŜŀŎƘ ǿǊƛǘŜǊ ǿŀǎ Ǉǳǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŀǘ 
special part of the general work for which he alone was adopted by his original endowments, 
education, special information and providential position. Each drew from the stores of his own 
original information, from the contributions of other men and from all other natural sources. Each 
sought knowledge, like all other authors, from the use of his own natural faculties of thought and 
feeling, intuition and of logical inference, of memory and imagination, and of religious experience. 
Each gave evidence of his own special limitations of knowledge and mental power, and of his own 
personal defects as well as of his powers. Each wrote upon a definite occasion, under special 
historically grouped circumstances, from his own standpoint in the progressively unfolded plan of 
ǊŜŘŜƳǇǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŜŀŎƘ ƳŀŘŜ Ƙƛǎ ƻǿƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦŀōǊƛŎ ƻŦ DƻŘΩǎ ǿƻǊŘΦ7 

 

CƻǊ IƻŘƎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎŀǊƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ǘƻǳŎƘŜǎ ƻƴ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ƻŦ άǘƘŜ ǾŜǊȅ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿǊƛǘŜΦέ !ƴŘ 
ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƛǎΣ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΣ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ƭƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ŀƴŘ άǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŘŜŦŜŎǘǎέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
biblical writers. Hodge does not mince words, and he explicates this several pages later, in even more 
provocative terms.  

 

It must be remembered that it is not claimed that the Scriptures, any more than their authors, are 
omniscient. The information they convey is in the forms of human thought, and limited on all sides. 
They were not designed to teach philosophy, science or human history as such. They were not 
designed to furnish an infallible system of speculative theology. They were written in human 
languages, whose words, inflections, constructions and idioms bear everywhere indelible traces of 
human error. The record itself furnishes evidence that the writers were in large measure dependent 
for their knowledge upon sources and methods in themselves fallible, and that their personal 
knowledge and judgments were in many matters hesitating and defective, even wrong.8 

 

Here Hodge tells us that the biblical authors were limited, dependent on sometimes-fallible sources for 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ άōŜŀǊ ŜǾŜǊȅǿƘŜǊŜ ƛƴŘŜƭƛōƭŜ ǘǊŀŎŜǎ ƻŦ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŜǊǊƻǊέ ŀƴŘ άƛƴ 
Ƴŀƴȅ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎέ ǿŜǊŜ άƘŜǎƛǘŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŦŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ ŜǾŜƴ ǿǊƻƴƎΦέ hƴŜ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǿƻƴŘŜǊ Ƨǳǎǘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƛƭƭŀǊ ƻŦ мфth 
century Reformed orthodoxy is getting at.  

²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ǊŜƳŀǊƪŀōƭŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ IƻŘƎŜΩǎ defense of biblical inspiration in the face 
of higher critical attacks, where the human element of Scripture was exploited as evidence against 
ƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊȅ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ǇŀƎŜΣ IƻŘƎŜ ŀŦŦƛǊƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ άǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŜǊǊƻǊέ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ƛǘǎ άǊŜŀƭ 
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ŀŦŦƛǊƳŀǘƛƻƴǎΦέ9 ¢Ƙŀǘ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƘŜ ƳŀƪŜǎ ƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΥ ǘƘŜ .ƛōƭŜ ƛǎ ƛƴŜǊǊŀƴǘ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ άǊŜŀƭ ŀŦŦƛǊƳŀǘƛƻƴǎΣέ 
i.e., in what it teaches (a point we will return to briefly below). Still, one might think he could have 
exercised some caution, been a bit more tempered in his remarks. He seems to be giving away an awful lot: 
the Bible is limited on all sides, it reflects traces of human error, is in large measure dependent on fallible 
sources. One might begin to wonder whose side he is on. 

But this is precisely the point worth emphasizing. This was a moment in history when it might have 
been easier, politically, ecclesiastically, professionally, to downplay the very thing modern scholarship was 
accentingτ{ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΩǎ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŦŀŎŜΥ ά¸ŜǎΣ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǎŀȅ ƛǎ ǘǊǳŜΣ ōǳǘ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿƻǊǊȅΣ ǘƘŜ .ƛōƭŜ ƛǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ 
ŘƛǾƛƴŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ really ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΦέ .ǳǘ IƻŘƎŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƪƛƴŘΦ IŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ŎƻƴŎŜŘŜ ƻƴŜ 
ƛƴŎƘ ǘƘŀǘ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΩǎ Ǌŀǿ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘȅ ǇƻǎŜǎ ŀ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ƻǊǘƘƻŘƻȄ ŘƻŎǘǊƛƴŜ ƻŦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΦ Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ŀǎ ǘƘƛǎ 
quote indicates, it is something worth drawing out. I would have liked Hodge to follow this by indicating, 
for example, how the Mesopotamian background relates to Genesis, or the Jewish background to the 
Gospels, but he does not. Still, the idea is the right one, and as striking as his words may be, they should be 
allowed to stand today as they did then, as an unflinching, sobering, and orthodox, assertion of an 
incarnational model, where the human element of Scripture touches not only on matters of language or 
style, but substance. 

One other Old Princetonian deserves to be mentioned, Charles Hodge. 

 

The sacred writers impressed their peculiarities on their several productions as plainly as though 
they were the subjects of no extraordinary influence. This is one of the phenomena of the Bible 
patent to the most cursory reader. It rests in the very nature of inspiration that God spake in the 
language of men; that He uses men as organs, each according to his particular gifts and 
endowments. When He ordains praise out of the mouths of babes, they must speak as babes, or the 
ǿƘƻƭŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŀƴŘ ōŜŀǳǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƭƻǎǘΧ ώ¢ƘŜϐ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŜŘ ǇŜƴƳŜƴ ǿǊƻǘŜ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƭƭƴŜǎǎ 
of their own thoughts and feelings, and employed the language and modes of expression which to 
them where the most natural and appropriate.10 

 

²Ƙŀǘ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ƻǳǘ ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ IƻŘƎŜΩǎ ƛƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ƻǊŘƛƴŀǊȅΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀƴ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎ 
ƘǳƳŀƴ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǇǊŜŎƛǎŜƭȅ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŜƴǘŀƛƭŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άǾŜǊȅ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴΦέ hŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ƘŀǊŘƭȅ ŀ 
novel point among contemporary evangelicals, but nevertheless, it is worth drawing out a bit. There is not 
ǘƘŜ ǎƭƛƎƘǘŜǎǘ ǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ {ǇƛǊƛǘΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ǿƛƭƭ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ άǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
Ƴƻǎǘ ŎǳǊǎƻǊȅ ǊŜŀŘŜǊέ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘǎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ άƴƻ ŜȄǘǊŀƻǊŘƛƴŀǊȅ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜΦέ ¢ƘŜ {ǇƛǊƛǘΩǎ ǿƛǎŘƻƳ ƛǎ ǎǳŎƘ 
that the product of his inspiration yields a written document that does not strike the reader as particularly 
inspired. Of course, Scripture is unique in that it, unlike any other writing, is the product of special divine 
ƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ IƻŘƎŜΩǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŦŀŎǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƻƴŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘǊƛƪŜǎ ǘƘŜ άŎǳǊǎƻǊȅ ǊŜŀŘŜǊΣέ ƴƻǊ ƛǎ ƛǘǎ ƻǊŘƛƴŀǊȅ 
quality something to be de-emphasized.  

 I do not think I am exaggerating this one statement by abstracting it from its context;11 Hodge is 
consistent in his exposition of the nature of Scripture as a work that everywhere bears the marks of it 
humanity. A proper recognition of that humanity is, therefore, for Hodge vital for an accurate 
understanding of what Scripture is. Moreover, the proper purview of such recognition is the whole of 
{ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ IƻŘƎŜ ōŜƎƛƴǎ Ƙƛǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƳŀƴƴŜǊΥ ά¢ƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ 
inspiration is to be learnt from the Scriptures; from their didactic statements, and from their 
phenomenaΦέ12 ²Ƙŀǘ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴ ŦǊƻƳ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΩǎ ŀǘǘŜǎǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴ ōƻǘƘ ƛǘǎ ŘƛŘŀŎǘƛŎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ 
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phenomena, is that Scripture, being of divine origin, is nevertheless a product that is also thoroughly 
human and contextualized, and that when we read Scripture, both factors must come to bear on our 
interpretation.  

Hodge does not go into any detail about how specifically how such a posture can bear interpretive 
fruit, although he is very conscious of some pressing matters of the day, as can be gleaned from the 
following. On explicating the extent of inspiration, Hodge writes: 

 

This means, first, that the books of Scripture are equally inspired. All alike are infallible in what they 
teach. And secondly, that inspiration extends to all the contents of these several books. It is not 
confined to moral and religious truths, but extends to the statements of facts, whether scientific, 
historical, or geographical. It is not confined to those facts that importance of which is obvious, or 
which are involved in doctrine. It extends to everything that any sacred writer asserts to be true.13 

 

There is much here to unpack, but allow me to remain focused on one point: inspiration is a quality that 
extends to all of Scripture, including scientific, historical, and geographical facts. This does not mean, 
ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ άŦŀŎǘǎέ ŀǊŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ŀǇŀǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜȅ 
ǿŜǊŜ ǳǘǘŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎ ƻŦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ Ǉƭŀƛƴ ŦǊƻƳ IƻŘƎŜΩǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇƭŜƴŀǊȅ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴ 
that appears two pages later. 

 

[Plenary inspiration] denies that the sacred writers were merely partially inspired; it asserts that 
they were fully inspired as to all that they teach, whether of doctrine or fact. This of course does not 
imply that the sacred writers were infallible except for the special purpose for which they were 
employed. They were not imbued with plenary knowledge. As to matters of science, philosophy and 
history, they stood on the same level with their contemporaries. They were infallible only as 
teachers, and when acting as spokesmen of God.14 

 

There are ambiguities in this quote, especially in view of what is cited in the immediately preceding one. 
²Ƙŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƛǘ ƳŜŀƴ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŜȄǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ άŦŀŎǘǎέ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŘƻŎǘǊƛƴŜΣ ōǳǘ ƻƴƭȅ ŘƻŎǘǊƛƴŜ όǿƘƛŎƘ ǎŜŜƳǎ 
ǘƻ ōŜ ŜǉǳŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ άŀŎǘƛƴƎ ŀǎ ǎǇƻƪŜǎƳŜƴ ƻŦ DƻŘέ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳƻǘŜύ ōŜƛƴƎ ƛƴŦŀƭƭƛōƭŜΚ !ƭǎƻΣ Ƙƻǿ 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ǾƛŜǿ ƘŜƭǇ ǳǎ ƛƴ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ƳŀƧƻǊ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ƛƴ IƻŘƎŜΩǎ ǘƛƳŜ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƻǳǊ ƻǿƴΚ {ǳǊŜƭȅΣ 
Ƙƛǎ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎΣ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭΣ ǇƘƛƭƻǎƻǇƘƛŎŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ IƻŘƎŜΩǎ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙƛǎ 
insights are applicable to the phenomena of Scripture, but a fuller discussion is wanting.15 At any rate, my 
ƻƴƭȅ ǿƛǎƘ ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōǘƭŜǘȅ ƻŦ IƻŘƎŜΩǎ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƘŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŦŜǊ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ǘƻ 
ŀƴ ƛƴŎŀǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǿƘŜƴ ƘŜ ǎŀȅǎΣ άLǘ 
lies in the very nature of inspiration that God spake in the language of menΦέ 

This reflection on the Old Princetonians is, quite obviously, not intended to be an exhaustive 
representation of their view of the nature of Scripture. It is, as stated at the outset, an attempt to illustrate 
a dimension of that tradition that is not always given the visibility it deserves, but one that would serve us 
well in contemporary discussions. Whatever else can be said about their view of Scripture, the Old 
Princetonians had a robust commitment to a clear articulation of the vitality, the goodness, of its human 
element. Their doctrine of Scripture was nuanced and sophisticated enough to allow that all of Scripture is 
inspired by the Spirit, not by showing that the human element is tame and restricted, but by showing that it 
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is, as A. A. Hodge put it, untrammeled and pervasive. Again, application of the principle is wanting, but the 
principle itself is liberating. 

We move now to the Dutch Reformed tradition, where even more articulate expressions of an 
incarnational model may be seen. I would like to give just two examples here: Hermann Bavinck and 
Herman Ridderbos.16 In volume one of his Reformed Dogmatics, Bavinck writes that a doctrine of Scripture,  

 

is the working out and application of the central fact of revelation: the incarnation of the Word. The 
Word (Logoj) has become flesh (sarx), and the word has become Scripture; these two facts do not 
only run parallel but are most intimately connected. Christ became flesh, a servant, without form or 
comeliness, the most despised of human beings; he descended to the nethermost parts of the earth 
and became obedient even to death on the cross. So also the word, the revelation of God, entered 
the world of creatureliness, the life and history of humanity, in all the human forms of dream and 
vision, of investigation and reflection, right down into that which is humanly weak and despised and 
ignobleΧΦ !ƭƭ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƻƻƪ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǿŜǊΧƻŦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΣ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ DƻŘΩǎ 
and not ours.17 

 

What I find so refreshing in Bavinck, here and elsewhere,18 is his enthusiasm for an incarnational model, 
and how that model has positive theological value. There is a reason why Scripture looks the way it does, 
with all its bumps and bruises, peaks and valleys, gaps and gashesτit is to exalt DƻŘΩǎ power, not ours. This 
ŀŎŎŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ .ƛōƭŜΩǎ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƳƛǎǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ŀǎ ŀ ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǾƛƴŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ 
Scripture its due place. Rather, to accent the notion that Scripture reflects the ancient contexts in which it 
was written is to proclaim as good and powerful what that divine author has actually, by his wisdom, 
ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ {ǇƛǊƛǘΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎƘƛǇ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴŜŘΣ ƴƻǊ ŘƻŜǎ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΩǎ ƘǳƳƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƳǇƭȅ ŜǊǊƻǊΦ19 
.ŀǾƛƴŎƪΩǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛǎ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ άŎǊŜŀǘǳǊŜƭƛƴŜǎǎέ ƻŦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƴ ƻōǎǘŀŎƭŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ƻǾŜǊŎƻƳŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ 
ǾŜǊȅ ƳŜŀƴǎ ōȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΩǎ ŘƛǾƛƴƛǘȅ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴΦ Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΩǎ ŘƛǾƛƴƛǘȅ Ŏŀƴ only be seen because 
of its humanityτDƻŘΩǎ ŎƘƻǎŜƴ ƳŜŀƴǎτnot by looking past it. And it is not just humanity as a safe 
ǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŀ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ άǿŜŀƪ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǎǇƛǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƎƴƻōƭŜΦέ That is what points us to the 
divine, just as Christ does in his state of humiliation. To marginalize, or minimize, or somehow get behind 
ǘƘŜ .ƛōƭŜΩǎ άŎǊŜŀǘǳǊŜƭƛƴŜǎǎέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άǊŜŀƭέ ǿƻǊŘ ƻŦ DƻŘ ƛǎΣ ŦƻǊ .ŀǾƛƴŎƪΣ ǘƻ ǎǘǊƛǇ DƻŘ ƻŦ Ƙƛǎ ƎƭƻǊȅΦ 

Jumping almost a century ahead is a 1978 essay on inspiration by Herman Ridderbos.20 In my 
opinion, this essay is full of seasoned and frank insights, by a giant of 20th century Reformed NT scholarship 
nearing the end of his academic career. He writes,  

 

[It] is not up to us, it is up to the free pleasure of God to decide what kind of effect divine inspiration 
should have in the mind, knowledge, memory, accuracy of those whom he has used in his service, in 
order that their word really can be accepted and trusted as the inspired word of God. If we deny or 
ignore this, we dispose of the very nature of the Scriptures as the Word of God, and also of the 
nature of his authority and infallibility.21 

 

Ridderbos is making a very important point here. A belief that God inspired Scripture does not commit us 
to any particular understanding of how he did. Or to put it more positively, we must always be willing to 
examine our understanding of inspiration against Scripture itselfτif there is a more basic Reformational 
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principle concerning Scripture, I would like to hear it. It is wrong to declare a priori how God inspired 
Scripture. Rather, we come to understand how God inspired Scripture only by observing and learning how 
{ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΣ ŀǘ DƻŘΩǎ ŦǊŜŜ ǇƭŜŀǎǳǊŜΣ ōŜƘŀǾŜǎΦ ! ƘŜŀƭǘƘȅ ŘƻŎǘǊƛƴŜ ƻŦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ Ƴǳǎǘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ŦƻǊ ƛǘǎ ǎƘŀǇŜΣ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ 
ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎΦ !ƴȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ wƛŘŘŜǊōƻǎΣ ƛǎ ǘƻ ŘŜƴȅ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ DƻŘΩǎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΦ  

Ridderbos, being a biblical scholar, applies this notion to specific issues of biblical studies, namely 
the synoptic problem of the Gospels and the Jewish background of the NT. The synoptic problem is for 
wƛŘŘŜǊōƻǎ ŀƴ άŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅΣέ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ƻƴ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ŦŀŎǘΦ IŜ ƛƴǎƛǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ 
ŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ ōƛōƭƛŎŀƭ ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴƻƴ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƴǳŘƎŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƛŘŜ ƛƴ ŦŀǾƻǊ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŜ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ŀ άǘƘŜƻǊŜǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘέ 
of inspiration.  

 

The fact is that the infallibility of Scripture has in many respects a character other than that which a 
theoretical concept of inspiration or infallibility, detached from its purpose and empirical reality, 
would like to demand. One must be careful when reasoning about what is and is not possible under 
inspiration by God. Here too the freedom of the Spirit must be honored; and we shall first have to 
trace the courses of the Spirit in reverence, rather than come at once to overconfident 
pronouncements, however proper our intentions.22 

  

!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ƻǿƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǿŀȅΣ wƛŘŘŜǊōƻǎΩǎ ǾƛŜǿ ƛǎ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘΣ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ 
have seen above with Bavinck and the Old Princetonians. He differs only in his concrete application of that 
principle. 

With respect to the Jewish background of the NT, Ridderbos addresses several examples including 
the reference to Jannes and Jambres in 2 Tim. 3:8 and the angels mediating the law in Gal. 3:19.23 
Ridderbos considers both of these NT phenomena as showing clear dependence on Second Temple Jewish 
ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴΦ Lǘ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻƳŜΣ ōȅ ǾƛǊǘǳŜ ƻŦ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘƛǎΣ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ άƭŀǘŜǊ wƛŘŘŜǊōƻǎέ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ 
moved away from the high view of Scripture he championed in his earlier works. I disagree. I think he is 
being consistent with a high view, meaning an incarnational view, of Scripture. And this leads him to 
ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ WŜǿƛǎƘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǇƛǊƛǘΩǎ ǿƛǎŜ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǎŜǘ ƛǘ ŀǎƛŘŜΦ  

CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŦǊƻƳ /Φ {Φ [ŜǿƛǎΣ ƛƴ Ƙƛǎ ǇǊŜŦŀŎŜ ǘƻ WΦ .Φ tƘƛƭƭƛǇǎΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ b¢ ƭŜǘǘŜǊǎ 
ƛƴǘƻ ŎƻƴǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊȅ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎ ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ [ŜǿƛǎΩǎ ŘŜŦŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ tƘƛƭƭƛǇǎ ƛǎ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ 
applicable to our topic today (and I will admit far too much for a C. S. Lewis fan such as myself to pass 
over).24 Lewis observes that the Greek style of the NT betrays writers for whom Greek was not a language 
at their full command. He writes: 

 

Does this shock us? It ought not to, except as the Incarnation itself ought to shock us. The same 
divine humility which decreed that God should become a baby in a peasant-ǿƻƳŀƴΩǎ ōǊŜŀǎǘΣ ŀƴŘ 
later an arrested field-preacher in the hands of the Roman police, decreed also that He should be 
preached in a vulgar, prosaic and unliterary language. If you can stomach the one, you can stomach 
the other. The Incarnation is in that sense an irreverent doctrine: Christianity, in that sense, an 
incurably irreverent religion. When we expect that it should have come before the World in all the 
beauty that we now feel in the Authorized Version we are as wide of the mark as the Jews were in 
expecting that the Messiah would come as an earthly King. The real sanctity, the real beauty and 
ǎǳōƭƛƳƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bŜǿ ¢ŜǎǘŀƳŜƴǘ όŀǎ ƻŦ /ƘǊƛǎǘΩǎ ƭƛŦŜύ ŀǊŜ ƻŦ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎƻǊǘΥ ƳƛƭŜǎ ŘŜŜǇŜǊ ŀƴŘ further 
in.25 
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[ŜǿƛǎΩǎ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƳŀǊƪŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŦƭƻǳǊƛǎƘ Ƴŀƴȅ ŀŘƳƛǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƘŜ ŜŎƘƻŜǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ǎŀǿ 
especially in Bavinck earlier. Neither Jesus nor Scripture are quite what we might have expected. And it is 
precisely that fact that drives us to see a more real sanctity, a more real beauty, and a more real sublimity 
in bothΦ hǊ ŀǎ .ŀǾƛƴŎƪ Ǉǳǘ ƛǘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΩǎΣ ŀƴŘ /ƘǊƛǎǘΩǎΣ ƛƎƴƻōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ power of God is 
exalted. 

Of course, there is much more that can be said, and a fuller treatment would require various 
nuances to be addressed and examples gleaned from a broader sampling. But the thoughts outlined above 
are nevertheless illustrative of a generally flexible and well thought out doctrine of Scripture in 
evangelicalism, that accents, even revels in, the role of the human element of Scripture as a divine/human 
book. These men have learned to embrace that human element, not as an unfortunate necessity, or as 
something that needs to be coaxed to comply with a so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άƘƛƎƘ ǾƛŜǿέ ƻŦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΦ !ƴŘ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ŀƎŀƛƴ 
how some of these men described Scripture: weak, despised, ignoble, creaturely, bearing traces of human 
error; and its authors as limited, defective, hesitating, dependent on fallible sources, etc. They present such 
ŀ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ōƻƭŘƭȅΣ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀǎ DƻŘΩǎ ŎƘƻǎŜƴ ƳŜŀƴǎ ōȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ divine is made known, and call 
ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ /ƘǊƛǎǘΩǎ ƛƴŎŀǊƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŘǊƛǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƘƻƳŜΦ  

 

Some Thoughts toward an Application of an Incarnational Model Today  
As we think through the possibilities of an incarnational model in contemporary evangelical 

discussions, it may be helpful to focus on some shortcomings in what we have seen above. I only wish to 
point out two as possible topics of further reflection. 

First, the incarnational model outlined above certainly encourages an atmosphere of enthusiastic 
expectation in biblical scholarship to both challenge and confirm. But, as I indicated at several points, 
ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ƭŀȅƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƛƴŎŀǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘΦ !ǎ .ŀǾƛƴŎƪ Ǉǳǘǎ ƛǘΣ ά¢ƘŜ ƛƴŎŀǊƴŀǘƛƻƴ 
of Christ demands that we trace [Scripture] down into the depths of its humiliation, in all its weakness and 
ŎƻƴǘŜƳǇǘΦέ26 But, of those cited above, an incarnational model is not applied with any specific 
determination, Ridderbos being the exception of those cited. On one level this is somewhat surprising, 
since Warfield, Hodge, and Bavinck all wrote at a time when the challenges of biblical scholarship were the 
topic of the day. True, the incarnational model they so forcefully and cogently articulated was in some 
measure a response to those very challenges, but they do not go into specifics.  

One might think this was to be left to the biblical scholars. For example, William Henry Green 
(Professor Biblical and Oriental Literature at Princeton Theological Seminary from 1851 until his death in 
1900) expresses a rich appreciation for the human element of Scripture, born out of a lifetime of attention 
to the biblical text in context.  

 

No objection can be made to the demand that the sacred writings should be subject to the same 
critical tests as other literary products of antiquity. When were they written, and by whom? For 
who were they intended, and with what end in view? These are questions that may fairly be asked 
respecting the several books of the Bible, as respecting other books, and the same criteria that are 
applicable likewise in the other. Every production of any age bears the stamp of that age. It takes its 
shape from influences then at work. It is part of the life of the period, and can only be properly 
estimated and understood from being viewed in its original connections. Its language will be the 
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language of the time when it was produced. The subject, the style of thought, the local and personal 
allusions, will have relation to the circumstances of the period, to which in fact the whole and every 
part of it must have its adaptation, and which must have their rightful place in determining its true 
explanation. Inspiration has no tendency to obliterate those distinctive qualities and characteristics 
which link men to their own age.27 

 

 But, despite such a bold, even blunt, affirmation of the human dimension of Scripture, one is still struck by 
the relative silence, especially at Old Princeton, concerning the practical application of this insight for 
pressing issues of the time.28 Green, for example, was quite open to an historical investigation of Scripture 
with respect to matters of date and authorship, as can be seen in his conclusion, on the basis of linguistic 
data, that Ecclesiastes is a post-Solomonic composition.29 

But ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǊŜƳŀǊƪŀōƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ŎƻƴǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊȅ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǾƛŜǿ ƛǎ Ƙƻǿ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ DǊŜŜƴΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ǿŀǎ ƻƴ 
ǎǳŎƘ ǇǊƻƭŜƎƻƳŜƴŀƭ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ƛƴ Ƙƻǿ DǊŜŜƴΩǎ ŎŀǊŜŜǊ ǿŀǎ ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ǊŜōǳǘǘŀƭ 
ƻŦ Wǳƭƛǳǎ ²ŜƭƭƘŀǳǎŜƴΩǎ 5ƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ IȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎΣ ƛΦŜΦΣ ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tŜƴǘŀǘŜǳŎƘΦ LŦ 
Wellhausen was correct in his famous reconstruction of the text of the Pentateuch, then he is also correct 
is his reconstruction of the history ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ tŜƴǘŀǘŜǳŎƘΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ²ŜƭƭƘŀǳǎŜƴΩǎ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿ ǿŀǎ 
ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ƻŦ ŀ άǇǊƛŜǎǘƭȅ ǎƻǳǊŎŜέ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ǳƴǘƛƭ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ .ŀōȅƭƻƴƛŀƴ ŜȄƛƭŜ όŀ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ 
ōŜŜƴ ǘƘƻǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ ǊŜǾƛǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎύΦ IŜƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿ ǿŀǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ 
premonarchic foundation to a postexilic fabrication.30 This posed a serious problem at the time and one can 
well understand why Green and others focused most of their scholarly energies here. Traditional notions of 
Scripture were coming under fire and, to mix metaphors, the dominoes were unraveling down the slippery 
slope. But what was lost in the shuffle were other very pressing matters of the day, ones still very much 
with us today, and where the incarnational model could have been applied with great profit, such as 
Genesis in light of Enuma Elish, Atrahasis, Gilgamesh, and Darwin. These issues were, unfortunately, 
addressed less systematically, if at all. So, although there were legitimate reasons, the fact remains that the 
principle was not put into practice as much as it could have.  

A second shortcoming concerns the ambiguities or tensions within the model itself, as it was 
articulated by some of the figures mentioned above. I would like to give just one example, and this 
concerns the extent of inspiration. The Bible, we have been told, is inspired throughout, even where biblical 
writers show their human limitations. In other words, although Scripture is infallible only in what it teaches, 
all of it is inspired through and through.31 Few evangelicals would dispute this, but it raises two important 
questions.  

First is the old chestnut of how, perchance, we are to discern what Scripture is actually teaching. I 
Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ƴŜǘǘƭŜǎƻƳŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŀƳōƛƎǳƛǘȅΣ ŜǾŜƴ ŎƛǊŎǳƭŀǊƛǘȅΣ ƛƴ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ άǘƘŜ .ƛōƭŜ ƛǎ ƛƴŦŀƭƭƛōƭŜ ƛƴ 
ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǎΦέ ²Ŝ ƴŜŜŘ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘƛƴƎ ǿŀȅǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ DŜƴŜǎƛǎ м ƛǎ ƘŀƴŘƭŜŘ 
among evangelicals, all parties claiming that Scripture is actually teaching/affirming this rather than that, 
and all positions enjoying a certain inner logic. For some, discerning what Genesis 1 teaches would 
necessarily entail a clear grasp of the ANE context. For others the opposite is the case: the only necessary 
frame of reference is Scripture itself.32 For still others, it is important that Genesis 1 be in at least general 
ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ƳƻŘŜƭΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŀōŜƭ άǿƘŀǘ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǎέ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎΣ 
presuppositions, and even theological preferences of the interpreter. To confess that Scripture is infallible 
in what it teaches, without being able to come to any real agreement on what that teaching isτeven 
among otherwise theologically compatible peopleτis a matter that could be addressed, or perhaps even 
articulated in fresh ways.  
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{ŜŎƻƴŘΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǊǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ .ƛōƭŜ ƛǎ άƛƴŦŀƭƭƛōƭŜ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǎέ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ŀƳōƛƎǳƻǳǎ ōǳǘ Ŏŀƴ 
run the risk of minimizing any positive theological value of those inspired but non-teaching texts, i.e., those 
ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ !Φ !Φ IƻŘƎŜ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŎǊȅǇǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀǎ άŜǊǊƻǊέ ƻǊ άǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŘŜŦŜŎǘǎΦέ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ 
inspired, we all agree; they are there because God wants them there. So, why did God put them there? 
What are they there for? ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ DƻŘΩǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΣ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎǳǊŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘŜ 
ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΦ !ǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǎƻ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ŎƭŀƛƳ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƳ DƻŘΩǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΚ  

hƴŜ ǇŜǊŜƴƴƛŀƭ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎȅƴƻǇǘƛŎ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ h¢Φ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴǎΣ ōȅ Ƴƻǎǘ ŀƴȅƻƴŜΩǎ 
ǊŜŎƪƻƴƛƴƎΣ ǘǿƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ƻŦ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΥ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƘǊƻƴƛŎƭŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǳǘŜǊƻƴƻƳƛǎǘƛŎ 
Historian. I realize that this biblical phenomenon does not cause undue stress for most evangelicalsτwe 
can handle ƛǘΦ .ǳǘ Řƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘǿƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŜȄƛǎǘ ƛƴ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ōŜ άƘŀƴŘƭŜŘΚέ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŘƛŘ ǘƘŜ 
Spirit give us two accounts to see if we can make them less like two and more than one? Even if it were 
possible to solve the synoptic problem this way to our satisfaction, are we not getting off on the wrong foot 
buy thinking of it as a problem to be solved, in this or any other way? Is it a problem, or does our Bible look 
ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŦƻǊ ǎƻƳŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜŀǎƻƴΚ aƛƎƘǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊȅ ǎǘǳŦŦ ǘƘŀǘΣ ǎƻƳŜƘƻǿΣ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǳǎ DƻŘΩǎ 
glory, to tell us something important about, say, the nature of Scripture, what we are to expect from it, 
what it means to read it, and who this God is who inspired it this way rather than some other. These are 
questions that put us quickly in that conversation where biblical studies, theological studies, and practice 
intersect. At any rate, the principle that the Bible is infallible in what it teaches is sound but needs more 
careful explication in interaction with the details of the biblical and, in my opinion, extrabiblical data. 

These and other problems in earlier articulations of an incarnational model should not in any way 
be misunderstood as weaknesses in the model itself, nor calling into question the brilliance of those men 
who, for their time and place, attempted to articulate it. Still, we all realize that things have changed since 
these earlier articulations. Not only have many more things ancient come to light, but the comparative 
study of Scripture has become the unquestioned norm in academia. And it is of more than just passing 
interest that many evangelical professors have been educated in these very settings and are also keen to 
send their best students there as well. Generations now of evangelical biblicists have been trained in 
comparative studies, and that training has bred familiarity, and hence a greater degree of comfort with 
things that not only would have been held in suspicion in previous generations, but are sometimes still 
looked at askance by some today.  

 To get a quick feel for this, one can compare monographs on, for example, Genesis by W. H. Green33 
and E. J. Young,34 with evangelical works written in recent years, e.g., Bruce Waltke,35 John Walton,36 and 
Tremper Longman III.37 And, one can further compare these recent evangelical works with other recent 
treatments on Genesis not written by biblicists.38 The contrasts are striking, but the more progressive 
works of Waltke, Walton, and Longman reflect their first-hand familiarity with the data as well as their 
theological commitment to reflect on Scripture in context. Few would lament this shift in evangelical 
biblical scholarship, but it does indicate the need for more discussions among the various disciplines. Such 
discussions would present challenges, to be sure, but it is worth the effort. I would like to conclude briefly 
with two reasons why. 

 

Some Thoughts on the Practical Importance of an Incarnational Model Today  
First, an incarnational model provides a type of apologetic that in my view is needed. A defense of 

Scripture that engages and accounts for its historical shape, in its detailsτthe very details God put there, 
ǘƘŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜ ǎŜŜ DƻŘΩǎ ǇƻǿŜǊτis a defense that I feel would have considerable impact on 
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knowledgeable and honestly skeptical readers, of which there are many. For such readers, an incarnational 
ƳƻŘŜƭ Ŏŀƴ ƘŜƭǇ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƻŦŦŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ƛōƭŜΩǎ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘȅ ōȅ ǘǳǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ 
ƭƛŜǎ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǎƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ǎƪŜǇǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎΣ ƴŀƳŜƭȅ άǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŎƭŀƛƳƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ DƻŘΩǎ word would never look 
like thisΦέ39 An incarnational model exposes such foolishness for what it is, and encourages us not to defend 
ǘƘŜ .ƛōƭŜΩǎ ƘǳƳŀƴƛǘȅτwhich still assumes its problematic natureτbut rather to declare it, in an echo of 1 
Corinthians 1, as DƻŘΩǎ way of using what appears to be foolish and unwise to bring glory to himself.  

Such an apologetic has value not only for those who may be outside of the faith, or on the 
ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊȅΦ Lǘ ŀǇǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƻ /ƘǊƛǎǘƛŀƴǎΣ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŦƻǊ ǿƘƻƳ ŀ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ŀǎ DƻŘΩǎ ²ƻǊŘ ƛǎ ŘŜŜǇ ŀƴŘ 
non-negotiable, but for whom the historical context of Scripture creates tensions between what they had 
been taught and what they are learning now. And these are tensions that students of Scripture have felt 
with an increased force in recent generations. We probably all know evangelicals over the years who have 
left the faith because they have been persuaded by critical advances, and not just in seminary or graduate 
ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ ōǳǘ ƛƴ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ά.ƛōƭŜ ŀǎ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜέ ŎƭŀǎǎŜǎΣ ōȅ ǿŀǘŎƘƛƴƎ t.{ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ IƛǎǘƻǊȅ /ƘŀƴƴŜƭΣ 
by flipping through Time or Newsweek, or by reading popular novels. I would suggest that at least one 
reason for this is that these individuals have not had at their disposal a workable, alternate theological 
model for incorporating what they were learning. 40 

Our response to this should not be an even greater degree of defensiveness by building higher walls 
ƻŦ ǎŜŎƭǳǎƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ άǘƘŜȅ ƭŀŎƪŜŘ ŦŀƛǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ŘŜƴƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ .ƛōƭŜΦέ ¢ƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊΣ ƛǎ ŀ ƳƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ 
Scripture where too much humanity posed a problem. This model, the extent to which it exists, must be 
laid to rest. The path from conservatism to liberalism is well-worn, but far, far less frequently has the 
journey been taken in reverseτand this should tell us something about the kind of apologetic that is 
needed. We do not harm their faith by speaking of the humanity of Scripture, but by failing to. We do not 
push them toward liberalism by accenting the human element, but by downplaying it. We do not confuse 
ǘƘŜƳ ōȅ ŜȄǇƻǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ .ƛōƭŜΩǎ ŎǊŜŀǘǳǊŜƭƛƴŜǎǎΣ ōǳǘ ōȅ ǎƘƛŜƭŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ŦǊƻƳ ƛǘΦ 

Finally, and much more importantly, this historical study of Scripture reminds us of how very near 
God is to us, how down and dirty he gets. We are all prone in an academic setting at least to speak of God 
ƛƴ άŘƛǎǘŀƴǘέ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΣ ǘƻ ƘƻƭŘ ƘƛƳ ŀǘ ōŀȅ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘΣ ŀƴ ƛŘŜŀΣ ŀ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΣ ŀ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘȅΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀƴ 
occupational hazard. But we all need to be reminded what is so foundational to the gospel, which is the 
lengths to which God went to bridge that distance. As distant as God may seem, and as distant as we 
sometimes try to keep him, Scripture itself reminds us, gently but clearly, from beginning to end, that such 
a posture cannot last for long. For, on every page is a reminder of how determined God is to be right there 
in the ups and downs of the drama of redemptive history. And if we see that, perhaps we will be reminded 
of how determined he is to be right there in the ups and downs of our histories. And so, perhaps the 
pleasant irony presents itself: the more we study Scripture as an ancient historical phenomenon, the more 
we see how it transcends that ancient historical setting.  

Many of us have given our lives to the study of ancient Scripture, and it is worth pausing to ask 
ƻǳǊǎŜƭǾŜǎ ǿƘȅ ǿŜ Řƻ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ŘƻΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘƛǎΦ .ȅ άǘǊŀŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǇƛǊƛǘέ όŀǎ wƛŘŘŜǊōƻǎ Ǉǳǘ 
it), we are declaring the glory of God. By accenting the human element, we are celebrating the wisdom of 
God. By looking unflinchingly into the humiliation of Scripture, we are confessing the love of God. Truly, 
there is no higher view of Scripture than one that brings us to those ends.  
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Notes 
1. The article is a slightly revised version of a paper read at the annual meeting of the Evangelical Theological Society, 

Washington, D.C., November 16, 2006.  
2. ¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άŜǾŀƴƎŜƭƛŎŀƭέ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǳǎŜŘ ƘŜǊŜ ŀǎ ŀƴȅ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘΣ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ ǳǎŜŘΣ ŀǎ ŀ ōǊƻŀŘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

those holding to the basic articles of orthodox Christian faith, such as a high view of biblical inspiration, Trinity, ChristΩǎ deity, 
his atoning death, resurrection, etc. It is not meant to be exclusionary of particular traditions who likewise hold to these 
ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜǎ ƻŦ ŦŀƛǘƘ ōǳǘ ǿƘƻ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ŀǎ άŜǾŀƴƎŜƭƛŎŀƭέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǎŜƴǎŜΣ ŜΦƎΦΣ wŜŦƻǊƳŜŘΣ [ǳǘƘŜǊŀƴΣ 
etc. It will become quickly apparent below that, at least for the purposes of this paper, I consider the Old Princeton and 
Dutch Reformed traditions, as well as C. S. Lewis, to fit under this general description.  

3. I recognize that there are certainly similarities between what I am espousing here and recent overtures to theological 
exegesis, rooted in the work of such scholars as Brevard Childs and George Lindbeck, and articulated recently by a number of 
important Christian thinkers, e.g., Christopher Seitz and Kevin Vanhoozer. Moreover, theological commentary series are 
beginning to emerge among evangelical publishers, for example, Brazos Press (Brazos Theological Commentary on the Bible) 
and another by Eerdmans (The Two Horizons New Testament/Old Testament Commentary).  

4. wŜŀŘŜǊǎ ƘŜǊŜ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŜƴƎŀƎƛƴƎ ŀ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƴƎǘƘƛŜǊ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǘƻǇƛŎ ōȅ aƻƛǎŜǎ {ƛƭǾŀ όάhƭŘ 
tǊƛƴŎŜǘƻƴΣ ²ŜǎǘƳƛƴǎǘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ LƴŜǊǊŀƴŎȅΣέ ƛƴ Inerrancy and Hermeneutic: A Tradition, A Challenge, A Debate [ed. H. Conn; 
Grand Rapids: Baker, 1988], 67-улΦύ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƻǾŜǊƭŀǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ {ƛƭǾŀΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ Ƴȅ ƻǿƴΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
passages cited (!), even though I am happy to say my own choices were wholly the product of my own reading of the Old 
tǊƛƴŎŜǘƻƴ ǘƘŜƻƭƻƎƛŀƴǎΦ IŀǾƛƴƎ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘƛǎΣ ƻǳǊ ŜƳǇƘŀǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ Ŝǎǎŀȅǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊΦ {ƛƭǾŀΩǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ is 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ hƭŘ tǊƛƴŎŜǘƻƴ ǘƘŜƻƭƻƎƛŀƴǎΩ ŘƻŎǘǊƛƴŜ ƻŦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ƘŀŘ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ŦƭŜȄƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜ άƘŜǊƳŜƴŜǳǘƛŎŀƭ 
ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅέ όулύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƛƴŜǊǊŀƴŎȅ ŀǎ ƻǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƳƻǊŜ ǊƛƎƛŘ ƳƻŘŜƭǎΦ L 
agree, but my goal is to draw out the incarnational model of the Old Princeton theologians that gave their notion of 
inerrancy that needed flexibility. Moreover, as some of my subsequent comments will suggest, I am not as certain as Silva 
ǘƘŀǘ άŎŀǊŜŦǳƭ ŜȄŜƎŜǎƛǎέ ǿƛƭƭ άǊŜƳƻǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǳƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅέ όулύΣ ƴƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ŜȄŜƎŜǎƛǎΦ ¢ƻ ōŜ ǎǳǊŜΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ {ƛƭǾŀΩǎ 
posture is one that would engender very productive theological conversation.  

5. .Φ .Φ ²ŀǊŦƛŜƭŘΣ ά¢ƘŜ 5ƛǾƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ IǳƳŀƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ .ƛōƭŜΣέ ƛƴ Evolution, Scripture, and Science: Selected Writings (ed. M. A. Noll 
and D. N. Livingstone; Grand Rapids: Baker, 2000) 57; my emphasis. Originally published in the Presbyterian Journal, May 3, 
1894.  

6. hƴŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƛǎǎǳŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ²ŀǊŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ƘŀƴŘƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ b¢Ωǎ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ h¢ όǎŜŜ Inspiration, 62-71), which is part of a larger 
issue, namely, the role that the biblical phenomena play in shaping our doctrine of Scripture. At various junctures, Warfield 
seems eager to allow the biblical data to shape his doctrine of Scripture, but at other times seems to argue the opposite, i.e., 
that the phenomena must be controlled by a doctrine of Scripture. Space does not allow even a cursory discussion of this 
ƛǎǎǳŜ ƘŜǊŜ ōǳǘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜΣ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ²ŀǊŦƛŜƭŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ άŀŘƧǳǎǘέ ǇƘŜƴƻƳŜƴŀ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ άǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŘƻŎǘǊƛƴŜ ƻŦ 
{ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜέ όThe Inspiration and Authority of the Bible [ed. S. G. Craig; Phillipsburg, N.J.: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1948], 
174-трύ ǘƻ Ƙƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŦƭŜȄƛōƭŜ όǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛǾŜύ ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άŦǳƭƭ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜέ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƻƴŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ 
ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǾƛƴŜ όά¢ƘŜ 5ƛǾƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ IǳƳŀƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ōƛōƭŜΣέ рт-руύΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ άŦǳƭƭ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜέ ƳŜŀƴ ƛŦΣ a priori, the human element 
must be adjusted to traditional doctrine? I am not suggesting Warfield is hopelessly muddled on this issue, only that the 
tensions within Warfield would need to be addressed (sympathetically), and that within the larger tradition he represented.  

7. A. A. Hodge and B. B. Warfield, Inspiration (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979), 12-13; my emphasis.  
8. Hodge, Inspiration, 27-28; my emphasis.  
9. Hodge, InspirationΣ нтΦ {ŜŜ ŀƭǎƻ IƻŘƎŜΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǉǳƻǘŜ ŀōƻǾŜΥ άbŜǾŜǊǘƘŜƭŜǎǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ŦŀƛǘƘ 

of the Church has always been that all the affirmations of Scripture of all kinds, whether of spiritual doctrine of duty, or of 
physical or historical fact, or of psychological or philosophical principle, are without error when the ipsissima verba of the 
ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ŀǳǘƻƎǊŀǇƘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀǎŎŜǊǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǎŜƴǎŜέ όInspirationΣ нуύΦ /ƭŜŀǊƭȅΣ IƻŘƎŜΩǎ 
ǳǎŜ ƻŦ άŜǊǊƻǊέ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŜǊǊŀƴǘƛǎǘ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜ ƘƛƳǎŜƭŦ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇŀƎŜǎΦ tǊŜŎƛǎŜƭȅ ǿƘŀǘ 
the relationship is between these statements, particularly as it would be worked out by way of concrete example, is a matter 
not addressed by Hodge. His point here is more programmatic, and my purpose for citing this passage is to illustrate the 
ōǊŜŀŘǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳōǘƭŜǘȅ ƻŦ IƻŘƎŜΩǎ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘǘŜǊΦ  

10. Systematic Theology (New York: Charles Scribner, 1872), 157; my emphasis.  
11. IƻŘƎŜΩǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ōƛōƭƛŎŀƭ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƻƴ ǇǇΦ мро-тнΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƻƴΩǎ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ Ƙƛǎ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ά¢ƘŜ 
tǊƻǘŜǎǘŀƴǘ wǳƭŜ ƻŦ CŀƛǘƘΣέ ǘƘŜ ǎƛȄǘƘ ŀƴŘ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ ƻŦ Ƙƛǎ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ Ƙƛǎ Systematic Theology.  

12. Systematic Theology, 153; my emphasis.  
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13. Systematic Theology, 163; my emphasis.  
14. Systematic Theology, 165; my emphasis.  
15. LƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳƻǘŜΣ IƻŘƎŜ ŘŜǾƻǘŜǎ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ ǎǳŎƘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŀǎ ŀǎǘǊƻƴƻƳȅΣ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΣ LǎŀƛŀƘΩǎ 
ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŜΣέ tŀǳƭΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ Ƴŀƴȅ ǿŜǊŜ ōŀǇǘƛȊŜŘ ƛƴ /ƻǊƛƴǘƘΣ ŜǘŎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀƴŘ 
other matters are certainly important, but Hodge does little more than mention these matters; they are not subject to rigorous 
analysis. At best Hodge suggests a general direction for addressing some of the more pressing issues of the day, a point to 
which we will return below.  

16. {ǇŀŎŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŀ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ !ōǊŀƘŀƳ YǳȅǇŜǊΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƻǇƛŎΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ YǳȅǇŜǊΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭȅ ƛǎ in 
ƘŀǊƳƻƴȅ ǿƛǘƘ .ŀǾƛƴŎƪΩǎΦ ! ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƻŎǘǊƛƴŜ ƻŦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ .ŀǾƛƴŎƪ ŀƴŘ YǳȅǇŜǊ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ wƛŎƘŀǊŘ .Φ 
DŀŦŦƛƴΣ WǊΦΣ άhƭŘ !ƳǎǘŜǊŘŀƳ ŀƴŘ LƴŜǊǊŀƴŎȅΚέ WTJ 44 (1982) 250ς89 and 45 (1983) 219ςтнΦ ! ŦŀƛǊ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ DŀŦŦƛƴΩǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ 
concerns the relationship between incarnation and inscripturation in Bavinck and Kuyper. Gaffin summarizes approvingly 
.ŀǾƛƴŎƪΩǎ ƛƴŎŀǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƳƻŘŜƭ ŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΥ άLƴǎŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊƛǎŜǎ necessarily from the incarnation and would not exist apart 
from it. This reality determines the origin and composition of Scripture from beginning to end. It specifies more concretely the 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜΦ Lǘ ƎƛǾŜǎ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ŀ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ǘƘŜŀƴǘƘǊƻǇƛŎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ όΨŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŘƛǾƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛng 
ƘǳƳŀƴΩύΣ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ƘȅǇƻǎǘŀǘƛŎ ǳƴƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŘƛǾƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ƛǘǎ 
distinctive servant-ŦƻǊƳΣ ƴƻǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ΩƘǳƳŀƴƛǘȅΣΩ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘΣ ōǳǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ /ƘǊƛǎǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴŎŀǊƴŀǘŜŘΣ ƴƻǘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜ 
ƻŦ ƎƭƻǊȅ ōǳǘ ƻŦ ƘǳƳƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻǊǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƴƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ /ƘǊƛǎǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŜǊǊƻǊέ όDŀŦŦƛƴΣ άhƭŘ 
!ƳǎǘŜǊŘŀƳΣέ WTJ 45 [1983] 268; my emphasis).  

17. Herman Bavinck, Reformed Dogmatics: Volume 1: Prolegomena (trans. J. Vriend; Grand Rapids: Baker, 2003) 434ς35; my 
emphasis.  

18. άώ¢ϐƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΧƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Iƻƭȅ {ǇƛǊƛǘΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǎŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ƻŦ DƻŘΣ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ spurn 
anything human to serve as an organ of the divine. The revelation of God is not abstractly supernatural but has entered into 
the human fabric, into persons and states of beings, into forms and usages, into history and life. It does not fly high above us 
but descends into our situation; it has become flesh and blood, like us in all things except sin. Divine revelation is now an 
ineradicable constituent of this cosmos in which we live and, effecting renewal and restoration, continues its operation. The 
human has become an instrument of he divine; the natural has become a revelation of the supernatural; the visible has 
become a sign and seal of the invisible. In the process of inspiration, use has been made of all the gifts and forces resident in 
ƘǳƳŀƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŜέ όReformed Dogmatics 1.442ς43; my emphasis).  

19. As eloquent as Bavinck is on the incarnational model, he his also careful to guard against misuses of that model as justification 
for unorthodox views. See, for example, his discussion in Reformed Dogmatics, beginning at 1.435.  

20. Studies in Scripture and Its Authority (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978).  
21. Studies in Scripture, 26; my emphasis.  
22. Ridderbos, Studies in Scripture, 28; my emphasis.  
23. Ridderbos, Studies in Scripture, 31-32.  
24. L ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀŘŘ ǘƘŀǘ [ŜǿƛǎΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻƴ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜΣ ƴŀƳŜƭȅ Ƙƛǎ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻƴ ƛƴŜǊǊŀƴŎȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦŀƭƭƛōƛƭƛǘȅΣ ŀǊŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎŜǊƴΣ ŀǎ Ƙe did 

not treat these topics systematically. He certainly was quite in touch with the many difficulties inherent in a literalistic view of 
ƛƴŜǊǊŀƴŎȅ όǘƘŜ ƪƛƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ hƭŘ tǊƛƴŎŜǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 5ǳǘŎƘ wŜŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴ ƭƛƪŜǿƛǎŜ ǊŜƧŜŎǘŜŘύΣ ōǳǘ ά¢ƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ 
ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƛƳ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴǳƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƛǘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜǎ ƛƴ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ŎƛǊŎƭŜǎέ όaƛŎƘŀŜƭ WΦ /ƘǊƛǎǘŜƴǎŜƴΣ C. S. Lewis on 
Scripture: His Thoughts on the Nature of Biblical Inspiration, the Role of Revelation and the Question of Inerrancy [Waco: Word, 
1979), 23).  

25. /Φ {Φ [ŜǿƛǎΣ άLƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴέ ǘƻ WΦ .Φ tƘƛƭƭƛǇǎΣ Letters to Young Churches: A Translation of the New Testament Epistles (New York: 
Macmillan, 1953), vii-viii.  

26. Bavinck, Reformed Dogmatics, 1.435; my emphasis.  
27. Moses and the Prophets, (New York: Robert Carter, 1883), 17-18.  
28. ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ƛǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ǳǇ ƛƴ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ōǊƛŜŦƭȅΣ ƛƴ tŜǘŜǊ 9ƴƴǎΣ ά.ƛōƭŜ ƛƴ /ƻƴǘŜȄǘΥ ¢ƘŜ /ƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ±ƛǘality 
ƻŦ wŜŦƻǊƳŜŘ .ƛōƭƛŎŀƭ {ŎƘƻƭŀǊǎƘƛǇΣέ WTJ 68 (2006): 203-18.  

29. Green came to this conclusion reluctantly toward the end of his career underscores his commitment to allow the data to 
ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴΥ ά!ŦǘŜǊ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǎŀƛŘΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǿŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǎŜŜ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ 
ƳŜǘΦ ²Ŝ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛǾŜΧΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ŀƭƭŜƎŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ōŜΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ IŜōǊŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ōƻƻƪ ƛǎ ǎo 
!ǊŀƳŜŀƴ ώ!ǊŀƳŀƛŎϐ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜƭƻƴƎ ǘƻ ŀ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƭŀǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ {ƻƭƻƳƻƴέόOld Testament Literature: Lectures on the Poetical 
Books of the Old Testament [Princeton, NJ: Princeton College, 1884], 56).  

30. IŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘƛǘƭŜ ǘƻ ²ŜƭƭƘŀǳǎŜƴΩǎ ƳŀƎƴǳƳ ƻǇǳǎΣ Prolegomena to the History of IsraelΦ ²ŜƭƭƘŀǳǎŜƴΩǎ ǘŜȄǘǳŀƭ ǊŜŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 
the Pentateuch was prolegomenaΣ ƳŜǊŜƭȅ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǎǘŜǇ ǘƻ ŀ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ǊŜǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ LǎǊŀŜƭΩǎ history. Wellhausen published his 
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famous Geschichte Israels in 1878. A second addition was published in 1883 with the better-known title Prolegomena zur 
Geschichte Israels, which was translated into English two years later as Prolegomena to the History of Israel (with an 
introduction by W. Robertson Smith). The English translation was reprinted in 1957 as Prolegomena to the History of Ancient 
Israel (trans. A. Menzies and J. S. Black; New York: Meridian, 1957).  

31. hƴ ǘƘƛǎΣ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǳŎŎƛƴŎǘ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ōȅ /ƘŀǊƭŜǎ IƻŘƎŜΥ άώ!ƭƭϐ ǘƘŜ ōƻƻƪǎ ƻŦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ŀǊŜ equally inspired. All alike are infallible in 
what they teachΧΦ ώI]nspiration extends to all the contents ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ōƻƻƪǎέ όSystematic Theology, 1.163; my emphasis).  

32. This posture would include a canonical reading as well as a literary approach (e.g., Framework Hypothesis).  
33. The Unity of the Book of Genesis, (New York : Charles Scribner's sons, 1895).  
34. Studies in Genesis One, (Phillipsburg, N.J.: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1964).  
35. Genesis: A Commentary, (Grand Rapids : Zondervan, 2001).  
36. Genesis (NIVAC; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2001).  
37. How to Read Genesis (Downers Grove, Ill.: IVP, 2005)  
38. Douglas F. Kelly, Creation and Change: Genesis 1.1 ς 2.4 in the Light of Changing Scientific Paradigms, (Fearn, Ross-shire : 

Mentor, 1997); The Genesis Debate: Persistent Questions about Creation and the Flood, (Grand Rapids: Baker Book 
House,1990). I am thinking particularly of the chapter co-authored by J. Ligon Duncan and David Hall.  

39. ΣhƴŜ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ƘŜƭǇ ōǳǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƘŜǊŜ ƻŦ 5ŀƴ .ǊƻǿƴΩǎ The Da Vinci Code (New York: Doubleday, 2003). When the Harvard 
άǎȅƳōƻƭƻƎƛǎǘέ wƻōŜǊǘ [ŀƴƎŘƻƴ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ǳǇƻƴ ¢ŜŀōƛƴƎΣ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Iƻƭȅ DǊŀƛƭΣ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƻ ǎƪŜǇǘƛŎŀƭ {ƻǇƘƛŜ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ 
ǘƘŜ DǊŀƛƭΣ ƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ƛǘǎŜƭŦΦ ²ƛǘƘ ŀ ǎƳƛƭŜ ƘŜ ǘǳǊƴǎ ǘƻ {ƻǇƘƛŜΣ ά¢ƘŜ .ƛōƭŜ ƛǎ ŀ Ǉroduct 
of man, my dear. Not God. The Bible did not fall magically from the clouds. Man created it as a historical record of tumultuous 
ǘƛƳŜǎΧέ όномΤ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭύΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƴƻ ƻƴŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘƻƭŘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƭƛǘŜǊŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ .ƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ōŜ the 
²ƻǊŘ ƻŦ DƻŘ ƛǘ Ƴǳǎǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŦŀƭƭŜƴ άƳŀƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŎƭƻǳŘǎέ όƛΦŜΦΣ ŀƴ άƻǘƘŜǊ ǿƻǊƭŘƭȅέ ōƻƻƪύΣ ƛǎΣ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎǳōƳƛǘΣ ŀ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ 
held popular position. Such a misunderstanding is not only evident on the popular level but seems to underpin the positions of 
ǎǳŎƘ ŎŀǇŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎ ŀǎ .ŀǊǘ 9ƘǊƳŀƴΦ ! ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ōȅ 5ŀƴ ²ŀƭƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ 9ƘǊƳŀƴΩǎ Misquoting Jesus 
ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘŜǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ 9ƘǊƳŀƴΩǎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƭŀȅ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ L ǾŜǊȅ ƳǳŎƘ ǊŜǎƻƴŀǘŜ ǿƛǘƘΦ IŜ ŀǊƎǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ 
address directly the issues raised by Ehrman and acknowledge ǿƘŜǊŜ ƘŜ ƛǎ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ǘƻΣ ŀǎ ²ŀƭƭŀŎŜ Ǉǳǘǎ ƛǘΣ άƛƴǎǳƭŀǘŜέ 
ŜǾŀƴƎŜƭƛŎŀƭǎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ άƛǎƻƭŀǘŜέ ǘƘŜƳ όhttp://www.bible.org/page.asp?page_id=4000#P95_33064).  

40. I discuss at more length the issue of understanding modern biblical criticism as a theological model for providing coherence 
ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ {ŎǊƛǇǘǳǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜǊƴ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƛƴ tŜǘŜǊ 9ƴƴǎΣ ά{ƻƳŜ ¢ƘƻǳƎƘǘǎ ƻƴ ¢ƘŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 9ȄŜƎŜǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ hƭŘ ¢ŜǎǘŀƳŜƴǘΥ 
¢ƻǿŀǊŘ ŀ ±ƛŀōƭŜ aƻŘŜƭ ƻŦ .ƛōƭƛŎŀƭ /ƻƘŜǊŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ wŜƭŜǾŀƴŎŜΣέ Reformation and Revival Journal 14/4 (2005): 81-104.  
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