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Preliminary Observations on an Incarnational Model of Scripture:

Its Viability and Usefulness 1

I BY PETER ENNS

Introduction

Christianity is an historical faith and its Scripture begs to be understood in its historical contexts,
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Christians have demonstrated this commitment on a professional level as well; either as students or
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becoming more hermeneutically selbnscious, 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
SOIFIy3aStAOrtAaYQa O2YYAUYSyid (2 aeKIG AG YSIydasze
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 playin both challenge mode and confirm modén 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 disciblines?

| raise these questions not to answer them directly, but to form a backdrop for a more basic
consideration. Asdngage these questions, | 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
FYOASYG FYR K2y2NBR Fylf238 2F [/ KNRaAGQa AyOlNyI

To be sure, all analogies, all models, have strengths and weaknesses, and this is no exception. But, i
we have learned anything from over 2000 years of Christian interpretatsord 2500 years of Jewish
interpretation along side 1t it 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
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it potentially holds much promise as a common point for evangelical conversation, particularly in the
O2yGSEG 2F Y2RSNYy oAo0fAOFt &0ddRRAS&aT 6KSNB G(GKS «a
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, | would like to illustrate the valiigven vitality of an
. incarnational model in evangelical thought. Of course, this requires me to limit my scope somewhat, so |
| have chosen to highlight some comments of just five setiwn Christian thinkers (all but one explicitly
. Reformed), interspersed with some brief commentary of my own. | do not mean to suggest what these

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
¢KS FANRG SEIFYLXS A& FNRY | LlRLJzZ N Saale 2F 21|

[The] whole of Scripture is the product of théevine activities which enter,ihot by superseding the
activities of the human authors, but by workingnfluently with themso that the Scriptures are the
joint productof divine and human activitieboth of which penetrate thenat every pointworking
harmoniously together to the production of a writing which is not divine here and human there, but
! at once divine and human every part, every word and every particular.

2 NFAStRQA dzy YSYUA2ySR aLI NNAyYy3d LI NIYySNAR KSNB |
religious/ethical teachings of Scripture were considered inspired, but matters touching on history, science,
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study of Scripture at the time. But Warfield, although recognizing the challenges (at least to a certain
extent), is not willing to divide the twa\ll of Scripture is inspired and of divine origin. But that does not
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Such a theological principle is suggestive, but it does not datilethe specifics are to be handled.
| This is a recurring complaint of mine in reading the Old Princeton theologians on this topic: the principle

their attention (a point we will return to below). And in my opinion Warfield elsewhere leaves some
important issues hangintNevertheless, he articulates an incarnational model of Scripture where the

divine without the human, and there is no human without the divine. You cannot speak of one without the
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| | would like to begin by reflecting on two Old Princeton theologians, B. B. Warfield and A. A*Hodge.

human and divine elements are inextricably bound to one another. When it comes to Scripture, there is no

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,

K

men say is the final word on the matter. Far from it. In fact, | have some criticisms, only some of which | will
address. My main focus here is twofold: (1) to illustrate how an incarnational model has been articulated in
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posed is potentially powerful in it application, but such application does not seem to have been the focus of
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othert at 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 vikelbwn bookletinspiration co-authored with B. B.
2 NFAStR® ¢KSNBE Aa | tAGGES oAl Ay GKA&a o0221fSi
Scripture are quite revealingeven 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 activitesX ! & GKS 3ISYySNIf OKFNIOGSNRAGAO 2F |
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 afvhis

original information, from the contributions of other men and from all other natural souEzssh

sought knowledgeljke all other authorsfrom 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 ogecial limitation®f knowledge and mental power, and of his own
personal defectas 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
NERSYLIWIAZ2YZ YR SIOK YIRS KAa 26y &LISOAlLE Oz2y
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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)iamtkd 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, whoseords, inflections, constructions and idioms bear everywhere indelible traces of
human error The record itself furnishes evidence that the writers were in large meapendent

for their knowledgaupon sources and methods in themselvalible, and that theirpersonal
knowledgeand judgments were in many mattehgsitating and defective, even wrafig

Here Hodge tells us that the biblical authors were limited, dependent on somefialigse sources for
GKSANI 1y26ft SRIST YR LINPRdAzOSR gNARGAY3Ia GKIFIG aoSt
YEye YIGGSNEE 6SNB aKSaAldldAya yR RSTFSOGADS8sE S¢
century Reformed orthodoxy is getting at.
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of higher critical attacks, where the human element of Scripture was exploited as evidgaicst
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i.e., in what it teaches (a point we will return to briefly below). Still, one might think he could have

the Bible is limited omll sides, it reflects traces of human errorjndarge measurelependent orfallible
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
accenting { ONJA LJi dzZNB Q& KdzYly FI OSY &, Sasx az2vysS 2F o6KI
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AYOK UGKFG {ONRALIIdzZNBEQa NI ¢ KdzYlyAadeée LkasSa | LINRO
| quote indicates, it is something worth drawing out. | would have liked Hodge to follow this by indicating,
for example, how the Mesopotamian background relates to Genesis, or the Jewish background to the

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 afo extraordinary influencerhis is one of the phenomena of the Bible
patent to the most cursory reader. It rests in thery nature of inspiration that God spake in the
; language of menthat 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
| 6K2tS LI26SNI YR o0Sldzie 2F GKS GNRodziS 6Att 0S5
i of their own thoughts and feelings, and employed the language and modes of expression which to
them where the most natural and appropriat.

2 KFEG adlyRAa 2dzi KSNB Aa | 2R3ISQa AyaraidsSyoOoS GKI G

novel point among contemporary evangelicals, but nevertheless, it is worth drawing out a bit. There is not
GKS at A3a3KGSad GSyarzy o0S0eSSy GKS {LANRGQA 62N]J

that the product of his inspiration yields a written document that does not strike the reader as particularly
- inspired. Of course, Scripturgunique in that it, unlike any other writing, is the product of special divine
CAYALANI GA2yT odzi | 2RISQE LRAYyG Aa (GKIG GKA& Tl O
guality something to be demphasized.

i | do not think | am exaggerating this one statement by abstracting it from its coitetatige 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
{ ONALIidzZNBE® LYRSSRX |1 2R3IS 0S3Aya KAA RA&aOdzaairzy 2
inspiration is to be learnt from the Scriptures; from their didactic statemeants, from their
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exercised some caution, been a bit more tempered in his remarks. He seems to be giving away an awful lot:

Gospels, but he does not. Still, the idea is the right one, and as striking as his words may be, they should be
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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 Scriptboth factorsmust 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 alikefaliéle in what they
teach. And secondly, thatspirationextends to all the contents of these several books. It is not
confined to moral and religious truths, baktends to the statements of facts, whether scientific,
historical, or geographicalt 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 b¥ true.

There is much here to unpack, but allow me to remain focused on one point: inspiration is a quality that
extends toall of Scripture, including scientific, historical, and geographical facts. This does not mean,

K26 SOSNE (KIFIG GKSaS aFroOodaég FINB (2 0S dzyRSNER(G22R
GSNB dzii SNBR o0& (KS KdzYly IdziK2NAR 2F { ONXR LJi dzNB @
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 fBlets 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 contemporafiegy weranfallible only as

teachers, and when acting as spokesmen of God.

There are ambiguities in this quote, especially in view of what is cited in the immediately preceding one.
2 KIG R2S&a AG YSIYy F2NIAYaALANIGAz2zy G2 SEGSYR (2 46
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insights are applicable to the phenomena of Scripture, but a fuller discussion is waningny rate, my
2yte gAaK KSNB Aa (G2 LRAYG 2dzi GKS adzoidfSie 27F |
Fy AYOFNYFGA2YyLFE Y2RSt Ay KAa RAaOdzaaAiAzya 2F Aya
lies in thevery nature of inspiration that God spake in the language ofdnén

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 alloallitbbScripture is
inspired by the Spirit, not by showing that the human element is tame and restricted, but by showing that it

Preliminary Observations on an Incarnational Model of Scripture
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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. | would like to give just two examples here: Hermann Bavinck and
Herman Ridderbo¥ In volume one of hiReformed Dogmatic&avinckwrites 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 Scripese;two facts do not

only run parallel but are most intimately connectéthrist 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 reflectipnight down into that which is humanly weak and despised and
ignoblex ® ! £ f (GKAa&a G221 LXIOS Ay 2NRSNJ 0KFd GKS
and not ours:’

What | find so refreshing in Bavinck, here and elsewh&ishis 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 gaghgso exaltD 2 Ro@wer, not ours. This
I OOSyild 2y (GKS . Ao6fSQa KdzYFyAiide akKz2dzZ R y2d 0SS YA
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,
LINE RdZOSR® ¢KS {LIANARGQE LINAYINE | dziK2NBKALI A8 y2
@AY O1Qa LRAYG AAa aAyYLi e GKFG GKS GaONBI Gdz2NBf Ay
OSNE YSlIya o0& oKAOK { ONAXLII dZNBEQa RA @Aypeseéatbecdaussg 0 S
ofits humanity D2 RQa OK 2t &a& by lowkihg past it. And it is not just humanity as a safe
GKS2NBGAOLFE O2yaidNHzied LG Aa | K dhatisywhai pointsius tothe A &
divine, just as Christ does in his state of humiliation. To marginalize, or minimize, or somehow get behind
GKS . A0fSQa GONBIFGdz2NBf AySaaeg G2 0GKS aNBFfé 62NR
Jumping almost a century ahead is a 1978 essay on inspiration by Herman Ridd&tbog.
opinion, this essay is full of seasoned and frank insights, by a giant e&2€ury Reformed NT scholarship
nearing the end of his academic career. He writes,

[It] is not up to us, it is up to thiree pleasure of Go decide what kind of effect divine inspiration
should have in thenind, knowledge, memory, accuraafythose 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 infallibilit:

Ridderbos is making a very important point here. A béfiat God inspired Scripture does not commit us
to any particular understandingf how he did. Or to put it more positively, we must always be willing to
examine our understanding of inspiration against Scripture itsitlfhere is a more basic Reformational

Preliminary Observations on an Incarnational Model of Scripture
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principle concerning Scripture, | would like to hear it. It is wrong to deelgmgorihow God inspired

Scripture. Rather, we come tmderstandhow God inspired Scripture only by observing and learning how

{ ONR LIidzZNBZ i D2RQa FTNBS L SIFada2NB>X o60SKIFIg@gSad | KS
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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

WARRSNb2a Yy AGSYLANROIE NBFIfAGEZ¢é YSIyAy3a GKS |0

SYLANROIE o0AOGfAOFIf LKSy2YSy2y y20G 0SS ydzZRISR G2 0

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 infallibilitdetached 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 tHeeedom of the Spirit must be honoremhd we shall first have to

trace the courses of the Spirit in reverence, rather than come at once to overconfident
pronouncements, however proper our intentioffs.

lf 0K2dz3K aidllGSR AYy KAa 26y AYRAQGARdzZ f o1& wARRS
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.
Ridderbos considers both of these NT phenomena as showing clear dependence on Second Temple Jewish
GNIFRAGAZ2Y® LG YIe 0SS GKIFIGO a2YSs o0& @ANIdzS 2F adl
moved away from the high view of Scripture he championed in his earlier works. | disagree. | think he is
being consistent with a high view, meaning an incarnational view, of Scripture. And this leads him to
 O02dzy it F2NJ 6KA& WSgAaK SESYSyd Fa LINI 2F GKS {

CAYylLfftes GKS F2tft26Ay3 A& FTNRY /& {d [SgAraz A
Ayid2 O2y0SYLERNINE 9y3IfAaKd ! f 0K2dzAK GKS G2LIAO KS
applicable to our topic today (and I will admit far too much for a C. S. Lewis fan such as myself to pass
over)* 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 ped@sany' | y Qa o6 NB I a
later an arrested fielgpreacher 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
adzof AYAGE 2F GKS bSg ¢SadlyYSyd ol a 27T futheNRA & i Q
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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
inbothd hNJ & . I @AYyO|l Lidzi AdG>X AG Aa (0 KddeddBkdid ONR LI dz
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 complywitha®b f f SR a KAIK GASgé 2F { ON.
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 s@dent
I { ONR LIidzNB 062t Rf @3 gAGK2dzi NBa SiNdlsinad2 khawrahdicallD 2 R Q
dzLl2y GKS Fylft238 2F /KNRAaGQa AYyOFINYyFGA2Yy (G2 RNAROQ

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. | 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 | indicated at several points,
AAYLIE @ flreAy3d 2dzi GKS LINAYOALX S 2F |y AYyOFNYIFGA2
of Christdemandshat we trace [Scripture] down into the depths of its humiliation, in all its weakness and
02 y i S*YBuifiofthose 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 otheEvery production of any age bears the stamp of that #gekes 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 ag€.

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 tinféGreen, 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 p&tlomonic compositiof’

ddzOK LINRPf S3I2YSyIlf AaadsSad ¢KAa Oy 06S aSSy YvYz2ad
2F WdzZtf Adzda 2 St f KIdzaSyQa 520dzySy il NE 1 eLRiKSaAraz A
Wellhausen was correct in his famous reconstruction oftéhe of the Pentateuch, then he is also correct
| is his reconstruction of thaistoryd SKAY R GKS t Sy il (SdzOK® ! OO2NRAY 3
C 0KS LINPRdAzOG 2F | GLINRASaGfte &az2dz2NOS¢ FyR gl a yz2i

| premonarchic foundation to a postexilic fabricatiStThis 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 dEnuma Elish, Atrahasis, Gilgameahd 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.

i A second shortcoming concerns the ambiguities or tensions within the model itself, as it was
. articulated by some of the figures mentioned above. | would like to give just one example, and this
| concerns the extent of inspiration. The Bible, we have been told, is inspired throughoutwéeea biblical
writers show their human limitations. In other words, although Scripturefallible only in what it teaches,
all of it isinspiredthrough and throughf* Few evangelicals would dispute this, but it raises two important
guestions.

First is the old chestnut of how, perchance, we are to discern what Scripture is actually teaching. |
R2 y2i YSIy G2 0S ySGidtSaz2ySs odzi GKSNBE A& |y |
gKI G AG GSIOKSaweg 2SS ySSR 2ytée KAyl 2F GKS RA@S
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 itséffFor still others, it is important that Genesis 1 be in at least general
FANBSYSyild 6AGK || aOASYUAFAO Y2RStd ¢KS f10St agK
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 teachireyén
among otherwise theologically compatible peoples a matter that could be addressed, or perhaps even
articulated in fresh ways.
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run the risk of minimizing any positive theological value of those inspired buteawhing texts, i.e., those
LR2NIA2YyaA 2F {ONALIWIdzNBE GKIG ' 1 d | 2R3IS NBFTSNNBR
inspired, we all agree; they are there because God wants them thereufyalid God put them there?

What are they therdor?¢ KS& | NB dzy RSNJ D2RQa LINPOARSYOSI (G2 0°¢
jdzZSadAz2y® ! NB (GKS@ LI NI 2F {ONRLIIdzZNB aAvyLi e az2 ¢

hyS LISNBYyyAlf SEIFIYLXS A& GKS aeyz2LIA0 LINRofSY
NBOl2yAy3as (62 RAFTFSNBY(d | OO02dzyia 2F LaNIStQa KA

Historian. | realize that this biblical phenomenon does not cause undue stress for most evargeleals
canhandleA it & . dzi R2 (KS&a$sS Gg2 | OO2dzyia SEA&AG Ay { ONR
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
fA1S GKA&a F2NJ a2YS 20KSNI NBIFaz2yK aAdakKid GKAa &az2NI
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 inspir@digway rather than some other. These are
guestions 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. Green
and E. J. Yourigwith evangelical works written in recent years, e.g., Bruce Waftiehn Waltort’ and
Tremper Longman If.And, one can further compare these recent evangelical works with other recent
treatments on Genesis not written by biblici$fsThe contrasts are striking, but the more progressive
works of Waltke, Walton, and Longman reflect their finsind 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. | 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 dethdsvery details God put there,

GKS RSGIFAf & (KNP dzA KT ig&Kdefénke that3 feel \BoSId Mg RaRsideraiR gmpadd on
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knowledgeable and honestly skeptical readers, of which there are many. For such readers, an incarnational
Y2RSt Oly KStLI NBY2@S G(G(KS 2FFSyasS 2F (GKS . AofSQa
fAS4d 0SKAYR a2 Ylye alSLIGAOKT | NP D@ ywauld deveylook St &
like this®’ An incarnational model exposes such foolishness for what it is, and encourages us not to defend
0KS . Aof §WhichKtilassuyids itsdproblematic natareut rather to declare it, in an echo of 1
Corinthians 1, aB 2 RM@yiof 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

LISNALIKSNE® LG FLIWIXASE G2 /KNRAalGAlIyas GKz2asS F2N ¢
- 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
a0K22ftax odzi Ay KAIK a0Kz22f yR O2tftS3S . Ao0ftS |
by flipping through Time or Newsweek, or by reading popular novels. | 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 learniri§.

Our response to this should not be an even greater degree of defensiveness by building higher walls
2F aSOfdzarAz2zyd® ¢KS AaadzS Aa yz2id adkSe tFO1SR FlAdl
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 w@ltn, but far, far less frequently has the

| journey been taken in reverseand 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
 GKSY o0& SELRAaAAY3T G(KSY (G2 GKS . A0ftSQa ONBI GdzNBt Ay
| 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
AY GRAAGIYGE €1 y3dd 3ISs (2 K2fR KAY |G oFe ra I O
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
2dz2NB St 0Sa gKeé ¢S R2 ¢gKIG 6S R2e L GKAY]l Ad A& GK
| 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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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.
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those holding to the basic articles of orthodox Christian faith, such as a high view of biblical inspiration, Trinity @ityist

his atoning death, resurrection, etc. It is not meant to be exclusionary of particular traditions who likewise hold to these
FNIAOEt S&a 2F FlIAGK odzi o6K2 g2dA R y23 4SS GKSvyaSt@gSa la aSs
etc. It will become quickly apparent below that, at least for the purposes of this paper, | consider the Old Princeton and

Dutch Reformed traditions, as well as C. S. Lewis, to fit under this general description.

| recognize that there are certainly similarities between what | 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 o
important Christian thinkers, e.g., Christopher Seitz and Kevin Vanhoozer. Moreover, theological commentary series are
beginning to emerge among evangelical publishers, for example, BrazosBhasss(Theological Commentary on the Bible

and another by Eerdmangife Two Horizons New Testament/Old Testament Commentary

wSFRSNBE KSNB YA3IKEG 06S AyiSNBaidSR Ay Sy3dr3aiay3a | aAYALI N |
t NAYyOSiz2y sz 2 Sail YA ylaetrdhdyand Hefriendutic: ANDditignOA& Chéllengey A Diduhtél. Conn;

Grand Rapids: Baker, 1988]-671 ®0 ¢ KSNBE Aa OSNIFAY 2@0SNI LI 6SGisSSy {Af Ol
passages cited (), even though | am happy to say my own choices were wholly the product of my own reading of the Old

t NAyOSiz2y (KS2t23Alyad | @Ay3a alFAR (GKAaX 2dzNJ SYLKIlsaSa | N
GKIG GKS htR tNAYyOSiiz2y (KS2f23A1yaQ R20GNRAYS 27F { ONXR LI dzN
dzy OSNIit Ayiieé¢ oynvr gKAOK | OO0O2dzyia F2NJ GKS AyFtdzSyO0S 27F
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, | am not as certain as Silva
GKIG aOFNBFdzZ SES3ISarag gAff aNBY2@S GKIFIG dzyOSNIIAg#Ees o
posture is one that would engender very productive theological conversation.

. . ® 2 NFASEtRI ac¢KS 5 AEGoB, Sdrigfure, dndiscienge: Selbcted WikeysVA A NAli Z ¢ A Y
and D. N. Livingstone; Grand Rapids: Baker, 2000) 57; my emphasis. Originally publishBdeisbiyterian JournaMay 3,

1894.

hyS aLISOATAO AaadzS 02y OSNYy a 2 | NFIaspifatRER71K Whtiié faydalarger G KS b
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 ogppsite, i.
that the phenomena must be controlled by a doctrine of Scripture. Space does not allow even a cursory discussion of this
Adadz§ KSNB o6dzi O2YLI NB=E F2NJ SEFYLX S 2FNFASER 2y (GKS ySS
{ ONX LIhelmsRiratiordand Authority of the Biljgl. S. G. Craig; Phillipsburg, N.J.: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1948],

1741 p0 (2 KA& Y2NB FitSEA0fS 6&4dz33SaiAgSu 0l1y26ft SRIAIYSYydH i
la GKS RAGAYS 0a¢KS 5A@PlyyS3d I2yKR (I d@2ISya Asypridii hé h@mdalértEmss:  pyrS |y
must be adjusted to traditional doctrine? | 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.

A. A. Hodge and B. B. Warfidldspiration(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979);12 my emphasis.

Hodge,Inspiration 27-28; my emphasis.

Hodge,nspiratorE HT ® {SS Ffa2 | 2R3ISQa O02YYSyid AYYSRAIFLGSte F2ftf 2,
of the Church has always been that all the affirmations of Scripture of all kinds, whether of spiritual doctrine of déity, or
physical or historical fact, or of psychological or philosophical principle, are without error whrstsgima verbaf the
2NRAIAYLFE | dzi23INF LKA FNBE | aO0OSNIFAYSR Iigspratiory (i S WOINB (1 S & N¥ & H
dzaS 2F GSNNRNE VYdzald 0SS dzyRSNERG22R GAGKAY GKS AYSNNIyidAad
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
ONBFRGK YR &doiGfSde 2F 12R3ISQa GKAYLAY3I 2y GKS YIGd8NID
Systematic TheologiNew York: Charles Scribner, 1872), 157; my emphasis.

| 2R3ISQa RAaAOdzaaAz2y 2F OAGCIiADIFKAYR LAANYIINRYS AGKSF 20/ Ry Q¥ 4
t NEGSadlyd wdzA S 2F CHAGKZ¢é¢ GKS &Sydenatc ThgogyF Ay f OKI LIG SNJI 2
Systematic Theology53; my emphasis.
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Systematic Theology 63; my emphasis.

Systematic Theology 65; my emphasis.
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other matters are certainly important, but Hodge does little more than mention these matters; they are not subject to sigorou
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.

{LI OS R2Sa y244 ltt2¢ I O2yaARSNIGAZ2Y 2F ! 6NI KI'Y YdzilJSNRa
KFENXY2ye gAGK . I @AyO1Qad ! RSGFIAT SR RAA&AOdzaaAz2y 2F (GKS R20
DFFFAYZI WNIZI ahf R MWYRA(SRRASOBI dnd/4R (1289) 3teNIdy @& KFe ANJ | Y2dzy i 2 7F
concerns the relationship between incarnation and inscripturation in Bavinck and Kuyper. Gaffin summarizes approvingly
@AY 01 Qa4 AYOFNYFGAZ2Y LT Y2 Reéddssaliygom he ihchriagoa and wdulg doiCeNigt adirtdzNI G A
from it. This reality determines the origin and composition of Scripture from beginning to end. It specifies more concretely the
2NBIFYAO yIFidz2NBE 2F AYaALANIGA2Y & | ¢gK2tSed LG IASBSang ONAL
KdzYl y QU gAlK2dziz K26SOSNE Ay@2t @Ay3 a2YS az2Nl 2F KeLkRad
distinctive servanf 2 N> y 24 0SOlFdzaS 2F AdGa QKdzYlFyAadezQ 3ISySNrftte O
2F A 2NR odzi 2F KdzYAfAFGA2yd ¢KS O2NNBtFGS G2 GKS aiytSa
I Y& G S NWRTMS PL¥83] 268; my emphasis).

Herman BavinclReformed Dogmatics: Volume 1: Prolegomérens. J. Vriend; Grand Rapids: Baker, 20033 2334my

emphasis.

GOeB8KS 2NAFYAO yIGdaNBE 2F { ONRALIGIdZNBEXAYLIX ASa (GKS ARSpuniKI
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 higis above

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 op&teion.
human has become an instrument of he diyithe 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 forceisiresiden
KdzY |l y yRefouasdSagmaticsl.44243; my emphasis).

As eloquent as Bavinck is on the incarnational model, he his also careful to guard against misuses of that model isrjustifica
for unorthodox views. See, for example, his discussidReiformed Dogmati¢cbeginning at 1.435.

Studies in Scripture and Its Authoii@rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978).

Studies in Scriptur@6; my emphasis.

RidderbosStudies in Scriptur®8; my emphasis.

RidderbosStudies in Scripturg1-32.
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not treat these topics systematically. He certainly was quite in touch with the many difficulties inherent in a literesigtd
AYSNNI yOe o00GKS ({AYyR GKFd htR tNAyOSiz2y FyR (KS 5dzi OK wST¥
FdadzYS F2NJ KAY GKS Y2ydzySyidlf AYLRZNIIyYyOS Al OUSNRigont & NB
Scripture: His Thoughts on the Nature of Biblical Inspiration, the Role of Revelation and the Question of [Aéa@may/ord,

1979), 23).

/I ® {® [ SeArAaz daLly i Na&RazObung Ghérchés2A Tvadslatiodof the&kNew TeatddierE Efisted ork:
BavinckReformed Dogmaticd .435; my emphasis.

Moses and the ProphetéNew York: Robert Carter, 1883);18.
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Green came to this conclusion reluctantly toward the end of his career underscores his commitment to allow the data to
RSGSNXYAYS GKS 02y Ofdzairzyy a! FGSNI Fff GKIFIG KFra 0SSy alAR:
YSid 2SS 02y O0f dzRST GKSNBF2NB:X GKFIG Ad Aa RSOAaAGSXe LG Aa
I'NFYSIY ®! NFYIFAO8 GKFG Al Ydza (Oldda&taraeyitditeratare: Lectluds Ndtige Roefichl i S NJ
Books of the Old Testamejrinceton, NJ: Princeton College, 1884], 56).
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famousGeschichtésraelsin 1878. A second addition was published in 1883 with the bdttewn title Prolegomena zur

Geschichte Israglsvhich was translated into English two years latePasdegomena to the History of Isrgelith an

introduction by W. Robertson Smith). The English translation was reprinted in 1$5@lagomena to the History of Ancient
Israel(trans. A. Menzies and J. S. Black; New York: Meridian, 1957).

hy GGKA&axz aSS (GKS adzO0OAy Ol adl GdSYSyl edqualy insgirieddl afka ardnfalibB @Y a &
what they teaciX dijnsgiration extends to all the conterssT (1 KSa S & Sy@ténatictTheol@)p.163; &y ednphasis).

This posture would include a canonical reading as well as a literary approach (e.g., Framework Hypothesis).

The Unity of the Book of Genegldew York : Charles Scribner's sdr&95).

Studies in Genesis OrEhillipsburg, N.J.: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1964).

Genesis: A CommentarffGrand Rapids : Zondervan, 2001).

GenesigNIVAC; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2001).

How to Read GenegiBowners Grove, lll.: IVP, 2005)

Douglas F. Kellgreation and Change: Genesisd2L4 in the Light of Changing Scientific Paradigfsarn, Rosshire :

Mentor, 1997);The Genesis Debate: Persistent Questions about Creation and the(El@r] Rapids: Baker Book

House,1990). | am thinking particularly of the chaptemacthored by J. Ligon Duncan and David Hall.
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of man, my dear. Not God. The Bible did not fall magically from the clouds. Man created it as a historical record of tumultuous
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held popular position. Such a misunderstanding is not only evident on the popular level but seems to underpin the pdsitions o
ddzOK OF LI o6tS YR AYyFtdzSydAlrf aoOKz2ft Il NAR | & . | Mbqudingbesusy ¢ !
FR@20FGSa | NBaLkRyasS (2 9KNXIyQa OKIFIftSy3aSa F2NJtlF& NBIR
addresddirectlythe issues raised by Ehrman aacknowledges K SNE KS A& O2NNB OGO Ay Fy ST¥FF2|
SOIFy3asSt A0t a NI G KSNIWnWkbIblg.oragipkoe Asbdpand &=4G0R#E Y5 36164

| discuss at more length the issue of understanding modern biblical criticism as a theological model for providing coherence
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