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PREFACE

My interest in theological method began when | was a college student seeking
to understand the interrelation of Scripture, theology, tradition, philosophy, and culture
Further confirmation of my desire to comprehend and study the art and scieloegof
biblical theology in a postmodern context came as | began to study epistemology.
Especially influential was Stephen Wellum’s emphasis on the impact oérapistyy on
theology, philosophy, and culture. One area that specifically capturedengiattwas
postfoundationalists’ approach to epistemology. Although | strongly disagrédetheir
embrace of much of postmodernism and many of their theological conclusions, | was
interested in the fact that they were engaging in theology in a wagethktwith
postmodernism directly. Again, Wellum played a part in the development of thestproj
by bringing F. LeRon Shults to my attention. Shults’s project of reformirajddg in
light of the late modern turn to relationality in philosophy interested me because he
appeared to be trying to do theology in a way that seriously engaged auemelstin
philosophy. Further, he claimed to be doing his theology in the tradition of the
Magisterial Reformers. | was disappointed to find that his conclusionsytersy but
evangelical and certainly not in keeping with the theology of the Reformersadnst
allowing the Scriptures to chart his course for answering philosophical cleslehg
postmodernism, Shults allows the currents of philosophy to drive his rudderless theology
aground. As Shults produces book after book with the same disappointing results, | feel
it is important to evaluate his theological method more closely. The maryl st
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Shults’s work, the more convinced | am of the need for evangelical theologians to
maintain a firm footing in the foundational beliefsafla Scripturawhile addressing the
issues and challenges raised by contemporary philosophy. This work is atoeffor
discover where Shults went wrong so that others might avoid the same mistakes.

A few words of thanks are due to numerous individuals who helped make this
project possible. First, to Dr. Wellum, thank you for challenging me to cormaioler
deeply the contemporary issues related to evangelical theological m@taak you for
your patient guidance through the dissertation process and your helpful canomdime
numerous drafts of this work. Your input was invaluable in the process of my theological
growth and especially this project.

Second, to the leaders of the Southeastern Indiana Baptist Association and the
State Convention of Baptists in Indiana, thank you for patiently allowed me to endeavor
to finish this work while partnering with you in ministry to college studeifitsthe
student leaders of the Christian Student Fellowship at Indiana University Ssiwtihea
minister along-side me, thank you for helping to maintain an effective nyiast took
needed time to finish this project.

Finally, to my sweet wife, Melanie, who labored with me through this process
as she sacrificially worked in and away from home to allow me the timesaegds

complete my task, thank you is not enough, for you are truly a blessing (Prov 31:30-31).

Joshua Philip Boswell
Louisville, Kentucky

December 2012
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The Postmodern Challenge to Theological Method

The church must seek to understand the culture in which it lives so that it
might embody the Christian faith accurately and communicate the truths of et gbs
Christ clearly. In doing this, it walks a fine line between understanding theatul
context in which it dwells and imbibing unbiblical concepts and actions from theisecula
world. Gene Veith rightly observes,

The church has always had to confront its culture and to exist in tension with the
world. To ignore culture is to risk irrelevance; to accept culture uncritisalty

risk syncretism and unfaithfulness. Every age has had its eager-to-filesale |
theologians who have tried to reinterpret Christianity according to the latest
intellectual and cultural fashion. . .. But orthodox Christians have lived in every
age, confessing their faith in Jesus Christ. They were part of theirecultet they
also countered their culture, proclaiming God’s law and gospel to society’s very
inadequacies and points of néed.

'Gene Edward Veith, JiRostmodern Times: A Christian Guide to Contempofrgught and
Culture (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 1994), xii. David Wells@aaddresses the problems of the
accommodations of the contemporary evangelicalathte the secular world in his trilogy. See Dawid
Wells, No Place for Truth (Or Whatever Happened to EvaiegeTheology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1993); idemGod in the Wasteland: The Reality of Truth in a \Wof Fading Dreamg¢Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1994); idembove All Earthly Powers: Christ in a Postmodernrid¢Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2005). Millard Erickson also notes didabbasis for the inevitable tension between the
Christian worldview and secular philosophy. Hdesta“It is worth noting that at several pointsifitire
indicates a fundamental conflict between Christidgsiteaching and non-Christian views of reality. .
There will always be some point of conflict or d@jssement between the Christian message and argneturr
human philosophy. We should therefore expectrtd fhat we cannot simply make Christianity
completely compatible with postmodernism, or cortgdlepostmodernize Christianity, without thereby
distorting the Christian message to some extentlldh J. EricksonThe Postmodern World: Discerning
the Times and the Spirit of Our Ap&’heaton, IL: Crossway, 2002], 74-75).



One of the most important and prevalent cultural phenomena facing the church
in the west today is the turn toward postmodern thought. This postmodern mood has
swept across western culture like a pandemic, infecting philosophy, scignogjsac,
politics, popular culture, theology, and mér€&ostmodernism permeates the cultural
atmosphere in which the church must seek to live, minister, and grow. Veith Wfites
Christians are to minister effectively in the postmodern world and avoid itsaeomst,
they must understand the spirit of the agjé?art of the task of the Christian theologian is
to help the church understand the spirit of the age and interact with the cultgre of li
biblical doctrines. As a part of this task, the Christian theologian must engage in t
critical appraisal of postmodernism and determine the appropriate relgtidvesiveen it
and biblical Christianity. He must ask the following questions: What are time mai
features of postmodernism? What are its strengths and weaknesses? and How should one

do Christian theology in light of the postmodernity?

*Thomas Docherty claims, “There is hardly a sinigklfof intellectual endeavor which has
not been touched by the specter of 'the postmod#tri@aves traces in every cultural disciplinenfr
architecture to zoology, taking in on the way bipipforestry, geography, history, law, literaturelahe
arts in general, medicine, politics, philosophyusdity, and so on" (Thomas Docherty, ddtroduction to
Postmodernism: A Readf¥ew York: Columbia University Press, 1993], .brief overview of the
topics covered in the Docherty’s reader bearsabis The articles discuss the postmodern moodeiasa
such as aesthetics, art, architecture, politiegjrfism, and more. Francis Schaeffer also saw the
postmodern shift in the conception of truth as psiwe. He recognized that the transition was not
suddenly widespread but spread gradually geogralphiintellectually, and through different disdims.
He argues that the gradual decline of the concemtidruth moved from philosophy to art to music to
general culture to theology. Schaeffer tracestthissition through the first two sections of haok, The
God Who is ThereSee Francis Schaeffdihe God Who is Thera The Francis A. Schaeffer Trilogy
(Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 1990). For the purposesisfdissertation, the treatment of postmodernigin
be limited to philosophical and theological diséoss that briefly touch on other disciplines when
necessary.

3Veith, Postmodern Time<0.



Though the postmodern mood, in many respects, defies description, several
common themes can be used to characterfzérithis workThe Postmodern Condition:
A Report on Knowledgdean-Francois Lyotard famously writes, “Simplifying to the
extreme, | define postmodern as incredulity toward metanarrafivesThe Cambridge
Dictionary of PhilosophyBernd Magnus’s summary of the postmodern mindset is
helpful. He defines postmodernism as
a complex cluster of concepts that includes the following elements: an anti4jor pos
epistemological standpoint; anti-essentialism; anti-realism; antiefationalism;
opposition to transcendental arguments and transcendental standpoints; rejection of
the picture of knowledge as accurate representation; rejection of truth as
corresponding to reality; rejection of the very idea of canonical descsption
rejection of final vocabularies, i.e., rejection of principles, distinctions and
descriptions that are thought to be unconditionally binding for all times, persons,

and places; and a suspicion of grand narratives, metanarratives of the sort perhaps
best illustrated by dialectical materialiSm.

Erickson’s description of postmodernism is more expansive, but echoes Magnus’s
definition to a great degree. First, he contends that there is a rejection abéssent a
rejection that “things have real qualities, independent of our knowing théfhére is no

static basis for the reality of an object independent of its subject. Ratheglityeafean

*Myron Penner has a brief discussion on the mefitesisting attempts to define “the
postmodern turn.” He characterizes it as an “étbosvorldview, which he sees as concepts that ager
prior to the formulation of a system of thoughte lduds Calvin Schrag's characterization of
postmodernism as "more like an assemblage of @gtitand discursive practices [that hold some prginis
(Myron B. Penner, “Introduction: Christianity arttetPostmodern Turn: Some Preliminary
Considerations,” irChristianity and the Postmodern Turn: Six Vieed. Myron B. Penner [Grand Rapids:
Brazos, 2005], 16-17). In spite of Penner’s hesiteto clearly articulate a definition of or evese ihe
term “postmodernism,” he does concede that it &aliviously entails certain philosophical thesds’)(

®Jean-Frangios Lyotard@he Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowlefldmneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1984), xxiii.

®Bernd Magnus, “Postmodern,” ithe Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophsd. Robert Audi,
2" ed. (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1999).

"Erickson,The Postmodern Worl®6.



object is formed by the individual or the community. The flexibility of realiin is
concert with the second characteristic of postmodernism—the rejection of uhiversa
explanations. If reality is not fixed outside of the subject, then it follows that tae be
no fixed, universal explanation of the way things are. This rejection of a utiversa
explanation is related closely to Lyotard’s characterization of postmibgas
incredulity toward metanarratives. The grand metanarrative is redbgdecal, micro-
narratives, which are typically mediated by a thinker's community. An engpbashe
role of the community is the third characteristic of postmodernism that Erickson
discusses. Its communitarian focus is an attempt to avoid the philosophical isgumbli
block of radical relativism. Using a text as an example of this focus on the communit
Erickson explains,

If there is no final, fixed meaning of texts based on a reality in the natureng$ thi

and if the meaning emerges from a free play of language, may not the meaning for

me be actually different than your meaning? . . . This has seemed to present a

significant problem for postmodernists. The concept of community is believed to
solve this problerf.

In the postmodern mindset meaning is mediated by one’s interpretive community and, i
this way, the community serves as a constraining influence on an individuétistabi
attach to a term any meaning he or she deSifBse final characteristic of the

postmodern mood that Erickson describes is “a reticence about the traditional type of

»10

logic.”™" While Erickson concedes that most persons hold that the law of identity, the

law of non-contradiction, and the law of the excluded middle are essential to human

8bid., 51.

°Erickson uses Stanley Fish and Richard Rorty amples of this use of community to
buttress postmodernism against the charge of vidati See Ericksorfhe Postmodern Worldb1-54.

Obid., 55.



thought and communication, he states that Derrida is an example of the postmodern
rejection of these laws of logic. Even though it is for different reasons, ticealog
Quine also serves as an example of a philosopher who says he is willing tcoevesef
the laws of logid* Though Erickson offers little supporting evidence, he sees
postmodernism advocating a new rationality in which everything is up for grabs.

If the above definitions of postmodernism are correct, then the postmodern
mood has serious implications for evangelical theology, especially in the gka
theological method. It impacts thinking in the methodologically critieddl$ of
metaphysics, epistemology, and hermeneutics. Postmodernism’s regéction
essentialism and realism raises questions about the very nature ofithefdla¢ God
and the world that theologians seek to know and describe. Rejection of the
correspondence theory of truth as well as the embrace of a self-reflerzept of
language, for example, strikes at the very heart of the theologicgbresedny
problematizing the theologian’s ability to grasp reality genuinely oesaribe it
adequately. An over-emphasis on the culturally bound nature of truth claims also has
repercussions related to how one views the relationship of theology to philosophy,
tradition, and science. In addition, the postmodern suspicion of metanarrativestoalls i

question the universal explanation that biblical Christianity provités.light of the

YEor Quine, there are no privileged beliefs. Irt,f@uine goes so far as to say, “No statement
is immune to revision. Revision even of logical lafithe excluded middle has been proposed as agnean
of simplifying quantum mechanics” (W. V. Quine, “ddogmas of Empiricism,” iluman Knowledge
ed. Paul K. Moser and Arnold Vander Nat [New Yd@kford University Press, 2003], 291). While
Quine’s motivation may be different and his tangety be the misuse of language, he still forthrightl
professes a willingness to question or possiblynelsndon the laws of logic. Note that he pobis tho
statement is immune to revision” and then the exarmmphow far he is willing to take this proposal
includes the potential revision of the law of theladed middle.

2Erickson articulates clearly the contradiction itflisal Christianity with its universal claims



many far-reaching implications of postmodernism, how should Christians respond?

Theologians have proffered vastly different responses.

Theological Responses to Postmodernism

Responses by theologians to the postmodern turn fall between the two
extremes of complete rejection and full embrace of postmodern tHe&ijher extreme
yields bitter fruit. For example, on the one hand, uncritical acceptance ofgol@stism
poses the danger of believing that theology is nothing more than a culturally-bound
individual or community offering descriptive statements of their subjectefengnces.
Rather than offering clear, accurate statements of who God is, whagdti®iciis like,
and how mankind is to relate to him, the theologian or community is left with statements
of predilection—*My community prefers to speak of God as A."—without any means of
arbitrating between opposing views—“My community prefers to speak of God as non-
A.” On the other hand, a complete rejection of postmodern critiques brings with it the
danger of failing to recognize the reality of cultural influences on one’s thanghhe

limitations of human knowledge. Erickson rightly notes, “Just as God used unbelieving

regarding creation, sin, the need for salvatiodginent, and the distaste that postmoderns have for
metanarratives. See Ericksdie Postmodern Wor|&7-69.

13evin J. Vanhoozer lists five responses to the pheenon of postmodernity: (1) deny or
ignore it, (2) defy or demonize it as a threat,d8ify it by conceding its authority, (4) dialogwith it by
engaging in "a mutually edifying conversation," gB§idispute it. Vanhoozer chooses to disput&Sie
Kevin J. Vanhoozer, “Pilgrim's Digress: Christiahifiking on and about the Post/Modern Way,” in
Christianity and the Postmodern Turn: Six Vieed. Myron B. Penner (Grand Rapids: Brazos, 2005),
Erickson likewise recognizes a similar spectrumeafctions that run the gamut from ignoring the
phenomenon or rejecting postmodernism to embraghg can be identified as “postmodern theology.”
Erickson looks to the work of David Ray Griffin étassify four basic types of “postmodern theology.”
See Millard J. EricksorChristian Theology?™ ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1998), 167-68. David Ra
Griffin calls these approaches (1) constructiveesisionary, (2) deconstructive or eliminative, (3)
liberationist, (4) restorationist or conservativigee David Ray Griffin, “Introduction: Varieties of
Postmodern Theology,” iMarieties of Postmodern Theolggd. David Ray Griffin, William A.
Beardslee, and Joe Holland (Albany, NY: State Unsitye of New York Press, 1989), 1-7.



nations and kings as a means to purify his people and called them back to him, so we
should ask ourselves at what points the contentions of postmodernism are on target, and
use these insights to bring us closer to the trtfthiVlost evangelical scholars fall
somewhere between these two extremes while tending to one side or the other. A fe
examples will serve to illustrate the diverse response postmodernism éigsadmom

Christian theologians and philosophers.

Surveying the Spectrum of Responses
Brian D. Ingraffia sees postmodernism as contradictory to biblical t@@mity.
In light of the postmodern antipathy to Christianity or, at the very least, wtsishe,
Heidegger and Derrida, understood to be Christianity, Ingraffia argues,
Most of the work on postmodernism and theology to date seeks a reconciliation
between these two discourses, a postmodern theology of some sort (even if this be
an “a/theology”). In Western intellectual thought, this unavoidably means some s
of secularization, “demythologized” or “radical” Christianity. | seek toydbe
possibility of such a synthesis, to set up an either/or between postmodern thought
and biblical theology®
Gene Edward Veith, Jr. is more sanguine about the postmodern age, yet he is

skeptical of postmodeism He says that he agrees with those who feel that the

postmodern era holds promise for the revitalization of classical Christiboithe is

“Millard J. Erickson;Truth or Consequences: The Promise and Perils sfrRodernism
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2001), 202.

Brian D. Ingraffia,Postmodern Theory and Biblical Theolo@yew York: Cambridge
University Press, 1995), 14. Others who are skeptif the ability to wed Christianity to postmodism
without losing orthodox Christianity include R. Dglas Geivett and R. Scott Smith. See R. Douglas
Geivett, “Is God a Story? Postmodernity and thekTdsTheology,” inChristianity and the Postmodern
Turn: Six Viewsed. Myron B. Penner (Grand Rapids: Brazos, 2080652, and R. Scott Smith, “Christian
Postmodernism and the Linguistic Turn,"Ghristianity and the Postmodern Turn: Six Vieed. Myron
B. Penner (Grand Rapids: Brazos, 2005), 53-70.



hesitant to embrace postmodsmbecause of its hostility to Christianity.He critiques
postmodernism’s anti-foundationalism, deconstruction of language, denial of abjecti
truth, and other questionable aspects. Veith acknowledges, however, some of the positive
elements of postmodernism. He sees the postmodern pathos as an opportunity to move
Christianity from the margins of culture to the center. He argues thati@msishould
assist postmodernists in the demolition of modernism. He then warns, “Although
Christians can make use of postmodern scholarship, after a point they will have to
challenge that scholarship’” Recognizing great promise in some of the themes in
postmodernity but seeking to avoid some of its radical implications, Veith baldweces
pros and cons of postmodern thoutfht.

Kevin J. Vanhoozer places himself squarely in the middle of pro-postmodern

and anti-postmodern philosophérsHis position is intimately related to his view of

%veith, Postmodern Timesiii-xiii. Erickson is likewise reluctantly optiistic about the
promises and perils of postmodernism. After hiscdetion of postmodernism by some of the major
postmodern thinkers, Erickson offers both a positimd negative assessment of postmodernism. Ide the
proposes a modest or fallible foundationalism takes seriously the postmodern critiques of the
Enlightenment project, while maintaining the rgatif and ability to know absolute truth. Erickson
characterizes this approach as a form of critiealism. See Millard J. Ericksofnfuth or Consequences

"/eith, Postmodern Timeg22.

Byeith’s attempt to glean the positive aspects atmodernism while weeding out the
negative is apparent as he lauds postmodernisnpbasis on the centrality of language, while dearyin
the postmodern view that language is a “prison-aduSpeaking on postmodernism’s rejection of reaso
Veith says, “The postmoderns are right to questi@narrogance of the Enlightenment, the assumjttiatn
human reason can answer every question and sodvg problem. They are wrong, though to deny reason
altogether. They are right to question the cetyadfi modern truth; they are wrong to reject theyve
concept of truth in favor of intellectual relatinig (Veith, Postmodern Time$7-68).

anhoozer says tongue-in-cheek, "One might sayl thetupy the position of the golden
mean, the voice of moderate theological reasopgdnaps | am simply caught in the middle” (Kevin J.
Vanhoozer, “Disputing about Words,” 188). Intemegly, in the previous chapter of the same work, he
sees himself in a “disputational dialogue” with fmsdernism in light of the gravity of the subjecatter
and the fact that he is contenting for his positi@ee Vanhoozer, “Pilgrim’s Digress,” 73. For mor
comments on his dispute with Postmodernism, seddt@er, “Pilgrim’s Digress,” 100n3.



Scripture and the place it holds in his theological meffiadis position is clear in his
statement, “I am unwilling to buy into either framework wholesale, not least$&da
my experience, each leads to forms of egregious exegesis. Exedasisasltof
theology, and one of the criteria by which | evaluate a theory, system, or wariduy
examining how it affects the process of biblical interpretatfdrvanhoozer says that his
dispute with Postmodernismes post factaevelation. By this statement, he means that
postmodernity is unable to support the weight of reason, history, hope, and values apart
from the Christian assumptions grounded in divine revelation. For Vanhoozer, the
postmodern emphasis on the “situatedness” of the knowing subject and the limitations of
language and thought are valid, but the failure to recognize the human situationaf light
divine revelation is a fatal flaw in postmodern thought.

John Franke takes a more positive stance toward postmodéfniEmnke
briefly describes postmodernism as a rejection of modernity. A centrak adpleis
rejection of modernism is what Franke calls “a chastened rationality, Vimgoh
constructivist view of truth instead of a realist view, replacing metanagsawith local
stories, and the adoption of a nonfoundationalist approach to the justification of

knowledge. Franke lauds each of these views as appropriate and useful for doing

#see Vanhoozer’s full proposal for theological methoKevin J. Vanhoozefhe Drama of
Doctrine: A Canonical Linguistic Approach to Chi&t TheologyLouisville: Westminster John Knox,
2005); idemFirst Theology: God, Scripture and Hermeneutio®wners Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2002);
idem,Is There a Meaning in This Text? The Bible, thedeeaand the morality of Literary Knowledge
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1998); idem, “Theology tre Condition of Postmodernity: A Report on
Knowledge (of God),” inThe Cambridge Companion to Postmodern ThegledyKevin J. Vanhoozer
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 3-25

Zy/anhoozer, “Disputing about Words?,” 188.
#For a thorough presentation of Franke's proposasxercising the task of theology in a

postmodern context, see Stanley J. Grenz and JoRraRke Beyond Foundationalism: Shaping Theology
in a Postmodern Contefitouisville: Westminster John Knox, 2001).

9



Christian theology. In place of philosophical “realism” Franke argues for an
“eschatological realism,” which sees reality as coming into beingdhrthe “social
constructivism” of the Christian community. What Franke seems to be advocating is
sort of idealism that transforms into realism at the end of time. He wiTtes,'feal’
world is the future, eschatological world that God will establish in the Newiame4®
Franke also embraces the contextual nature of truth, arguing that theeuttiitexia for
justifying truth claims are contextual and communally specific. He fuaheses with
the postmodern maxim that, in light of the collapse of classical foundationalism,
nonfoundationalist or postfoundationalist ways of justification are the only options
available. In spite of his clear alliances with the postmodern mood, Franke oaieg pr
one caveat regarding postmodernism: “Some manifestations of postmodern thought are
incompatible with the gospel and should be called into question and rejected byaghristi
thinkers.”?* Franke seems to adopt the broader postmodern mood with little explicit
scrutiny while sharing a slight hesitancy about the way some thinkersvioaked it
out®

James K. A. Smith and Merold Westphal both see postmodernism as a

potential ally with Christianity in the struggle to overcome the Enlightehmentality

that has been so critical of Christianity. Smith and Westphal admit some of the

%John R. Franke, “The Nature of Theology: Culturanguage and Truth,” iBhristianity and
the Postmodern Turn: Six Viewedd. Myron B. Penner (Grand Rapids: Brazos, 20053,

*Franke, “The Nature of Theology,” 205.
®For an evaluation of John Franke’s theological meftsee Stephen J. Wellum,
“Postconservativism, Biblical Authority, and Rec&rbposals for Re-doing Theology: A Critical

Analysis,” inReclaiming the Center: Confronting Evangelical Avocoodation in Postmodern Times.
Millard J. Erickson, Paul Kjoss Helseth, and Justylor (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2004).

10



shortcomings of postmodernism, but do not see them as substantively greater than the
potential benefits Christianity might gain by allying itself with the postmodgtique of

the Enlightenment project. Both scholars show how postmodernism’s critique is &imed a
modernism and how, rightly understood, Christianity avoids this crifij@mith

focuses his attention on Lyotard’s definition of a “metanarrative,” conclutiatg

“Lyotard’s postmodern critique of metanarratives, rather than being adfata foe of
Christian faith and thought, can in fact be enlisted as an ally in the construction of a
Christian philosophy? Westphal’s examination is broader than Smith’s. Westphal
discusses Heidegger’s critique of ontotheology, Lyotard’s definition of a medtineyr

and the perspectivism of postmodefhsde seeks to remove Christianity from the
crosshairs of each of these postmodern critiques. In his estimation, Chyissizmt
onto-theology nor is it a metanarrative as Lyotard defines it. What is pust&nodern
perspectivism does not necessarily degenerate into radical relativisathairtis the
recognition that humans are not God. For Smith and Westphal, Christian thinkers should

embrace postmodernism rather than reject or attack it.

%n light of their radically different conclusion®eut the merits of postmodernism, it is
interesting to note that Smith and Westphal's egiom of postmodernism’s critique of onto-theolagy
very similar to Ingraffia’s argument that the fathef postmodernism’s critique centered on ontdtiggo
and thereby failed to refute biblical theology.e3zian IngraffiaPostmodern Theory and Biblical
Theology

#James K. A. Smith, “A Little Story about Metanaivas: Lyotard, Religion, and
Postmodernism Revisited,” Dhristianity and the Postmodern Turn: Six Vieed. Myron B. Penner
(Grand Rapids: Brazos, 2005), 134.

“Merold Westphal, “Onto-theology, Metanarrative, $pectivism, and the Gospel,” in
Christianity and the Postmodern Turn: Six Vieed. Myron B. Penner (Grand Rapids: Brazos, 20D%);
53.
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The Postconservative Response

One of the responses to the postmodern challenges to theological method is the
postconservative movement. This loosely affiliated group of thinkers falls in theemiddl
of the spectrum of responses to postmodernism, advocating a mildly criticzé sta
toward postmodernism. On the one hand, postconservatives seek to respond to the
challenges of postmodernism by embracing much of postmodernism as a welcomed
corrective to what they see as the foundationalist mindset of many conservati
evangelicals. On the other hand, they seek to guard themselves from completely
surrendering Christianity to the relativism of the postmodern mindset.

There are several theologians who could be characterized as postconservatives
but a few stand out as influential in the group. Justin Taylor labels Roger Olson and
Robert Webber as the “publicists” of postconservativism. He calls Bttmaren the
“pastor,” and Stanley Grenz the “professtt.According to Taylor, Olson and Webber
give the movement popularity, McLaren gives it heart, and Grenz offers atielle

depth®® Other theologians who could be added to the list of postconservative theologians

Roger E. OlsorReformed and Always Reforming: The PostconservAfypeoach to
Evangelical Theolog{Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2007); Robert Ebli¢e Ancient-Future Faith:
Rethinking Evangelicalism for a Postmodern Wd¢@dand Rapids: Baker, 1999); Brian D. McLarAn,
New Kind of Christianity: Ten Questions That Arafisforming the FaitliNew York: HarperOne, 2010);
idem,A Generous Orthodoxy: Why | am a Missional, EvaingElPost/Protestant, Liberal/Conservative,
Mystical/Poetic, Biblical, Charismatic/Contemplaii-undamentalist/Calvinist, Anabaptist/Anglican,
Methodist, Catholic, Green, Incarnational, Deprasset-hopeful, Emergent, Unfinished Christi@
Cajon, CA: Emergent YS, 2004); Scot McKnight, “Rawi Brian McLaren's ‘A New Kind of
Christianity,” Christianity Today54 (2010) [journal on-line]; accessed 1 Deceml®d02 available from
http://www.christianitytoday.com/ct/2010/march/3.5@nl?start=4#reviews; Internet; Stanley J. Grenz,
Renewing the Center: Evangelical Theology in a Ad®ological Era(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic,
2000); Stanley J. Grenz and John R. FraBleyond Foundationalism: Shaping Theology in a Podem
Context(Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2001); JohnHRanke,The Character of Theology: An
Introduction to Its Nature, Task, and Purpd§&rand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2005); and idetamifold
Witness: The Plurality of TrutfNashville: Abington, 2009).

%Jjustin Taylor, “An Introduction to Postconservatixeangelicalism and the Rest of this
Book,” in Reclaiming the Center: Confronting Evangelical Ateoodation in Postmodern Timesl.
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include the following: John Frankg&lark Pinnock, Amos Yong, James McClendon,

Nancey Murphy, Mirosolv Volf, Henry Knight, and Dave Tomlinson.

Genetic Markers of Postconservative
Theology

These postconservative voices produce a broad and varied movement, but
certain genetic markers identify the postconservative DNA, distihigugst from other
evangelical theologies. Olson presents a list of common traits among postabvnse
theologians that identify the major contours of the moverifeRirst, postconservatives
consider revelation’s main purpose totkansformativemore thannformative In their
estimation, God’s word is about changing one’s life more than it is about increasiisg
knowledge. Second, Olson says postconservatives think “theology is a pilgrimage and a
journey rather than a discovery and conqué&stThis pilgrim mentality means that the
theologian never arrives at the end of the theological task and that he should lie ready

change his doctrinal stance at any time. His system is never completeunalterable,

Millard J. Erickson, Paul Kjoss Helseth, and JuStylor (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2004), 18-26.

3lKevin J. Vanhoozer describes his theologymastonservative,” but his proposal does not
share the same genetic markers as other “posta@tises.” See Kevin J. Vanhoozd@he Drama of
Doctrine 278-91. cf. Roger E. OlsoReformed and Always Reforming: The PostconservAiygoach
to Evangelical TheologfGrand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2007), 53-65.

320lIson,Reformed and Always ReformjriB-65. Taylor notes that Olson claims to have
coined the term “postconservative” in a 1995 eskayhe also observes that Clark Pinnock was ubiag
term five years before Olson. See Justin TaylReftrming Evangelical Theology,” lBvangelical
Futures: A Conversation on Evangelical Theologidaithod ed. John G. Stackhouse, Jr. (Grand Rapids:
Baker, 2000), 201; and Clark Pinnodkacking the Maze: Finding Our Way through Modehedlogy
from an Evangelical Perspectiy8an Francisco: Harper & Row, 1990), 63-76. See alistin Taylor, “An
Introduction to Postconservative Evangelicalism tedRest of This Book,” 18n6. While there are ynan
unhelpful points in Olson’s work, he is nonethelessognized as an authority on, as well as a vocal
participant in, the postconservative movement.m&stioned above, Taylor goes so far as to labeldnien
of “the publicists” of the postconservative moveinen

*0lIson,Reformed and Always Reformijris.
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always in need of adjustment and clarification. Olson writes, “Postconservative
evangelical theology, then, unlike conservative theology, regards the constraskiveé
theology as ever unfinished”

A third genetic mark of postconservative theology is a disdain for the
Enlightenment. Given this position, postconservatives argue that much of conservative
evangelical theology is beholden to foundationalist epistemology as it asteorground
doctrine and Scripture on unassailable basic befle@lson writes, “The
[postconservative’s] common concern is that conservative foundationalism and
propositionalism elevate something alien to revelation as the criterion of mdtthat
Christianity gets reduced to a philosophy to the extent that these Enlightanapered
methods and commitments drive evangelical thinkifig.”

Fourth, postconservatives view evangelicalism as a “centered set” rathex t
“bounded set.” In an attempt to maintain their evangelical identity postconsesvative
claim that there are no hard and fast outer limits to evangelicalism—it ashwunded

set. Rather, postconservatives claim that being evangelical is a malégree. How

*bid., 57. Olson’s characterization of how consgines view the finality of theological
systems is a radical misrepresentation of the ipositf most conservative evangelical theologia@$son
does not offer any examples of conservative schaléwo see their theological system as complete and
unalterable.

%simply stated, foundationalism is an epistemoldgitaory that beliefs are justified if they
are “properly basic” or derived from a properlyibdselief. A properly basic belief is one thatcanding
to foundationalists, can reasonably be held witllbatsupporting evidence of another belief. They a
immediately justified. Beliefs that are mediatplgtified or dependent on their relation to othelidfs for
justification are derived or non-basic beliefs. eféfore, in foundationalist epistemology, derivedidfs
are built on the bedrock of basic beliefs. Forendetail on foundationalism, see J. P. Moreland and
William Lane CraigPhilosophical Foundations for A Christian Worldviélxowners Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 2003), 112-21.

%0lIson,Reformed and Always Reformjri$-59. Again, this is a misrepresentation of

conservative evangelical theologians who see Soemlone as first-order language and theological
systems as second-order language.
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evangelical a theologian is depends on how close he is to the center of the gospel—
evangelicalism is a centered 2kt.

Olson holds that a fifth common feature of postconservatives is the belief that
the essence of Christianity and the evangelical faith is a spirituaiexpe rather than
doctrinal belief. This mystical definition of the evangelical faith is a furdttempt by
Olson to maintain the moniker “evangelical” by demoting doctrine to secondary
importance in discerning who is truly evangelical. Instead, Olson sasa@ngl,
transforming relationship with Jesus Christ is primary to evangelicatitgé® One’s
spiritual experience is a key to postconservative theology.

The sixth common feature of postconservatives that Olson discusses is a great
respect for “the Great Tradition of Christian belief.” Olson accuses c@tises of
believing that tradition is incorrigible, saying that postconservativestteghtion as a
guide in their doctrinal formulations. Even what Olson calls the “Great iadis up
for debate by postconservatives. Olson asserts, “Contrary to conservativesyavho te
either implicitly or explicitly to enshrine some portion of Christian traditas above and
beyond question or reconsideration, postconservatives insist on the freedom to question
and even reconstruct any part of Christian tradition in light of deeper and better
understandings of Scripturé>” Olson'’s list of postconservative character traits is broad

and incomplete, but it helps to highlight some of the main features of the movement.

%'Stanley J. Grenz, "Die Begrezte Gemeinschaft (Btendaried People’) and the Character
of Evangelical Theology, JETS2, no. 45 (June 2002): 301-16.

3For various interpretations of identifying marksesngelicalism, see Kevin T. Bauder et
al., Four Views on the Spectrum of Evangelical{@nand Rapids: Zondervan, 2011).

%0lIson,Reformed and Always Reformiré.
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Postconservativism—A Useful Study

Anyone seeking to develop an evangelical theological method in light of the
postmodern mood needs to make a careful study of postconservativism. This study is
necessary because postconservative theology attempts to develop an evanegelams}
in a postmodern context. Postconservatives are seeking to take the postmodern
challenges to Christianity seriously as they develop their doctrines. ifiatéon of such
an effort affords the opportunity to learn from their successes and falutbat one
may glean resources from the former and avoid the latter. Evangelaiaigheould
benefit from an examination of postconservative theology for potential positive
contributions to evangelical theology as well as warning signs of how one naayrgp

in an effort to contemporize the Christian fdith.

F. LeRon Shults

F. LeRon Shults is identified as a postconservative theologian by those within
as well as outside the movemé&htThe study of Shults is useful in advancing one’s
understanding of postconservative theology and where it fits within broader
evangelicalism. Shults has evangelical roots and practices thealbgytwe broader

evangelical academy. He is the product of a mostly evangelical educHionas

“OFor a critical analysis of the Postconservative emoent, see Gary L. W. Johnson and
Ronald N. Gleason, edfeforming of Conforming: Post-Conservative Evarogddi and the Emerging
Church(Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2008), and Millard J. Esion, Paul Kjoss Helseth, and Justin Taylor,
eds.,Reclaiming the Center: Confronting Evangelical Ancoodation in Postmodern Tim@&'heaton, IL:
Crossway, 2004).

*I0lIson includes a brief discussion of Shults’s et of theology proper. See Olson,
Reformed and Always Reformjr228-31. Shults is also referenced as a paheoPbstconservative
movement by John BoltSbla Scripturaas an Evangelical Theological Method?’Reforming or
Conforming: Post-conservative Evangelicals andEngerging Churched. Gary L. W. Johnson and
Ronald N. Gleason (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2008), 90
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educated at Fuller Theological Seminary and received the Doctorate of Phyldsoph
both Princeton Theological Seminary and Walden University. He also studied abroad,
completing research fellowships at Oxford University and Rijksunivar§teiningen in

the Netherlands. His academic career has been, for the most part, carrigtdiout w
evangelical circles. Though currently he is Professor of Theology and Phycstoie
University of Agder, one of the largest universities in Norway, he wag$3of of
Theology at Bethel Theological Seminary from 1997 to 2006. Most of Shults’s works
have been published in evangelical journals and by evangelical publishing companies.
He has articles iDialogue: A Journal of Theolog¥rinceton Theological Review
Christian Scholar’'s RevievandThe Journal of Psychology and Theologymost all of

his books have been published by evangelical publishers.

Another reason for discussing Shults is that he is a prolific scholar within the
postconservative movement who has been called “a ‘rising star’ in contemporary
Protestant systematic theolodV."In spite of his recognized status as a “rising star” and
the great deal of writing he has done, Shults has received very littbalcaitiention from
the theological academy. Therefore, an evaluation of Shults’s work is ne¢tisd at

time.

Shults’s Theological Project

Shults is a self-proclaimed postfoundationalist who is engaged in a project to

reform theology in light of the late modern or postmodern turn to relationality in

““Gijsbert van den Brink, “Review of Reforming the &udne of God,”Ars Disputandi6
(2006) [journal on-line], accessed 2 December 2@tjlable from http://www.arsdisputandi.org/publis
articles/000245/article.pdf; Internet.
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philosophy and science. Shults’s main argument in his reformative projedt is tha
traditional doctrines have been greatly influenced by outdated philosophies and should
therefore be brought into conformity with contemporary philosophy and science, which

emphasize relationality.

Relationality, Modernism,
and Postmodernism

This relational emphasis appears in Shults’s view of the relationship between
modernism and postmodernism. He argues that postmodernism is loosely chathcteriz
as “a challenge to the Enlightenment ‘modernist’ ideals of absolute truth, sadiver
reason, autonomous subjectivity, and inevitable progfésevhile recognizing the
challenge postmodernism poses to modernism, Shults sees modernism and
postmodernism in a dialectical relationship with one another. Rather than ohestroy
modernism, postmodernism is defined as a “to-and-fro movement, constantlyghallen
the foundationalist assumptions of modernism” or “a dynamic self-critical menethat
shuttles back and forth between the privileging of hermeneutics and the wagjafizi
epistemic concerng'?

Shults discusses three responses to postmodernism:

deconstructive response: fully affirm the postmodern challenge and conclude that

because there is no neutral knowledge we must be content with a plurality of
interpretations;

paleaconstructive response: reject or ignore the challenge of postmodernity and
appeal to an earlier premodern era in which truth and knowledge were allegedly
unproblematic;

3. LeRon ShultsThe Postfoundationalist Task of Theology: WolftRhnenberg and the
New Theological RationalitgGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), xiii.

*“bid., 27, xiv.

18



reconstructive response: attempt to distinguish the positive from the negative

contributions of postmodernity and aim for a reconfiguration of the task of

epistemology?>
Because of a modified Hegelian view of the relationship between modernism and
postmodernism, Shults advocategeonstructive response to postmodernismTHe
Postfoundationalist Task of Theolodpe writes, “This book as a whole is driven by a
desire to respond ‘reconstructively’ at the intersection of historic Giwifdith and
contemporary culture*® Shults’s project makes a self-conscious effort to avoid both the
deconstructive response of liberalism, which surrenders its theological identityture,
and thepalea-constructive response of fundamentalism, which leads to an isolationist,
fortress mentality. In his response, Shults employs the analogy of aoatipr
relationship in which modernism is taken-up into postmodernism rather than destroyed
by it. The concept of reciprocity allows Shults room to recognize the poagpexts of
modernism, while addressing concerns regarding modern rationality raised by
postmoderns.

As an outworking of the effort to bring together modernism and
postmodernism, Shults’s postfoundationalism seeks to bring together severalsoncept
that are typically seen as opposite poles of rationality in the two worldvigpstience
and belief, truth and knowledge, individual and community, and explanation and

understanding. These couplets will be discussed in more detail in a laterchapthe

important point here is that Shults seeks to bring together concepts that cakytget

*Ibid., xiii. Shults borrows two of these monikérsm Robert Kegarin Over Our Heads:
The Mental Demands of Modern L{fgambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 19944-34.

48Shults, The Postfoundationalist Taskiii.
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in opposition to one another. Modernism and postmodernism, as well as the paired

concepts above, are seen as being reciprocally related.

Relationality and Theology

Relationality plays a decisive role in Shults’s theological formulation. It
serves as the conceptual matrix for his constructive reformulation of tyedbiylts
calls for a reformation of theology based on a postfoundationalist understanding of
knowledge and in light of the philosophical turn to relationality. He rightly saysyyEve
presentation of the Christian doctrine of God should aim to conserve the intuitions of the
living biblical tradition by liberating them for illuminative and transforivadialogue
within a particular cultural context® For Shults, the cultural context that calls for the
reformation of theology is the philosophical turn to relationality. In addition, heiegpla
that liberating the living biblical tradition means freeing it fromme‘tonstraints of
obsolete philosophical and scientific assumptidfisFor Shults, this project involves
freeing theology from the philosophical bonds of early modern epistemology and
metaphysics. Foundationalist epistemology is replaced with postfoundationalis
epistemology that implements the couplets discussed above, and substance rmstaphysi

are exchanged for relational metaphyéfcg.he theme of reciprocal relationality serves

*’Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of God.

“8F. LeRon Shults and Steven J. Sanddge, Faces of Forgiveness: Searching for Wholeness
and Salvation(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2003), 104.

““gybstance metaphysics” refers to a study of realitich emphasizes substance as the
central aspect of an entity’s existence. The sutst of a thing is understood here as that whidtema
thing what it is. The emphasis on substance calsla be called substantialism, which is definetitzes
view that the primary, most fundamental entitiess swbstances, everything else being dependerisfor i
existence on them, either as properties of therelations between them.” Panayot Butchvarov,
“substantialism,” inThe Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophit will be shown below that Shults decries
the place of prominence given to substance in rhg&ips from the time of Aristotle to present.
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as the philosophical grounding and foundational motivation for Shults’s project of
reforming theology.

Shults makes the case for relationality as formative in theological method by
tracing the historical development of the emphasis on relationality oveaso&st The
historical survey of the turn to relationality will be discussed in more dethniv, but the
important point here is that, in Shults’s estimation, this turn to relationalityfor a
reforming of doctrines that he proposes are heavily influenced by substetaphysics.

Shults sees the historical turn to relationality as an opportunity to reform
doctrine. He writes that the philosophical turn to relationality implies aotdof
responsibility of “practical theology’—partial responsibility for prodgrthe turn and a
responsibility to the turn. According to Shults, part of this responsibikigns that
theology must respond to the turn by reconsidering and reforming doctrindst ioflig
this new philosophical emphasis.Shults also anticipates the turn to relationality as
holding positive implications for reforming theology. “The turn to rationality;jtes
Shults, “offers theology a new opportunity for presenting a Christian understanding of
humanity in a way that upholds some key biblical intuitions that have sometimes been

obscured or lost® Grounded in his view of the reciprocal relationship between

*°F. LeRon Shults, “The Philosophical Turn to Relasility and Responsibility of Practical
Theology,” inRedemptive Transformation in Practical Theologysd&s in Honor of James E. Loder,,Jr.
ed. Dana R. Wright and John D. Kuentzel (Grand &agterdmans, 2004), 342; ideRgforming
Theological AnthropologyGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 11-36; idéeforming the Doctrine of God
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 5-9. Shults’s asiglon relationality seems to take up the inteligc
mantel of his mentor, James E. Loder, who callgtferbroadening of interdisciplinary dialogue oae th
basis of the theme of relationality. See JamdsHer and W. Jim Neidhardthe Knight's Move: The
Relational Logic of the Spirit in Theolog§olorado Springs, CO: Helmers & Howard, 1999)7-8@.

*1Shults, “The Philosophical Turn to Relationalit@45.

*2Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropology.
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modernism and postmodernism, in an effort to bring the Christian faith into genuine
dialogue with culture, Shults argues for the need to reform theology. For, Siheiltisrn
to relationality impacts many theological loci. Regarding the expansiwge of the
influence of the philosophical emphasis on his project, he writes,
I'd originally intended to write a single book that would explore the implicatbbns
the turn to relationality in philosophy and science for both the Christian doctrine of
anthropology and the doctrine of God. . . . However these themes shape not only
each other but every Christian doctrine; as a result, | found myself pulled tdward t

implications of late modern relational categories for Christology, Pnelmogst
soteriology, eschatology, and just about everything®élse.

Philosophy is a key factor in motivating Shults’s theological project. But Hees t
influence of philosophy go beyond merely shaping context? What role does philosophy
play in Shults’s project as compared with some other potential influences on th&blogy?

It is to these questions and the basics of Shults’s theological method that | now turn.

Shults’s Proposed Methodology

Shults fails to give a full and precise articulation of his theological method, but
in several of his significant works he provides a brief sketch of his proposed method of
theological reformation. He suggests a fairly standard evangelidabdydtut this
dissertation will argue that he fails to follow his proposed method in the actual

development of his theology. Shults provides a consistent list of resources for tlaologic

*3bid., xii., So far, in his project of reform, Stmihas offered full proposals for reforming
theological anthropology, the doctrine of God, Gtaliogy, and brief proposals for reforming sotexg,
sanctification, and pneumatology. See Shieforming Theological Anthropolodérand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2003); iderReforming the Doctrine of Gd&rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005); idem,
Christology and Sciendg&rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008); F. LeRon Shultssieden J. Sandagéhe
Faces of Forgiveness: Searching for Wholeness ahdiion(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2003);
idem, Transforming Spirituality: Integrating Theology aRdychologyGrand Rapids: Baker Academic,
2006); and F. LeRon Shults and Brent Watétwistology and EthicéGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010).

**A more thorough description of the place of philaispin Shults’s theology will be offered
in chap. 3 of this work. An evaluation of how SBulses philosophy will be offered in chap. 5.

22



formulation, including the biblical witness, tradition, culture, philosophy, and stienc
Unfortunately, Shults is unclear regarding the precise meaning andnshap of these
concepts. He also leaves several crucial questions unanswered. This corelosian i
out by a brief examination of some his statements regarding theologitaldne

In The Faces and Forgivenesdhults attempts to reform the doctrine of
salvation. Regarding methodology, he gives a brief guideline for reconstyocti
reforming theology. He argues, “The ongoing reconstructive task of the@qgyes
careful attention to the biblical texts, the historical tradition, and contemparkuye in
order to articulate a compelling presentation of the lived Christian intueiomst
redemption.>® He does not clarify what he means by “careful attention” or what role
each of these three resources for theological reformation play. Does hthpladdical
texts above tradition and culture or are they equal sources of theology? Cai cultura
shifts overturn clear biblical teaching that the reader deems irrelewvantdated in light
of contemporary issues? Shults leaves these questions unanswered. A lateatexam
of his treatment of Scripture in his work, however, will clarify this ambiguity

In Reforming Theological Anthropologghults proposes that some of the
same sources that are useful for constructing theology also provide reasons f
reconsidering traditional doctrines. He writes, “Challenges to the tradifamallations
come from research in biblical scholarship, from discoveries in science camd fr
philosophical reflection on human existence, all of which are linked to the shift toward

relational categories in late modernify.”Elsewhere, he writes similarly, “The

*Shults and Sandagéhe Faces of Forgiveneskd4.

**Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropolog§.
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reformation of theological anthropology operates at the intersection of thadabt
development of the lived biblical tradition and contemporary philosophical and scientif
interpretations of reality> Again, there is a lack of detail regarding the identity and
relation of the resources for theological reformation, leaving several manswered
guestions. When Shults speaks of “biblical scholarship,” is he referring to soundl biblica
exegesis that leads to different interpretations or is he speaking of arewtreec
“biblical scholarship” that deconstructs the text? Can a scientific digscalane call for
the reformulation of theology? What if philosophical or scientific theonestlae
biblical text cannot be reconciled? Which source is ultimately autheeiatAgain,
Shults falils to clearly address these issues. So, an inductive analysitheblogjical
method in action will serve to shed light on these issues. All of the above issues and
potential answers will be assessed in more detail in the content of thisatisaer

Shults delineates his list of resources for theological formulation in twa of hi
works: Reforming the Doctrine of GathdTransforming Spirituality In Reforming the
Doctrine of God he writes, “The reconstructive theological presentation that follows is
guided by four interwoven desiderata: a faithful interpretation of the Hillitaess, a
critical appropriation of the theological tradition, the conceptual resolutiorevrg
philosophical issues, and a plausible elucidation of contemporary human expetience.”
This list is repeated almost verbatimTransforming Spirituality® These works not

only provide Shults’s most complete list of resources, they also provide some clarit

*Ibid., 8.
*8Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of God.

*LeRon Shults and Steven J. Sanddgansforming Spirituality: Integrating Theology and
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regarding the relationship of these desiderata in his theological formulanskance, in
Reforming the Doctrine of Gp&hults clarifies that biblical exegesis should be primary
in the reformative process. When discussing the “philosophical turn to rationality,”
which is central to Shults’s project, he asserts, “Our theological response ‘tartif
however, should not be guided primarily by these developments, but by our interpretation
of the biblical tradition.?® This dissertation will examine Shults’s use of Scripture and
the other desiderata to determine whether Shults follows his own guideline.
In Transforming SpiritualityShults discusses the relationship of the formative
resources to one another. He explains,
These sources of theology overlap and interpenetrate each other. For example, our
location in a particular tradition will shape which philosophical issues we find most
significant. Similarly, a reading of the Scripture will be influenced bytdtedity of
our life experience. Accounting for the biblical witness to the experience of

knowing, acting, and being in the spirit may be facilitated as we recover resources
from other streams of the Christian traditfdn.

While these intuitions regarding the overlap of theological resources@mate as far as
they go, they still lack the precision necessary to provide full guidandegological
formulation. To get a clearer view of Shults’s theological method, what Shults leave
unsaid will be discerned from the outworking of his theological proposal.

Shults proposes that one use the biblical witness, tradition, philosophy, and
contemporary human experience, which appears to include science and contemporary

culture, in an overlapping relationship to reform theology. Shults further proposes that

Psychology(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2006), 64.
®Ipid., 8.

Ybid., 64.
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the interpretation of the Bible should be the primary source for this theological
reformation. This dissertation will argue that his actual methodology is istemswith
the above proposal. It will be shown that Shults’s method is more influenced by the
central tenets of postfoundationalist epistemology, the philosophical turn adianal

ontology, and contemporary science than a serious engagement with the Scriptures.

Thesis

The purpose of this dissertation is to provide a critical evaluation of the
theological method of the postconservative theologian, F. LeRon Shults. It isizetbg
that Shults’s project of developing theology in light of the postmodern milieu is a
legitimate and necessary enterprise for evangelical theologiaespit®this laudable
motivation, it will be demonstrated that Shults’s theological method fails eastttwo
counts: biblical fidelity and internal consistency.

This dissertation evaluates the theological method of F. LeRon Shults by
examining how his theology corresponds to external authorities, especially the
authoritative witness of the Bible, and if his theology shows signs of internal
inconsistencie®’ The biblical text will be the most significant external standard by
which Shults’s work will be judged.

Each of Shults’s sources of theology will be discussed. First, Shults’'s use of
these sources will be described followed by an evaluation of his use of Scripdure a

philosophy. His use of Scripture and tradition is summarized in chapter 2, and his use of

®2The scope of the evaluative sections of this diaten will be limited to an examination of
Shults’s use of Scripture and philosophy. Thigmarscope seeks to show the shortcomings of Skults’
theological method. His work in other areas mayliseussed if it is deemed relevant to the topitaaid.
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Philosophy and science in chapter 3. Chapters 4 and 5 evaluate Shults’s use of Scripture
and his use of philosophy and science respectively.

Shults rightly recognizes Scripture as primary in the development of
evangelical theology, but a closer examination of his use of the Bible revedistha
theological reformation actually pays little attention to engagingptsice. It will be
argued that Shults holds a wrong view of Scripture, fails to do an adequate jobirg treat
the biblical texts relevant to his theological conclusions, and actually comes to
conclusions that are contrary to biblical teaching. It will be shown that Sheftdo
imagine the experiences of the biblical authors and characters which hedp@tuction
of the Scripture, rather than seeking to discern the author’s intended meanintgaf.the
The formative experience “behind” the text is the authoritative aspectipfue for
Shults. | will also argue that Scripture is secondary to philosophy in Shults’s
methodology. Shults does not build his theology on the foundation of Scripture, but
rather utilizes Scripture as secondary corroboration to philosophicalsedetoctrines.
| will also show that Shults utilizes Scripture to fill in the content of a philosafiic
structured system. | also evaluate Shults’s use of Scripture by cogperitmeatment of
select texts of Scripture to the most natural meaning of the text. It validven that he
ignores many relevant texts and that his treatment of the texts that hexgags &
elementary at best and misleading at worst.

The interaction of philosophy and science with theology in Shults’s method
will be similarly evaluated. It will be argued that philosophy and scieragegpl
formative role in Shults’s development of theology, motivating his theologicahmefo

providing the foundation for his theological method, and shaping the material content of
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his theology. This use of philosophy and science will be evaluated by comparing
Shults’s conclusion to the witness of Scripture and the best scholars iretrantdields.

One of Shults’s most significant weaknesses is his over-reliance on philosdptty, w

gives formative direction to his dogmatic conclusions. This weakness is egpecial
surprising in light of his failure to argue clearly for the merits of the phylbgal

positions upon which he depends to direct his theological formulations. It will be shown
that Shults’s argument is based on a tenuous historical progression in philosophy from a
emphasis on substance to an emphasis on relation without any substantive argument for
the merits of this emphasis. Shults fails to articulate why he chose the “philedphn

to relationality” as his Archimedean point for reforming theology as agelWhy it should

be embraced by evangelical theologians. It will also be shown that Shults &féigisy

for allowing contemporary science to have too great an influence on his biblical
interpretation and doctrinal development. The influence of science on Shults’s theology
is ironic in light of his critique of foundationalism in all its forms because cqrdesmny
science is deeply rooted in classical foundationalism. Throughout the evaluation of
Shults’s use of theological resources, his method will be checked for internatexnsis

by evaluating his theological conclusions based on his own proposed method. In Shults’s
brief statements regarding theological method, he proposes that theology shoatede
primarily on Scripture. Tradition is seen as offering useful, but not determiaadive

setting a theological trajectory. According to Shults, moreover, theolmgjdsalso

address the philosophical challenges of the age in conversation with contemporary
science and culture. Based on this method, | argue that Shults fails $hef test

correspondence and consistency because he does not allow Scripture to guide his
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theology, and he uncritically embraces current trends in philosophy and seikmeig
these assumptions to drive his theological conclusions. His lack of serious engtageme
with the biblical text and misuse of other resources for theological develdpaise

doubts as to whether Shults is still within the bounds of evangelical orthodoxghtin li

of Shults’s stated priority on Scripture and the place it holds in evangelicaldiczd|
method this dissertation begins in earnest with a description of Shults’s usgtifr8cr

This is followed by a brief description of his use of tradition.
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CHAPTER 2
SHULTS’S USE OF SCRIPTURE AND TRADITION

Introduction

F. LeRon Shults lists four interrelated essentials for the reconstruasiveft
theology: “a faithful interpretation of the biblical witness, a criticalrapgation of the
theological tradition, the conceptual resolution of relevant philosophical issues, and a
plausible elucidation of contemporary human experiehc8hults’s treatment of the first
two of these sources, the biblical witness and the theological tradition, will balijext
of this chapter. It will be argued that both the biblical withess and traditiondareci
supplementary sources within Shults’s theology. First, it will be shown that igotatra
Shults’s statements that Scripture’s role in theology is normative bie iBirelegated to
a corroborative role in his theology. Second, it will be shown that Shults treat®tradit
as ancillary to philosophy and science instead of treating tradition as a sylsidia

Scripture.

The Biblical Witness

By what authority do we believe what we believe? Stott says that this query i

“the primary question in every religiod."When answering the question regarding what

F. LeRon ShultsReforming the Doctrine of Ga@rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 4.

2John StottEvangelical Truth: A Personal Plea for Unity, Intétg, & Faithfulness(Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1999), 35.
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is authoritative in Christian belief, Stott writes, “[T]he primary answigich evangelical
Christians (whether Anglican, Lutheran, Presbyterian, Baptist or otiverjathis
guestion is that the supreme authority resides neither in the church nor in the individual,
but in Christ and the biblical witness to hirh.Shults confesses this evangelical position
on the authority of Scripture, but it is questionable whether his theological meithasl al
with his professed evangelical conviction. The first part of this chaptebnafly point

to Shults’s statements regarding the authoritative position of Scripture in his
methodology; this will be followed by a summary of some of the major charéiceeos
Shults’s use of Scripture. It will be argued that Shults sees the expasfeheebiblical
authors and characters behind the text as the location of biblical authority. Tédis bel
that experience is authoritative probably stems from Shults’s postfoundati dosdikef in
the reciprocal relationship of experience and belief, as well as his viéw initations

of human language. It appears that Shults assigns a corroborative rol@tior&anihis
theological project and uses it to develop the themes of knowing, acting, and being.
These themes of knowing, acting, and being are directly related to the philesophic
disciplines of epistemology, ethics, and metaphysics. The summary of these
characteristics of Shults’s use of Scripture will show internal inconsigt&ithin

Shults’s method when juxtaposed with his statements on the authority of Scripture.

The Primacy of Scripture

Shults is clear that the four essentials of theological reformatioricasedyc

interrelated and mutually influencing, but he expresses the view that Scigppuim@ary

3Ibid.
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in theological formulation. When discussing the philosophical turn to relationality h
says that the theologian’s response to the contemporary challenges of plyilasoph
culture should be guided primarily by “the interpretation of biblical traditforf’Shults

is referring to the Bible by using the term “biblical tradition,” then kasesnent

approaches something akin to the Protestant traditisalafscriptura If, however, by
“biblical tradition” he means the traditional interpretation of the Bible bythech, then

he appears to be advocating a more Roman Catholic view of the theological emterprise

At least three things argue for a more Protestant interpretation o§'Shude
of the phrase “biblical tradition.” First, he uses very similar languages iddiineation
of four “interwoven desiderata” for theological reformation. In his list ofiatated
sources of theology, Shults clearly distinguishes between “a faithfypiatation of the
biblical witness” from “a critical appropriation of the theological tradit’® Note that
Shults’s use of the phrase “interpretation of the biblical witness” is almastigxhe
same as his phrase “interpretation of the biblical tradition.”

Second, Shults advocates a “critical appropriation” of tradition. The view of
tradition that Shults advances includes the radical transformation or evaronegéc
long-held dogmas. Tradition gives way to other sources. Shults does show a desire to
take into account the trajectory of tradition, but his theology is not bound by it. The
reality that Shults holds tradition loosely will become clear in the dismuss$ihis use of

tradition and his proposed rejection of some traditional Christian doctrines.

“Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Go8.

>See the discussion below on pp. 59-66 regardingatieus views of the authority of tradition
and its relationship to Scripture.
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Third, Shults seeks to set himself in the line of the Magisterial Reformers. H
sees himself as embedded in the Reformed tradition, and he sees his theolgjgicial pr
as an expression of the reformed intuitiomedbrmata et semper reforman@&formed
and always reforming)Referring to this project, Shults writes, “This reformation aims
for the transformation of the whole church and the whole world under the authority of
God'’s Word through the power of the Spirit.He also likens his attempt to free
theological language from the shackles of modern philosophy and science tésLuther
protest against the “Babylonian captivity” of the medieval chfirete further appeals to
Calvin’s discussion on the relationship between the knowledge of self and knowledge of
God to justify his dialectical treatment of anthropology and theology pfopéso, when
looking to post-medieval sources for his reconstructive task, Shults leans heavily upon
Protestant theologians as resoureShults seeks to place himself in the line of those
who he says seek to transform the church and the world under the authority of God’s
Word in contrast to the traditions of their day. It would be unlikely that he would claim
this heritage and then propose a view that elevates tradition above God’s Word. Indeed,
to move away from the Reformed position on the authority of the Bible would appear out
of step with his statements. Taken together, these facts lead one to cdmai &lautts’s

statement means that the interpretation of Scripture is the primary authaheological

®Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of God.

'Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropologrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 4.
8Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of God.

%Ibid.

19 recognize that Shults broadens his sources Bydirg short sections on ecumenical
resources, including Catholic and Eastern Orthagaxces, but the majority of the theologians Shults
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formulation. But the question remains whether Shults’s treatment of Scripthee in t
outworking of his theological project actually matches the elevated methazidlogi

position he proposes.

Kelsey’s Four Questions
In spite of his apparent belief in the authority of the Bible, Shults does not
clearly articulate his position on either the nature of the Bible, or itswtkealogy. In
fact, Shults intentionally avoids a clear enunciation of his position on Scripture. The
main reason for this, according to Shults, is his critique of foundationalism:
There are probably several reasons for [not stating clearly my positioniptu&gr
but the main one is related to the critique of foundationalism. To be honest, | have
resisted it at an emotional level, since | have a visceral reaction to yha which
so many of the 17th century scholastics returned to a medieval prolegomena
approach, beginning their presentations of theology with a rational defense of (or
rational defense of not having a rational defense of) their foundationalist use of
Scripture. . . . My sense is that, following Hodge, who mediated the 17th century

approachala Turretin, [foundationalism] has so deeply influenced American
evangelicalism that it wouldn't hurt to have a few theological voices thst it€'s

Shults argues that theology has been done in a foundationalist manner with Scripture
serving as the foundation. Since Shults’s entire project is based on an effort to move
beyond foundationalism, he seeks to resist any hint of it by refusing to tawedaostthe
nature of Scripture. In light of his deliberate silence, Shults’s position on8eriptil
be determined by surveying his use of Scripture in his works.

David Kelsey provides a good model in his bd@iqving Doctrine: The Uses

of Scripture in Modern Theolody In that work, Kelsey derives descriptions of some

looks to are Protestant.
YF. LeRon Shults, e-mail message to author, Septehthe2007.

“David H. KelseyProving Doctrine: The Uses of Scripture in Modele®logy(Harrisburg,
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uses of Scripture in modern theology by surveying how several theologians use &criptur
Since Shults is intentionally obtuse regarding his view of Scripture, Kelseyk will
serve as a useful matrix for describing Shults’s use of Scripture.

Kelsey recognizes that his descriptions of the uses of Scripture are not
exhaustive. He also acknowledges that theologians may utilize Scriptureumswaays
at different times and in different contexts. He confesses that his desctiptsimply a
series of illustrations of the diverse ways in which biblical writings casohstrued
when taken as authority for theological purposésEven though Kelsey’s descriptions
are limited by the fact that they are incomplete and illustrative, dfilégerve as a
helpful framework for describing Shults’s general use of the Btble.

Kelsey structures his descriptions of the use of Scripture in modern theology
around four questions that illuminate the various aspects of each theologiaimetre
of the Bible. The organizing questions he proposes are as follows:

1. What aspect(s) of Scripture is (are) taken to be authoritative?
2. What is it about this aspect of Scripture that makes it authoritative?

3. What sort of logical force seems to be ascribed to the Scripture to whict isppe
made?

PA: Trinity Press International, 1999).
Ybid., 16.

_ori Unger Brandt and L. Joseph Rosas use Kelsgastions in the same manner to
illuminate their discussion of Kierkegaard's usé¢hef Scriptures. See Lori Unger Brandt, “Kierkegésa
Use of the Old Testament,” Kierkegaard and the BibJeed. Lee C. Barnett and John Stewart (Burlington,
VT: Ashgate, 2010); L. Joseph Ros8sripture in the Thought of Sgren Kierkega@Xashville:
Broadman and Holman, 1994), 147-49. For a crigealuation of the original printing of Kelsey's o
under the titlelJses of Scripture in Recent Theolpgge Carl F. H. Henry “Theology and Biblical
Authority: A Review Atrticle,”Journal of Evangelical Theological Society (Fall 1976), 315-23; and John
M. Frame, “The Uses of Scripture in Recent TheoJogyestminster Theological Journa® (Spring
1977), 328-53.
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4. How is the Scripture that is cited brought to bear on theological proposals so as to
authorize thent?

Kelsey organizes his survey of the uses of Scripture around three differeptatsthe
first question. He writes, “The authoritative aspect of biblical writirgpreetimes its
doctrinal or conceptual content, sometimes its recital or narrative, sasetgsimythic,
symbolic, or imagistic expression of a saving evéhtShults’s use of Scripture will be

compared to some of these uses to illuminate his position.

Authoritative Aspect of Scripture

Rejection of “Content as Authoritative”

It is important to note that in answering the first question regarding the
authoritative aspect of Scripture, Shults rejects the first answer—casthat
authoritative aspect of Scripture. Kelsey summarizes the “content asitaditresr
position: “[T]he authoritative element in scripture is its doctrinal or conckeptudent,
which is important because it is divinely inspired, is to be used to frame diessipt
the true Christian view of things, and, hence, is simply and directly to be restated i
contemporary idiom by modern theology.”Kelsey recognizes this position as the
traditional Christian view of Scripture. In contemporary theological dismssthis use

seems to reflect what would be characterized as a propositionalist usitfr8t}

K elsey,Proving Doctrine 15.

Ibid.

YIbid., 16-17.

¥propositional theology is defined as a “[bJranchih&ology that treats the Bible, called
‘inscripturated revelation,” as a record of progiosis or declarations about God, given by God hiimde

begins with the premise that revelation is esskytize divine communication of rationally
comprehensible truths to humanity. Because theyationally comprehensible, they can be put into
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Shults’s rejection of this use of Scripture in theology is se&eforming the
Doctrine of God As he begins to discuss the biblical support for his view of divine
infinity, Shults says, “My interest is not in deducing the doctrine of divine tgffrom
propositional statements found in Scripture, but in demonstrating how the experience of
an incomparable intensive presence underlies the development of the biblical
understanding of God* Shults intentionally avoids the view that doctrinal content is
authoritative.

Shults’s resistance to the propositional view of Scripture is consistent with his
disdain for dogmatic propositional theological statements. When explaining why
doctrinal statement from the leaders of Emergent—an organization withimérgiag
church movement dedicated to facilitating theological conversation within postmoder
culture—would be “unnecessary, inappropriate and disastrous,” he uses very strong

condemning languad®. He inveighs,

language and stated in propositions. Propositithedlogy takes these revealed propositions angrahd
synthesized, analyzes, and deduces conclusionstifremm Christ is considered the ultimate realitgt e
ultimate proposition because he is rationally caghpnsible. Propositional theology insists upon the
absolute non-negotiable, unchanging, and essaehigahcter of the Christian faith. A Christian neéal
hold to the fundamentals—such as the verbal ineyrafthe Bible, the deity of Christ, the virgirrthi,
substitutionary atonement, and the physical restiore and bodily return of Christ—because these are
literal scriptural propositions” (George Thomas l&nt ed.Nelson's Dictionary of Christianity: The
Authoritative Resource on ChristianfiMashville: Thomas Nelson, 2005], s.v. “propositbtheology”).
For a helpful treatment of the postconservativenwdé the propositional view of theology, see A. B.
Caneday, “Is Theological Truth Functional or Praposal? Postconservativism’s Use of Language Games
and Speech-Act Theory,” Reclaiming the Center: Confronting Evangelical Amecoodation in
Postmodern Time®d. Millard J. Erickson, Paul Kjoss Helseth, dodtin Taylor (Wheaton, IL: Crossway,
2004). For a postconservative view of the proposél use of Scripture, see Roger E. Olfdaformed and
Always Reforming: The Postconservative ApproadiMangelical TheologyGrand Rapids: Baker, 2007),
153-81; Stanley J. Grenz and John R. FraBlgond Foundationalism: Shaping Theology in a
Postmodern ContexXtouisville: Westminster John Knox, 2001), 60-&Bd John R. Frank&he

Character of Theology: An Introduction to Its NaguiTask, and Purpog&rand Rapids: Baker Academic,
2005), 88-89.

¥Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Gpa6.

“\When discussing the emergent church movement, aisé distinguish between “the
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From a theological perspective, this fixation with propositions can eaadytdethe
attempt to use the finite tool of language on an absolute Presence that transcends
and embraces all finite reality. Languages are culturally constrsgimbol systems
that enable humans to communicate by designating one finite reality incticsti

from another. The truly infinite God of Christian faith is beyond all our linguistic
grasping, as all the great theologians from Irenaeus to Calvin havednsisd so

the struggle to capture God in our finite propositional structures is nothing short of
linguistic idolatry*

Shults’s use of Scripture is not only in harmony with the anti-propositionalist
views of postconservatives, but it is also consistent with their preferenaerfore
narrative view of Scripture. Olson generalizes the postconservative'ofrewelation

when he writes,

emerging church” and “Emergent.” For a look atdisinction between the emerging church and
Emergent, see Dan Kimball, “Origin of the Terms ‘&nging’ and ‘Emergent’ Church-part 1Vintage

Faith (April 20, 2006) [journal on-line], accessed 6 ARO08; available from http://www.dankimball.
com/vintage_faith/2006/04/origin_of_the _t.htmltdmet; idem, “Origin of the Terms ‘Emerging’ and
‘Emergent’ Church-part 2,Vintage Faith(April 20, 2006) [journal on-line], accessed 6 AR008;

available from http://www.dankimball.com.vintageitlfid2006/04/origin_of_the _t.html; Internet. The
term “emerging church” first appeared in a taglingt was connected to The Leadership Network’s
gathering that was focused on up-and-coming leadkeosdesired to reach the postmodern culture. The
terms changed froi®@enX which is specifically related to an age grouppéstmoderna change that
brought much philosophical baggage to the “emerghmgch.” According to Kimball, “Emerging

Church’ simply meant churches who were missiondl‘aring the church’ in our culture.” See Dan
Kimball, “Origin of the Terms ‘Emerging’ and ‘Emeggt’ Church-part 1,Vintage Faith(April 20, 2006)
[journal on-line]; accessed 6 April, 2008; avaifilom http://www.dankimball.com/vintage_faith/
2006/04/origin_of the _t.html; Internet. Drisculiites that the emerging church is a growing, lbpse
connected movement of primarily young pastors wieogdad to see the end of modernity and are seeking
to function as missionaries who bring the gospelesfus Christ to emerging and postmodern cultures”
(Mark Driscoll,Confessions of a Reformission Rev.: Hard Lessams &n Emerging Missional Church
[Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2006], 22). The terméagant” was formally brought onto the scene on June
21, 2001 when Bryan McLaren, Tony Jones, Doug Raggid others met to come up with a name for a
new network of young leaders that they were stgrtifhey settled on the name “Emergent.” Emergent
now an official organization that seeks to facititthe emerging conversation through emergentéltagm
and various partnerships with likeminded publishédsfortunately, Emergent has been on a troubling
trajectory from the start. Driscoll charges thw temergent church is the latest version of liiema The
only difference is that the old liberalism accommtedl modernity and the new liberalism accommodates
postmodernity” (DriscollConfessions of a Reformission R&1). So, the emerging church movement
includes conservative young leaders who are se¢&ingach a transitioning culture with the gospel.
Emergent, on the other hand, is a left-leaning ¢hrasf the emerging tree.

ZE, LeRon Shults, “Blast from the PasEnergent Villageaccessed 8 September 2010;
available from http://www.emergentvillage.com/ wadpblast-from-the-past-i.html; Internet. See also
Shults’s critique of Erickson’s univocal theoloditanguage in Shult®keforming the Doctrine of Go@5-
26; and OlsonReformed and Always Reformjrigh5.
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Postconservative evangelicals are concerned that conventional evanhebtady

has been captivated by an excessive concern for the propositional natures of divine
revelation and of theology. . . . Alongside this concern to correct the overly
propositional view of revelation and theology many postconservatives aretederes

in the contributions of narrative hermeneutics and theology to evangelical thdught.

Shults resists using the conceptual content of the biblical text as auieritajecting
the propositionalist view; he therefore refrains from utilizing this contetitame the

description of the Christian view of things.”

Experience as Authoritative
It will be shown that Shults looks behind the biblical text to the experiences of
the biblical authors and characters mediated through the narrative as theatiwhori
aspect of Scripture. This use of Scripture most closely corresponds to thgKelse
description of recital or narrative as the authoritative aspect of Sexipkiglisey
observes,
There has been a wide-spread consensus in Protestant theology in the past four
decades that the “revelation” to which scripture attests is a selfeatatibn by
God in historical events, and not the information about God stated in divinely
communicated doctrines and concepts. Scripture is said to be important because it
preserves the content of revelation. That means that it narrates théstnrgve
events, not that it teaches the divinely sanctioned doctrines. The authoritiive s
of scripture, then, is its narrative and not its didactic aspect.
This narrative position seems to be close to what Shults is doing with Scriitisréhel

narrative aspect of Scripture that functions as authoritative in his theadlpgiposals

instead of the content of Scripture. His use of Scripture bears this out.

#0lson,Reformed and Always Reformijrig4.
ZKelsey,Proving Doctrine 16-17.

1bid., 32.
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Shults makes several statements that indicate that he builds support for his
views on the basis of the experience of the authors or main characters of Sckpture
example, as mentioned above, he writes, “My interest is not in deducing the doctrine of
divine Infinity from propositional statements found in Scripture, but in demonstrating
how the experience of an incomparable intensive presence underlies the denetdpme
the biblical understanding of Go&>” Shults states that his intention is to look to the
formative experiences of the biblical characters that lie behind thetdigcover the
genesis of their understanding of God. When arguing against the concept that God is a
single subject Shults makes a similar statement: “Our limited purpose setttion,
however, is to demonstrate how the early Christian experience of being redeeme
through participation in the relation of Christ to the Father through the Spirit tiechiha
to robust explanations of the inherently relational life of God in Scriptrégain,

Shults focuses his attention on the experience of the authors and charactetsaattiner
inspired biblical text that interprets those experiences. Arguing agamaksas first

cause, Shults writes, “The theological issue here is not the causal order a$tligrigs’

but the new understanding of temporal existence that emerged in the wake of
transformative religious experiences of the promising presence of theab{btd.”’
Again, Shults’s theology is gleaned from the “transformative religiopsréences” to
which the biblical text bears witness. In all three examples, the expegiehthe

authors and the characters behind the text form the basis for Shults’s theaézagbailg.

Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Go@6, italics added.
“Ipid., 61.

ZIbid., 89.
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According to Shults’s statements, neither the text of Scripture nor the doctrine
that the text teaches is of ultimate interest to him. For Shults, the expebeimad and
narrated through the text is the foundation for biblical doctrines. It is this erperihat
underlies the development of the biblical understanding that appears to be the
authoritative aspect of Scripture in Shults’s theology. Shults’s focus on expagence
seen in his discussion of Scripture. A few examples from his work show this esnphasi

on experience.

Experience Engenders Beliefs

Shults emphasizes the formative nature of experience on the theology of the
biblical characters. Shults says that Israel’'s experience transfoneie view of God.
He observes, “Israel’'s experience of YHWH over time challenged their
presuppositions® For example, how the Israelites experienced God led to their idea of
divine sovereignty. Shults writes, “The Israelites cannot make God'sifgeaar through
ritual magic or incantations. This experience led to the idea of divine sovgréignt
Shults also detects a qualitative distinction between the finite and the infitiie i
biblical authors’ expressions of worship as a result of their experience of God. He
continues, “The doxological expressions of the biblical authors indicate that their

experience of God'’s ‘greatness’ is qualitatively different from creftgreatness®

%F_ LeRon Shults and Steve Sandaljes Faces of Forgiveness: Searching for Wholeneds a
Salvation(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 126.

Pbid., 109.

3Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Goas.
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Shults believes the New Testament authors’ encounter with God’s fullness als
transforms their concept of divine infinitude. “This Christian experience dfitiee
pler smasuggests a truly infinite presence that is not simply defined over against that
which it fills.”*! This divine fullness is experienced very differently in the New
Testament. “In the New Testament, the promising presence of God is radically
reinterpreted in light of the experience of the incarnation of Jesus Christ and the
outpouring of the divine Spirit? So, “[Paul],” according to Shults, “interprets reality in
light of the experience of the resurrected Christ, through whom the Christiamnveewnl
the Spirit; this experience is not of a static timeless immaterialasugstbut of a ‘power
of futurity.” ** Shults observes that the apostle Paul not only changes his view of God in
light of his encounter with Christ, but he also draws a Gentile philosopher’s thought into
this transformation. Concerning Paul’'s sermon in Acts 17, Shults writes, “[Paul’s
critical appropriation of Epicurean philosophy in this passage illustrates the
reconstructive task of theology: Paul refigures their categories ingdighe experience
of God in Christ through the Spirit* In each of these examples, it is the experience that
stands behind the text that is foundational to the development of the view of God—

experience is authoritative.

3bid., 37.
*bid., 92.
bid., 93.

3bid., 37.
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Shults’s position is in keeping with his postfoundationalist maxim that
“experience engenders beliéf."The experiences of the biblical authors were formative
not only in their view of the Creator, but also was influential in the development of their
concept of creation. The biblical characters experience of God changeddienfvi
finite reality: “The experience of this incommensurably redemptigegce transforms
the way in which the people of God interpret the conditions of their finittfd@&iblical
experience, then, for Shults, indicates the finite creature’s dependence omite infi
creator for its continued existence. He continues, “Both the Hebrew Bible aNdwhe
Testament testify to an experience of divine beinglasng presence that constitutes the
conditions of creaturely life* Again, the experience of God is central to the
development of the biblical authors’ view of the created order.

Shults also sees experience of the divine presence as integral to theoformati
Israel’s national identity and eschatological hope. “The experience W Hs a
promising presence was constitutive for their identity as a people, calegpé¢ in the
coming reign of divine peace. . . . Their memory of God’s faithful and steadfast love
oriented them in hope toward this futuré."This communal aspect of life for the people
of God also has bearing on the biblical concept of morality. “Being in righiome et

God has an irreducibly social dimension, and this permeates Israel's expandnce

#Shults,Postfoundationalist Task of Theolog)-50.
%shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Go@86.
*lbid., 281.

*#bid., 89.
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understanding of good and evif”Experience also impacts how New Testament authors
conceived community. According to Shults, “The experience of the ‘the truth isug’ Je
(Eph 4:21) binds believers together as they learn to live wisely in comm(thity.”

The eschatological hope of the Old Testament people of God, initiated by the
experience of the divine presence, is transformed in light of the radieallgxperience
of the presence of God in the New Testament. After discussing the Old &estam
treatment of wisdom, Shults writes, “The cosmological scope and eschadblomicer
of the creaturely experience of divine wisdom are maintained in the New Eedtaat
refigured in Trinitarian terms in light of the outpouring of the Holy Spirit at éterst
after the resurrection of Jesus Chrfst.tn light of this transition to the incarnate
presence of God in the person of Jesus and the indwelling presence of the Holy Spirit, he
then writes, “The New Testament authors experienced God’s promising presance
way that wholly oriented them to the reception of new being in relation to the divine
parousiathat makes all things neW?’ Shults’s repeated emphasis on the impact of
experience on the beliefs of the biblical characters illustratesdhthéd the experience
behind the text is the authoritative aspect of Scripture in Shults’s theology.

Shults notes that the authors of Scripture were not beholden to early modern
categories when articulating their faith, yet they were influencetldyéxperiences.

“The authors of Scripture did not rely on the categorical distinction betweenahatel

%F. LeRon Shults and Steven J. Sandagansforming Spirituality: Integrating Theology and
Psychology(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2006), 98.

“pid., 71.
Ypid., 70.

*’Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Go82.
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immaterial substance to express their experience of the biblical God. . . eXjeilence

of redemptive activity of the biblical God was a being-encountered by a pbwerf
presence that was wholly beyond their finite contfdl Shults says that this disjunction
between the interpreted experience of the biblical authors and the modern theologians
thought patterns led to an incongruity between the biblical portrayal of God and the
interpretations of the text by theologians. “The philosophical and scientdéigarées of
early modernity created a conceptual matrix in which it became increadiffglylt to

offer a coherent presentation of this experierf¢eShults’s solution is to jettison early
modern philosophical notions and along with them some of the doctrines they have
influenced. He writes, “We can begin to respond to these challenges by showing that
dependence on the category of immaterial substance is underdetermined biydale bi
witness to an experience of God as an incompapbkenceg®® Another example of the
problem of reading biblical experiences through an early modern lens given kg Shult
relates to substance metaphysics. “Interpreting the biblical witnéiss experience of
God primarily in terms of substance and immateriality too easily leadsacaption of
the divine dialectically defined over against material substaficstead of an
anachronistic reading of the biblical witness through an early modern philosophial |
it IS more appropriate, according to Shults, to ferret out the experiences tnandef

the biblical authors’ beliefs. Shults’s emphasis on experience is seen in ¢hissts.

“bid., 35.
*“bid.
“bid.

“9bid., 38.
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Shults’s comments and his use of Scripture reveal that the experience of the
biblical authors and characters is the authoritative aspect of Scripturesystam. In
Shults’s view, experience is the basis for the author’s beliefs. This view ispimge
with the first half of Shults’s postfoundationalist maxim that “[i|nterpde¢xperience
engenders and nurses all beliefs, and a network of beliefs informs theatateopr of
experience® This reality points toward a possible answer to the second question in

Kelsey’s model.

Why Experience Is the Authoritative
Aspect of Scripture

The next question in Kelsey’'s schema is, “What is it about [the authoritative]
aspect of scripture that makes it authoritati¥®"8hults holds the experience narrated by
Scripture to be authoritative. Why is this aspect of Scripture authorita8vefts does
not articulate a definitive answer to this question, and his work does not give solid clues
as to his motivation for an emphasis on experience. Therefore, the conclusions in this
section must be held tentatively until Shults decides to discuss the issue miye tlea
do not want to be charged with presumptuously proposing Shults’s unspecified
motivation, but will tentatively posit a few possibilities of why Shults mgge
experience as the authoritative aspect of Scripture.

One of the possible reasons for Shults’s focus on the experience of the biblical
characters and authors is found in his articulation of the tenets of Postfoundationali

When articulating four couplets that are programmatic to postfoundationalidta Shu

*’Shults,The Postfoundationalist Task of Theolpg$.

“8elsey,Proving Doctrine 15.

46



begins by pairing together experience and belief. He summarizes tienstlgp as
follows, “Interpreted experience engenders and nurses all beliefs, arvdoaknet
beliefs informs the interpretation of experiené®.3hults’s view of the reciprocal
relationship between experience and belief applied to the biblical authors gets the
heart of the importance of the experiences of the biblical players for Shiaég-déerive
their beliefs from their experiences. The interpreted experiences of tloalaithors
are formative for the beliefs that they articulate in their writingr $hults, it is their
formative experience that is primary. What is unclear is how the biblidabrsut
“network of beliefs” influences the narrative of their experience and \aijtsS
emphasizes experience while neglecting belief when he clearly aoyuesetciprocal
relationship between the tw®.

Another potential reason for Shults’s belief that the experience of the biblical
authors is authoritative is his view of the nature of language. Shults seelfigitage
as incapable of communicating a clear articulation of the infinite. Thisaofi¢he nature
of language makes it problematic to see scriptural content is autherit&br Shults,
that would mean finite language could grasp the infinite. Speaking of the biblical
references to “the will of God,” Shults writes,

It is also important to remember one of the insights gained from our initial

discussion of divine Infinity: all human language is limited in relation to Gadt J
as descriptions of the ‘arm’ or ‘seat’ of God are anthropomorphic, so too are

descriptions of the divine ‘intellect’ and ‘will.” These concepts are not exempt fr
the limitations of human predication. This does not mean that this language is not

*9Shults, The Postfoundationalist Task of Theolpds.

bid.
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truly revelatory but it does mean that the absolute presence that is beirlgdevea
cannot be grasped by the finite definitiGhs.

Shults argues that the limitations of human language prevent the authors from jenning
clear articulation of God’s character. Another example of Shults’s view on the

limitations of human language is seen in the context of his discussion on the confessions
of faith. As mentioned above, Shults harshly criticizes man’s attempt to cpure

infinite using finite language. “The truly infinite God of Christian faith igdoel all our
linguistic grasping, as all the great theologians from Irenaeus to Calxenrmsasted, and

so the struggle to capture God in our finite propositional structures is nothing short of
linguistic idolatry.® Therefore, for Shults, it makes sense that instead of the content of
the text, which is marred by the limitations of language, being authoritatigeh i

author's experience that gives a glimpse of the divine and is thereforgiative>

The Logical Force Ascribed to Scripture

The third question that Kelsey proposes to understand the theological use of
the Bible is, “What sort of logical force seems to be ascribed to the scriptwigch

appeal is made?” It will be argued that Scripture has a corroborative force in most of

*1Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Gp@5.
*2Shults, “Blast from the Past.”

*3An issue that Shults fails to address is the mfabietween the evangelical or biblical
doctrine of the divine inspiration of the Bible atié implications that doctrine has on his vieviraf
limitations of all human language in relation todsdHe leaves unanswered the question of whetharedi
inspiration can or has overcome the limitationbwian language in the production of the Bible ichsa
way that God’s character is revealed accuratdlgivine inspiration were not enough to overconideast
to some degree, the limitations of human languagelation to God, then the authority of Scriptisre
seriously undermined. More will be said regardimg authority of Scripture and what Shults’s use of
Scripture reveals about his view of that authdritghap. 4.

**Kelsey,Proving Doctrine 15.
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Shults’s work. He uses Scripture as a last resort to check the validitydafchige
rather than the starting place for developing his theology.

One way that Shults’s corroborative use of Scripture is seen is in the
organization of his argument. An example of Shults using Scripture in this manner
appears irReforming the Doctrine of Godn “Part 1—Challenges in the Doctrine of
God,” Shults discusses three aspects of the doctrine of God that he proposes need
reforming: (1) God as immaterial substance, (2) God as a single subje®) &ull(as
first cause. In each of these aspects, Shults begins by discussing theppickds
problems and how they influence each doctrine. Next, he surveys the problapetic a
of the doctrine in early modern theological projects and late-modern philosophy. He then
turns to the tension that these doctrines create for contemporary sciendly, l@na
spends a few pages discussing the biblical experiences related to each.dbbese
final sections of biblical discussion serve only to buttress what has already bee
articulated from his sections on philosophy, tradition, and science. The agendmid set
the doctrine is developed from the philosophical and scientific sources. Themr8cript
is used as a secondary support for his position. A similar pattern of argumeontsiseads
Reforming Theological Anthropologyshults begins this work by surveying the
transition to relationality in the history of philosophy. He then thematizesotheept of
relationality and its outworking in developmental psychology, education, andiabirit
transformatior?® This is followed by a section in which Shults points to

Schleiermacher’s concept of relationality as a model to follow. He tbherpares the

*Shults admits that the chapter on “Relationalitst Spiritual Transformation” is “an exercise
in philosophical theology” (Shult®eforming Theological Anthropology8).
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concept of relationality in the works of Barth and Pannenberg. In his finedrse8hults
turns to discuss “Reforming Theological Anthropology.” It is only after Sinalssspent
seven chapters emphasizing the importance of relationality that he turnsessather
reformation of theological anthropology. Each of the chapters in the final section is
comprised of two parts. The first part raises philosophical issues of substansenduali
and faculty psychology as they relate to human nature, inherited sin, and the image of
God. Each chapter seems to be an argument for how these doctrines need to be adjusted
in light of the turn to relationality and the subsequent rejection of substancerdaats
faculty psychology. Finally, in the last half of each chapter, biblicalestegs brought

to bear on the issue at hand. It appears that the issue has already been raisedand se
before Shults turns to any sort of “biblical scholarship.” Again, the Bible plays a
supporting role in Shults’s theological method.

The corroborative nature of Shults’s use of Scripture is seen not only in the
ordering of the discussion but also in its lack of substance. Shults’s failure geenga
serious exegesis in these sections can be seen by the terse, facilepmupdeiec
treatment of the text. First, he does not spend adequate time exegeting tise=texid,
what biblical exegesis Shults actually does is superficial at best. Thisshorty could
be a partial result of the limited space he dedicates to the text. These singsamnght
have been mitigated to some degree had Shults provided adequate references to several
sources for further study, but very little was offered.

A third exegetical shortcoming is his exclusion of texts that could be used to
support an opposing viewpoint. Instead of engaging these problem texts directly, Shults

ignores them. Based on this short, superficial, incomplete exegesis, Shultsgumps

50



unwarranted and often unbiblical conclusions. The sections in Shults’s works on
exegesis appear to be little more than a perfunctory nod to the biblicahdext a
secondary confirmation of what has already been shown via philosophy, seledsve par
tradition, and scienc®.

Part Il of Reforming the Doctrine of Gadso exemplifies Shults’s exegetical
shortcomings. There, Shults offers a brief summary of his reconstructive grtgrdbe
doctrine of God centered on the themes of divine knowing, acting, and being. The
biblical exegesis in these sections does not appear to be thorough enough tthh@ustify t
reforms that Shults calls for. It functions simply as a secondary substemttahis
philosophically-derived conclusions.

For example, in the second section of each chapter, Shults surveys the Old and
New Testament themes of the name, reign, and face of God. Shults introduces the
subsection on the name of God by making several assertions supported by parsal quote
of biblical texts. His opening paragraph illustrates the terse, incomplete wéhis
exegesis:

When God says to Moses “I know you by name” (Exod 33:17), the point is not
the propositional content of the divine intellect but the faithful intentionality of the
divine promise. The name of the Lord indicates an intimate presence: “Behold, the
name of the Lord comes from far” (Isa 30:27); “The Lord answers in the day of
trouble! The name of the God of Jacob protect you!” (Ps 20:1) The name of the
Lord is a “strong tower” (Prov 18:10; cf. Ps 20:1) into which the righteous run.
God’s blessing is described as “putting” the divine name on the Israelites (Num

6:27; cf. Deut 12-16; 2 Chron 20:9). To be “called” by God’s name is to belong to
God (Isa. 4:1; 43:1; Jer. 14:9; 15:16; 1 Kings 8:43). It is “for the sake” of

**Here, | simply state that Shults’s exegesis doésmme until after he argues his case, his
exegesis is done poorly, he excludes relevant gasfeom consideration, and he jumps to unwarranted
conclusions. This supports the idea that Scrigplags a corroborative or confirmatory role in Shigl
system. This critique of Shults’s exegesis willilbestrated and expanded in chap. 4. Examplekbeil
given of each of these exegetical shortcomingstla@desults will be evaluated to reveal that Stailts
theology is indeed inconsistent with a high viewsefipture and unbiblical in its conclusions.
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constituting the identity of Israel in redemptive relation to God that the divme na
is faithfully called out over the people, binding them together in hope (cf. Pss. 9:10;
23:3; Isa 48:19; Ezek 26J.

This introductory paragraph seems innocuous enough, yet the manner in which Shults
uses the biblical text is of interest. Notice that the assertions are fédly, followed by
a partially quoted verse or biblical reference. This example appears todpsttmee of
proof-texting. This would not be so problematic were the introductory paragraph
followed by a deeper explanation of the biblical text, but this is not what Shultgndoes
the remainder of the section. Instead, Shults continues with the superficiahcfat
very few texts in order to make his case that, in Israel’'s experience,
[b]eing named by God is an experience of the intensive Infinity of divine
faithfulness, and the unspeakabilitytbé divine name came to signify this infinite
gualitative difference between Creator and creature. . . . Some of their ancient
neighbors attempted to control their gods by invoking their names through rituals,
but the Israelites came to understand that the one true God could not be manipulated

or named as finite objects are named. . . . They came to understand that ultimately
God is beyond the reach of human nantfhg.

Shults seeks to make the connection between God’s naming of a people, divine
faithfulness, and the Creator, which is qualitatively distinct from the crea8irelts
expands on this theme of an inability to “name” God using little more than a series of
brief references to texts and narrative accotttgain, Shults does not actually exegete

the texts, but rather offers them as proof texts for his doctrine. He highlights the

*’Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Gp@14.
*Hpid., 215.

*Shults briefly refers to the naming of aspectsrefition in Gen 1-2 as a sign of control. He
mentions Jacob’s striving with God and asking fiesrdpponent’s name (Gen 32:27). The closest Shults
comes to actually engaging a text is his brief cemihon Exod 3:14 where he notes a distinction betwe
the use of the first and third person forms of am15-16). But what more should one expect?tShul
after all, dedicates only five pages to explicatimg divine nhame throughout the entire Bible.
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hesitance to name God as illustrative of the fact that the people of Isvablesaature of
the infinite Creator as qualitatively different than that of finite cogatiShults argues
that this qualitative difference led to a human inability to grasp God and dresrefeir
hesitance to speak God’s name. Unfortunately, Shults fails to show clearly how the
respect for God’s name comes from the Israelite’s concept of infinitysir@y asserts
that their experience of the qualitatively distinct infiniteness of God is tldhem to
reverence his name. Shults fails to show that this idea of infinity is present@xthe
Instead, it appears that these conclusions, which are closely tied to Shultssphital
discussion of infinity, are imposed on the text. In his work, Shults argues for #oreject
of the concept of God as an immaterial substance on philosophical grounds; it seems that
he is utilizing the biblical idea of the incomprehensible nature of God to argue for his
conclusion®® The rejection of God as an immaterial substance is directly related to
Shults’s desire to move away from a substance metaphysic—God as an iadmateri
substance—to a relational metaphysic—God as an intensive presence—in resgunse to t
philosophical turn to relationality. Again, the biblical texts seem meralgrt@borate
the points Shults already made from other sources earlier in hi$book.

Shults finds himself on the horns of a dilemma. Either he must be inconsistent
with his statement on the authoritative place of Scripture in theology or he bas t
inconsistent with his stated postfoundationalist position. Shults’s use of Scripture i

supportive role is consistent with his clearly stated postfoundationalistrepietgy.

9Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Gpd8-35. In these sections, Shults builds his &ase
the rejection of God as an immaterial substancghilosophy, traditional, theological, and scieatifi
grounds.

®*The shortcoming of Shults’s corroborative use affBare will be taken up in chap. 4 with
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The postfoundationalist aversion to allowing a source to have a privileged foundational
position appears to lead Shults to use Scripture as the buttress for his positicinaather
the foundation. For Shults, Scripture is one of several sources in his reformatecy. proj
In spite of Shults’s claim that Scripture is more authoritative than othezespunis

actual use of Scripture shows that his postfoundationalist epistemology tatexsemee.

It would be inconsistent for Shults to privilege one source over another in the sense that
one is more foundational. Shults’s view of epistemology hinders him from allowing
Scripture to be more authoritative than tradition, philosophy, and science, in dpge of
claims otherwise. If he does allow Scripture to play the role of havingatéim
authority—if he truly allows it normative force—he would be open to the charge of
biblical foundationalism. Therefore, Shults is inconsistent with his position qot@eri

rather than his position on epistemology.

How Scripture Authorizes Doctrine

Kelsey’s final question in his treatment of the uses of Scripture in theology is
“How is the scripture that is cited brought to bear on theological proposals so as to
authorize them? Shults uses the biblical narrative of experiences as a source to flesh
out the conceptual framework of his proposals related to knowing, acting, and being.
This triad serves as the skeletal structure for Shults’s constructive proposal

Shults links the triad of knowing, acting and being with two other conceptual

triads—the biblical triad of faith, love, and hope, and the philosophical triad of

more examples of Shults’s misuse of the bibliczai.te

%%k elsey,Proving Doctrine 15.
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epistemology, ethics, and ontolo%y This link is important to understand as a survey of
his work reveals the formative influence of the triad in much of Shults’s work. Shults
makes a direct connection among these three triddsforming Theological
Anthropology He writes, “I am aiming for a theology of human knowing, acting and
being that articulates the good news about the biblical God whose grace trarsfiorm
epistemic, ethical, and ontological anxiety into faith, love and h&pé&”Shults’s work,
the related triads serve as the superstructure around which he organizes hissproposa
Shults states that his wofReforming the Doctrine of Goib his attempt to “find another
way for articulating a Christian understanding of divine knowing, acting, and bei

late modern culture®® He also states plainly that the constructive section of this work
focuses on expanding the themes of knowing, acting, and being: “The three chapters of
Part Ill outline a presentation of the gospel of divine knowing, acting, and 58ing.”
Reforming Theological AnthropologyndThe Faces of Forgivenease also organized
around the related triads of knowing, acting, and being and faith, hope, and love
respectively’’ Referring to faith, hope, and love, Shults writes, “My exploration of

forgiveness in this chapter [FFaces of Forgivene§ss structured by these abiding

®The relations of these themes are illustrated ineihults’s “Matrix of Theological Inquiry.”
See ShultsTransforming Spirituality63 and p. 141 below for the table.

®4Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropology63. See Shultdransforming Spirituality63
and p. 141 below for the table.

®5Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Go8.
*¥Ibid., 205.

Ibid.
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desiderata®® The themes are also formativeTirmnsforming Spirituality.Shults
summarizes his theological method and his use of Scripture to develop the themes of
knowing, acting, and being.
The first three subsections of each chapter treat their themes in lightfo@ithe
desiderata of theological presentation: accounting for the testimohyg bftilical
witness, critically appropriating the tradition, engaging the relevant pipifosal
issues, and illuminating human experience. These sources of theology overlap and
interpenetrate each other. . . . Accounting for the biblical witness to the experienc
of knowing, acting, and being in the Spirit may be facilitated as we recover
resources from other streams of the Christian tradition. The last four
(reconstructive) subsections of these chapters will also deal with thestibéme
knowing, acting, and beirj.
Notice that Shults not only organizes the reconstructive subsections arounddhleutri
he is also supremely interested in “accounting for the biblical witness topghaence of
knowing, acting, and being in the Spirit.” Shults uses Scripture as a means to develop the
themes surrounding knowing, acting, and being, which are central to his recorestruct
task.
Shults gives some indication regarding his motivation for using the interrelated
triads as an outline. When speaking of structuRefprming the Doctrine of God
around the triad of knowing, acting, and being as it relates to faith, hope, and love, Shults
writes, “If only these three ‘remain’ or ‘abide’ (1 Cor 13:13) it makes sense theise
as guides for understanding the nature of the eternal oflie permanence of the

three themes motivates Shults. Shults is also motivated by the desire to undo $mme of t

perceived mistakes of early modern theologians: “Organizing the therties way is

®8Shults and Sandagéhe Faces of Forgivenesk70.
9Shults and Sandagéransforming Spirituality64-65.

°Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Gp@05.
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intended to shed light on the conceptual patterns within theology that have been obscured
by some of the formal and material decisions that structure present#dtibiesdoctrine
of God in many early modern theological projects.This motivation will be discussed

in more detail in chapter 3.

Summary of Shults’s Use of Scripture

Using Kelsey’s matrix of questions offers a helpful picture of Shults’s efew
Scripture. In summary, he sees the narrated experience of the biblicat dngthimd the
biblical text as authoritative. One possible reason for this view is hiidba
relationship between experience and belief. Since “interpreted expeneyereders and
nurses all beliefs,” the interpreted experience of the biblical authors shepesaching
and is therefore of primary value. Another potential reason why Shults vipesence
as primary is because of the limitations of human language. Shults repeatedly
emphasizes the inability of human language to grasp the infinite. So, the formative
experience of the biblical authors is privileged over the linguistic testirtmotineir
experience. In keeping with his postfoundationalist epistemology, Shults sgxgr&c
as having a corroborative force. It is one of several sources for theologycandat
function as the primary source lest it become foundational. Finally, Shults ugear8cr
to develop the themes related to knowing, acting, and being. This triad serves as the
formative outline while Scripture serves to fill in the details regarding dasrdehuman

knowing, acting, and being.

bid., 206.
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Traditional Resources

The second section of this chapter will investigate Shults’s use of traditional
resources for his theology. It will be shown that tradition functions as a suppéeynent
resource within Shults’s theological project. But, in contrast to the Pnutesta that
tradition is ancillary to Scripture, Shults sees tradition as ancillary togoiphy and
science.

Tradition can be defined either as the act of handing down a pattern of
thoughts, actions, or behaviors orally or by example, or it may be defined as & cont
of what is being passed on. In theological terms, “tradition” denotes

any one or the whole body of Christian teaching transmitted orally froerafeon
to generation; held by Roman Catholics to comprise the teaching derived from
Christ and the apostles, together with that subsequently communicated to the

church by the Holy Spirit, and to be of equal authority with Scripture. Also, [it may
refer to] the transmission of such teachifg.

Lane recognizes the ambiguity of the term as used in theological ds=iaad gives
three options for its meaning. First, tradition may be “the sum total of theti@ris
heritage passed down from the previous agésde says that this all-embracing concept
includes Scripture. Second, tradition may refer to “the act of handing on thagheri
Lane calls this “active tradition’® Third, tradition may be the sum total of Christian

heritage passed down that does not include Scriptulteis this final definition of

23. A. Simpson and E. S. C. Weinsw."tradition," in The Oxford English Dictionary2nd
ed.

A. N. S. Lane, "Scripture, Tradition, and Churchm Kistorical Survey,Vox Evangelic#
(1975): 37.

"Ibid.

Slbid.
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tradition—Christian heritage outside of Scripture—that Lane employs intlake aand it

serves as the typical meaning in the discussion that follows unless otherwiBedspec

Taxonomy of Views of Tradition

It is helpful to understand some of the various positions regarding the place of
tradition in theology so that Shults’s view may be compared with the potential options
To that end, a brief summary of some of the more common views of tradition will be
offered followed by a brief discussion of Shults’s position. Oberman offers a helpful
taxonomy of views of tradition in his article, “Quo Vadis? Tradition from Irena®us t
Humani Generig’® As the title indicates, Oberman surveys the historical development
of these views from the early church to the 1950s. He articulates three broathaews
he labels Tradition I, Tradition Il, and Tradition Ill. McGrath also offare¢ views of
tradition. First, there is the single-source theory, which is the samecas\&@bs
Tradition I. Second, his dual-source theory of tradition is the same as Oberman’s
Tradition Il. Finally, McGrath’s novel contribution to the taxonomy is “Traditior-0"
the total rejection of tradition. Lane follows Oberman’s lead expanding on Hisinvor
“Scripture, Tradition, and Church: An Historical Survéy.Lane admits that his survey
is indebted to Oberman’s work with a few nuanced adjustments. Referring to his
categories, Lane writes, “The first two views are basically the ssOberman's

Tradition | & Il. The third view is not found in Oberman while the fourth is a vanati

Heiko A. Oberman, “Quo Vadis? Tradition from Irenago Humani GenerisScottish
Journal of Theologyt6 (1963): 225-55.

"Lane, “Scripture, Tradition, and Church,” 37-55.
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of his Tradition 1. In light of the interrelated nature of the taxonomies of McGrath,
Lane, and Oberman, they will be treated together to offer a more thorougte pitthe

various views of tradition.

Tradition I: The Coincidence View

Oberman says that the early church believed that “kerygma, Scripture and
tradition coincide entirely® This view, called Tradition | by Oberman, teaches that
Scripture and tradition have the same source in divine revelation, a common “basis of
operation” in the Holy Spirit, and the same content in the kerygma. Referring to this
view, McGrath comments, “Tradition’ here means simply ‘a traditiong} afa
interpreting Scripture within a community of faith.” This view isiagle-sourceheory of
theology: Theology is based upon the Scripture, and ‘tradition’ refers to ‘adrediti
way of interpreting Scripturé®® He continues, “This approach remains the ‘majority
report’ within modern Christianity®* Also, contrary to Lane, McGrath argues, “The
mainstream Reformation adopted this appro&¢h.ane calls this view the coincidence

view. He summarizes it as follows: “The teaching of the church, Scripture aalitibin

coincide. . . . Apostolic tradition is authoritative, but does not differ in content from the
Scripture. . . . Apostolic tradition does not add to Scripture but is evidence of how it is
"¥bid., 138 n. 6.

“Oberman, “Quo Vadis?” 227.

8alister E. McGrathChristian Theology: An IntroductiofCambridge, MA: Blackwell,
1994), 188.

#lpid.

#lbid.

60



correctly to be interpreted® In this view, Scripture and tradition are one source. Lane
mentions the implications of this view for one’s bibliology. He writes that in the
coincidence view, “Scripture is materially sufficient (it contains all ihaecessary) but

formally insufficient (it needs an interpreter}®

Tradition Il: The Supplementary View

The supplementary view is a two-source theory. Unlike the coincidengg vie
where Scripture and tradition form a single source of authority, Scripture aad ext
biblical tradition are seen as distinct yet equally authoritative sswfctruth. Oberman
observes that in this version of the Roman Catholic view, “canon law stands on the two
pillars of Scripture and traditio?> McGrath writes that according to this dual-source
theory of tradition, “tradition’ [is] understood to be a separate and distiicts of
revelation,n addition to Scriptur&® This view was articulated by the Council of
Trent®’

Lane traces the development of the supplementary view, noting that the
number of extra-biblical doctrines in the church grew in the middle ages anibtlere

needed justification. Tradition was thus employed. “Scripture thus being insuiffic

8 ane, “Scripture, Tradition, and Church,” 39.

#1bid., 40.

80berman, “Quo Vadis?” 234.

8McGrath,Christian Theology191, italics original.

8\Wolfgang Beinert writes, “The Council of Trent méms against the Protestants that the
Christian truth and the way of life are contained\written books and in unwirtten traditions, .otl of
which are to be ‘recieved and venerated with tleesaense of loyalty and reverence’.” Wolfgang Bein
“Tradition” in Handbook of Catholic Theologilew York: Crossroad, 1995), 713-14. Also see i &2

of The Catechism of the Catholic Chur€atechism of the Catholic ChurcfWashington, DC: United
States Catholic Conference—Libreria Editirce Vaiwal997), 26.
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tradition had to supplement it. The teaching of the church then became equated with the
Scripture supplemented where necessary by tradifirirf this two-source view,

tradition supplements the biblical text regarding matters about whichlerns. sAgain,

Lane observes the serious implications for one’s view of the sufficiencyipfi8e. He

writes that “Scripture has become materially as well as formalyfiicient” in light of

the fact that in this view tradition is a necessary supplement to Scriptuee ttzdn

simply an authoritative interpreter of it as in the coincidence {lew.

Tradition Ill: The Unfolding View

In the unfolding view, “the church makes explicit what is implicit in Scripture
(and tradition).?® According to this view, the contemporary Roman Catholic Church
(RCC) teaching is an unfolding of the implicit teaching of Scripture and eadyion.
Lane observes that not only was the RCC faced with the reality that sonegr difetliefs
and practices were not found in the Scriptures, some scholars recognized that some
practices and beliefs were not actually in the early traditions. Laocestthe
development of doctrine and concludes, “As an awareness of the insufficiency of
Scripture necessitated the supplementary view, so an awareness of theiensyftf
the (early) tradition gave birth to the unfolding vieW.He summarizes the resulting

view as follows: “The contemporary teaching of the church is normative eengih it

8| ane, “Scripture, Tradition, and Church,” 41-42.
#Ibid., 40.
“Ibid., 50.

Ypid., 47.
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is only implicit in Scripture and early traditiod?” Lane holds that this view implies the
material insufficiency of both Scripture and tradition. “Scripture and toedd@an now
be said to coincide because both have alike in practice become materiallgiesuft?
In light of the material insufficiency of the biblical text and the eadgitrons, the

Magisterium becomes the source of authority.

Tradition 0: The Rejection of Tradition

A view that is grounded on the material and formal sufficiency of Scripture is
what McGrath labels “Tradition 0.” Within this view, Scripture is proposed as tlye onl
source of theological authority and truth to the exclusion of all others. Of the three
taxonomies, only McGrath discusses this view. He observes that there was a total
rejection of tradition by the radical Reformers and Enlightenment thitkete further
remarks that “Tradition O’ placed the private judgment of the individual above the
corporate judgment of the Christian church concerning the interpretation of Szrifitur
was a recipe for anarchy—and, as the history of the radical Reformation sadly
demonstrates, that anarchy was not slow to devéfofifie radical Reformers, according

to McGrath, rejected tradition as an authoritative guide to interpreting@ergnd thus

“Ipid., 48.

bid.

“Alister E. McGrathReformation Thought: An IntroductiqMalden, MA: Blackwell, 2006),
154-55. McGrath argues that “Tradition 0” is th@yoposition that is a truly consistent applicatmfrthe
sola scripturaprinciple. He contrasts it with the position bétReformers, who he says embraced
“Tradition 1” or “the idea of a traditional intemgation of Scripture . .provided that this traditional
interpretation could be justifiéd155).

Slbid., 144-45.
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rejected infant baptism as unbiblical. Some even went so far as to deny therChrist

doctrines of the Trinity and the deity of Christ.

The Protestant Ancillary View

While Oberman and McGrath place the Magisterial Reformers within the
Tradition | camp, Lane argues that there are enough differenceshétveeviews of the
early church and Magisterial Reformers related to how much authoritydradields to
warrant another category within the taxonomy. He calls this view the Rrttascillary
view. Lane contends, “The Reformers’ attitude to tradition was neither theidemnce
[Tradition 1] nor the supplementary [Tradition II] view but the ancillary vielhey
viewed tradition not as a normative interpreter of Scripture, nor as a ngcessar
supplement to it but rather as a tool to be used to help the church understaridkit.”
argues that Oberman’s quotes from the Reformers show that they used tradition as
source parallel to Scripture. But Oberman'’s citations fail to prove th&efoemers
afforded tradition the same normative status that was held by Scripture. Tihef lear
distinction lies in the fact that the Reformers did not give equal authorityditdreand
Scripture. Scripture, for them, was the final arbiter of theological trutime hrites,
“Unlike the coincidence view the&ola scripturalview] did not involve the unqualified
acceptance of any tradition or of the teaching of any church and Scriptureedmai

formally as well as materially, the ultimate criterion and notmThe only view in the

%Lane, “Scripture, Tradition, and Church,” 43.

“bid.
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taxonomy that recognizes the material as well as formal sufficien8grgdture, while

allowing a substantive contribution from tradition, is the ancillary view ofttoadi

The Ancillary to Reason View

| propose the addition of one more view to complete the taxonomy—the
“ancillary to reason” view. This sixth view, which is not discussed in any of the
taxonomies above, sees tradition and Scripture as secondary to reason. It is not an
outright rejection of tradition as useless or detrimental to the theologieapesé as in
McGrath’s Tradition 0. Instead, those who hold this view recognize tradition atih use
resource in the task of theology. It is similar to the ancillary view in thdition is a
tool to be used in developing doctrine but is not a normative source of theology. The
difference between this view and the Protestant ancillary view is thtdoof
normative authority.

In the Protestant ancillary view, Scripture alone fills the role of navenat
authority. In the ancillary to reason view, it is reason that is normativen Badgfly
traces the history of a “revolution in views about the ground and norms for knowledge of
the divine,” in his chapter, “Reason in Relation to Scripture and TraditfoRdllowing
his historical outline, Pailin declares,

After three centuries of rational criticism, there is no credible way of
resurrecting the earlier situation when Scripture and tradition were hiedd to
divinely provided and authorizetepositawhich lay down the normative content of
Christian self-understanding. . . . Rather than being regarded as a divuagly gi

and authorizedeposita providing truths which are to be the norms for theological
understanding, Scripture and tradition are to be seen as sources of insight /hich ar

®David A. Pailin, “Reason in Relation to Scripturedalradition,” inScripture, Tradition and
Reason: A Study in The Criteria of Christian Dantyied. Richard Bauckham and Benjamin Drewery
(Edinburg: T & T Clark, 1988), 207.
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to be used rather like the way in which a producer of Hamlet may use Shakespeare’
text. . . . Theologians, similarly, are to use Scripture and tradition as resdayges t
ransack for ideas.

If Scripture and tradition have been dethroned from their authoritative position, are
theologians doomed to theological anarchy or is there a successor to the thadime? P
proposes reason as the new monarch. He says that reason should be the final arbiter of
theological truth®°

This view is not simply a proposal that one use reason to justify tradition or
biblical doctrine. It goes much farther than that. It includes the excisuhgctiines that
are clearly taught in Scripture or tradition. Pailin claims, “[T]he demandsedibility
may result in theology which is clearly inconsistent with the faith expressecripture
and tradition.*®* Scripture as well as tradition are seen as secondary supplements to the
theologian’s reason. In this view, neither Scripture, nor tradition, nor the Magists

a materially sufficient source of authority.

Shults’s View of Tradition

The survey above reveals that there is a broad spectrum of views on the role of
tradition in theology. They span from the complete rejection of the use of tradition i
theology to allowing contemporary church teaching to have authority overusergstd
tradition. A brief survey of Shults’s work reveals that he does not reject the use of
tradition in his theological project. Instead, he finds it to be a useful resource for

reforming theology. Shults does not lend tradition and Scripture normative autlsority a

“bid., 233, 236.
10%hid., 238.

%Yhid., 235.
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in Tradition 1. Nor does Shults appeal to the authoritative teaching of the R@GGhas i
unfolding view. One might expect Shults to embrace the Protestant ancidarynvi
light of his evangelical background, but, as stated above, Scripture does not function as
ultimately normative for Shults. It appears, then, that Shults’s treatmeatdion most
closely resembles the ancillary to reason view. Shults does make usetointi@slivell
as Scripture as resources for developing his theology, but both appear to be semondary
ancillary to philosophy and science.

It is philosophy and science that play the determinative role in Shults’s
theological project. In his estimation, it is the philosophical turn to relatigriast
allows one to understand Scripture more clearly, to formulate doctrine nooiraizaty,
and to overcome the traditional antinomies and contradictions that have plagued the
church for centurie¥’? It is the pressure of philosophical developments that drive his
reformation of theology. It does not appear that this view is simply a dreéiheology
from the formative bonds of modernism as Shults characterizes it; rathegvae lalle-
modern philosophy to shape his reading of the biblical text and his theology. The
influence of philosophy on Shults’s theology will be discussed in further detail inxthe ne

chapter.

Indications of an Ancillary View

There are a few marks of Shults’s use of tradition that indicate that he views i
as ancillary. When one looks at Shults’s selective choice of resources fraiorirabe

ancillary role of that tradition becomes apparent. His criterion for gmtesttelling.

192See pp. 27-29 of this dissertation.
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Speaking of traditional resources to reconstructing Pneumatology, Shults tite
essential aspect of this reconstructive project is the appropriating ofcesauthe
Christian tradition that do not rely primarily on the concepts of ‘immatsulstance,’
‘single subject,’ and ‘first cause’ for articulating the doctrine of the gliyit.”**?

Notice that the criterion for selection is based on Shults’s philosophical
presuppositions—an ontological rejection of substance dualism, a relational aiefarfiti
personhood, and an eschatological realism. Shults utilizes traditional redources
buttress his philosophical position. He is not writing a historical theologyhitiss t
understandable that he would be selective in his treatment of traditional resdbtittes
the decisive factor for Shults’s selection of traditional resources is philasdpdther
than biblical.

Shults’s willingness to disagree with tradition is another indicator that Be see
tradition as secondary to another source. Shults jettisons the traditional dodiitinmes w
soteriology, Pneumatology, anthropology, hamartiology, theology proper, Christology,
and creation, arguing that he is discarding these traditions in light of bib&ieadfiic,
and philosophical evidence. A few examples will serve to illustrate the point.

In Faces of Forgivenes$hults corrects what he perceives to be a misguided
emphasis on the forensic nature of salvation in light of the philosophical turn to
relationality. After a brief survey of tradition, Shults concludes, “[T]he pointyobrief
survey is that [the Reformers] privileging of forensic application overshas aa/|[

broader role in redemptiod™ Shults follows this survey with a barrage of philosophical

1933hults and Sandagétansforming Spirituality51.

1%Shults and Sandageaces of Forgivenesg47.
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arguments against the forensic nature of salvation. He begins by clatineirgp

inconsistent on several frontS. Next, he claims that the traditional view leads to causal
determinisnt®® The primacy of science over traditional doctrines is seen in the following
statement by Shults: “In the wake of twentieth century developments in plysic as
guantum indeterminacy, chaos theory, and complexity science, it no longer makes sense
to structure theological debates about salvation around early modern categorie
causation.*®” Most troubling to Shults is the traditional view’s alleged reliance on a
substance metaphysi® In Shults’s estimation, substance metaphysics have been
overturned by the emphasis on relationality. And, in light of the philosophical toansiti
there should be a transformation in the concept of forgiveness. He writes, “If human
existence really is substantially relational and if not only substancelsbuthations are

real, then forgiveness must bear on the real transformation of these retitions
Philosophical developments in ontology weigh heavily on Shults’s view of forgiveness.
After Shults briefly traces the turn to relationality in philosophy, he cons|udais shift
opens up conceptual space for articulation of salvation and forgiveness that conthects wi
the real ordering of human persons in communit{.For Shults, salvation is about the

transformation of relationships and forgiveness about the healing of relatiomships i

1%bid., 148-49
1%hid., 149-50.
197pid., 150.
1%hid., 150-56.
1%9pid., 155.

"%hid., 156.
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community in light of the turn toward relationality. The philosophical turn to
relationality drives his transformation of tradition.
Another instance of Shults’s willingness to transform theology in a way that

disagrees with tradition is found Reforming Theological AnthropologWis discussion
of human nature is centered on the rejection of a substance metaphysic in anthropology
based on the turn to relationality in contemporary philosophy. Again, Shults briefly
surveys the historical development of anthropology. He writes,

[T]he way in which human uniqueness was discussed in large streams of the

Christian tradition was shaped by the philosophical debate over (1) the quality and

guantity of substances that constitute human individuals and (2) the number and
hierarchical ordering of the faculties of the stdl.

The influence of philosophical presuppositions is important to recognize, and, in this
instance, Shults does look to Scripture to validate his call for reforming doctrirtdnisB
strongest arguments come from neuroscience and philosophy. His treatment of the
biblical scholarship was based almost exclusively on word studies without adequate
reference to the context of the passage or any substantive exegesis dletaat r
passages. For example, in his chapter on “Relationality and the Doctrine o Huma
Nature,” Shults’s section on “Biblical Scholarship” focuses primarily onger8hults
lists the Hebrew wordsepheshbasar, leb, andruachfrom the Old Testament along
with some scriptural references where they appear. Shults proposes lihaittbase
terms refers to the whole person. Shults sees this as an argument for holism. He
continues, “The same holism is evident in the New Testament, and scholars are

increasingly interpreting terms such as ‘spirit,” ‘soul,’ ‘heart,” anelhe'body’ as

Mghults,Reforming Theological Anthropology72.
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referring to the whole person under a particular aspect of his or her beindionréfe
Shults goes on to briefly define each of these terms holistically makirfigdfeesnce to
some of the New Testament passages in which they appear. For instanceshéMe
termpsychealso refers to the life of a person in its entirety (Rom. 2:9; 13*4)This
statement is exemplary of the extent to which Shults engages with thetynafjoeixts in
this sectiort™* In this and other instances, tradition is subordinate to science. Indeed,
Shults lends a great deal of weight to neurobiology: “In light of contemporary
neuroscience a hard dichotomy between soul and body and a classification désepara
faculties of the soul are no longer tenabf&.”In this case, science trumps tradition and
Scripture.

Science plays a similarly influential role in Shults’s jettisoning of therohec
of original sin. He writes, “The general theory of evolution . . . renders Angissti
theory [of original sin] even less possibfe® In Christology and Scienc&hults also

says that Chalcedonian Christology is challenged by scientific develapfhent

H25hults,Reforming Theological Anthropology75-78.

3hid., 177. Shults treats other verses in a sinfidahion: John 4:23-24; Rom 8:16, 19-23;
12:2; 1 Cor 2:10-11; 6:17; 2 Cor 2:4; 3:14-16; G2l 4:6; 1 Thess 5:23.

H45hults does give a little more attention to thenesomaandsarx, which are potentially
problematic for his proposal. Still, the exegeésipainfully brief and scandalously shallow. Hersgeea
total of one paragraph on each term, which putttegevould only cover a single page. Only three
passages are referenced. He simply makes barti@ss¢hat these terms do not lend credence tbstiua
without any significant argument for his case (8)leforming Theological Anthropology77-78).

"Ibid., 179.

"9bid., 207.

"Shults,Christology and Scienc&6-37.
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It appears that in Shults’s theological method tradition plays an important yet
supplementary role to another source. The ancillary nature of traditiomisdae
intentionally limited selection of traditional resources as well as higmgyriless to jettison
traditional views when they disagree with his views. This ancillary naturadfion
leads one to consider why tradition might be viewed as secondary and what it
supplements. The fact that Shults sees tradition as supplementary to reason has bee
briefly mentioned above and will be covered more thoroughly in the next chapter. |

consider why tradition is viewed as secondary presently.

Potential Reasons for Shults’s View

Shults’s treatment of tradition is intimately related to his view of theviidaial
and the community. Shults summarizes his view in one of his four postfoundationalist
couplets: “PF 3: rational judgment is an activity of socially situated indisgaald
cultural community indeterminately mediates the criteria of ratipnit® The influence
of the “cultural community” appears to justify the usefulness of tradition nitts
system.

Shults observes that foundationalism privileges the individual as the starting
place in the discussion of reason. It is totally taken with the turn to the subject. “The
individual standing in the neutral Archimedean point, wholly independent of tradition,

19

became the ideal® This position is evident in the method of Descalt&sThis view

"8pid., 43.
"9bid., 59.
12René Descartes, “Meditations on First Philosophyfuman Knowledge: Classical and

Contemporary Approacheed. Paul K. Moser and Arnold vander Nat (New Y@kford University
Press, 2003), 114-27.
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would parallel “Tradition 0” in which tradition has no place and either reason or thee Bibl
forms the foundation. Shults observes that nonfoundationalism, on the other hand,
embraces the postmodern critique of the individual as the subjective center. Shults
writes, “In its relativist forms, nonfoundationalism takes this to the extrecham@ues
that language games are incommensurable, and that each community dstesnoiwa
rationality."*** This view could be likened to Tradition Ill where the church—the
community—sets the standard.

In an effort to bring the individual and the community together, Shults insists
that postfoundationalism recognizes that “the locus of rational choice is theluadi
agent, yet also affirms that what a person judges to be rational is affecteddujttiral-
historical group of which he or she is a paft”For Shults, while the individual chooses
to believe or not, the individual's choice is affected by his or her community. Shydts sa
that everyone is affected by the tradition in which they are embedded. &/8haped
by the cultural systems and traditions into which we are b8fnCommunity sets the
criteria for rationality for the individual and thus community also plays aralkain
one’s theological development.

Shults recognizes the influence of the community and tradition, but also argues
that tradition is not ultimately determinative, as shown by his rejectioraaf/ of the
traditional doctrines. Even though the community helps to set the boundaries of

rationality, for Shults, “[t]his does not mean that only consensual agreematiomal,

1215hylts,Christology and Scienc&9.
24bid., 60.

123hid.
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for this would block the voice of the prophet, visionary, or geritfs But it is not only
maverick thinkers who recognize disharmony between their thoughts and théwriradi
Shults observes, “[M]ost individuals do not believe dratpresently existing
community fully represents their sense of what a community shoultfbét appears
that the communities loosely set the rational boundaries for individuals.

Regarding the influence of tradition on the community, Shults writes, “While
we can and do rely on these traditions as they guide our lives, this does not mean that we
accept them uncritically or that we set out each piece of the tradition foalradi
criticism.”™? These traditions, though important and influential, are also adjustable or
even disposable.

Shults seems to follow the advice of J. Wentzel van Huyssteen who suggests
bringing one’s tradition into interdisciplinary conversation with other traufti
Accordingly, Van Huyssteen writes,

[Flirst, we should be able to enter the pluralist, interdisciplinary conversation
between research traditions with our full personal convictions, while at thee sam
time reaching beyond the strict boundaries of our own intellectual contexdagdsec

we should indeed be able to justify our choices for or against a specific research
tradition in interdisciplinary conversatidfy’

Shults says that the justification of one’s tradition is done in open dialogue with othe
traditions. This interaction with the other traditions of philosophy and science opens the

possibility of transforming traditions in light of more dialogue. Shults appedrs

29hid.
129pid., 61.
129bid., 61-62.

1273, Wentzel van Huyssteen, “Tradition and the Tdskheology,” Theology Toda$5 (July
1998): 221-22.
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engaged in this transformative interaction in his theological project as he threngs
Christian tradition into interdisciplinary dialogue with philosophy and seiefitie door
to theological reformation swings wide open on the hinge of interdisciplinary dealogu
Another aspect of Shults’s system that demands tradition play an anciliry rol
is his epistemology. As mentioned above, Shults’s postfoundationalist epistemology
seems to disallow any source from playing an authoritative role in a foundiationa
sense. Shults must hold tradition loosely as he brings it into interdisciplinavgkal
with views that challenge its validity. In a postfoundationalist episterpiagbelief
can be properly basic in the sense that it is foundational or has an asymmetifgaigus
relationship with another belief. Rather, beliefs are to be mutually supportiisg. It
consistent with Shults’s postfoundationalism that he does not allow tradition ptugeri

to play a normative role in his theology.

Conclusion

In conclusion, Shults treats Scripture and tradition as supplementary resources.
He finds the experience behind the text to be the authoritative aspect of Scriftisre. T
position is probably due to his view that “interpreted experience engendefs aghvell
as his view of the limitations of human language to describe God. Shults seag&cript
as having a corroborative force. It is one among many resources used to infdagythe
but it cannot be the ultimate authority lest it become a foundation.

Similarly, tradition is seen as ancillary. It too serves to strengthetsShul
doctrinal position, yet it does not function as authoritative. This view seems to de base
on the fact that individuals are situated within a specific tradition, which needs to be

brought into a reformative dialogue with other traditions or disciplines. Again, Shults
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position is in keeping with his postfoundationalist conviction that no beliefs are to be
privileged as foundational. Thus, tradition is viewed as malleable and ancillary
The ancillary function of tradition would be appropriate were it ancillary to

Scripture. Ironically, some of Shults’s interdependent desiderata adtuaitjon more
foundationally than others and Scripture is simply not the foundation. The more
foundational sources are philosophy and science. Passing reference hasdeeenthns
reality, but it should be noted again that Scripture’s corroborative role and tradition’
ancillary role in his theology buttress Shults’s philosophically-driven doctriBésilts’s
use of resources shows that the following statement by Pailin is a &ttmmary of his
position regarding the relationship of Scripture, tradition, and reason:

Reason again is the final arbiter of what is to be maintained but it is & nehdh

is well aware of its limitations and more conscious of how it is to seek

understanding. Scripture and tradition no longer offer replacements for its

inadequacies nor norms by which to test its conclusions. They are an important

source, though, of the insights upon which it reflects and out of which it seeks to

find thlazgunderstanding which is the faith that lightens everyone who lives in the
world.

It is to the place of reason in Shults’s project that this dissertation now turns.

128p3ilin, “Reason in Relation to Scripture and Triadif’ 238.
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CHAPTER 3

SHULTS'S USE OF PHILOSOPHY AND SCIENCE

Scripture, tradition, philosophy, and science serve as Shults’s four intetrelate
sources of theology. In the previous chapter, the first two sources were disclisgas
argued that Scripture plays a corroborative role and tradition an anoilaryn Shults’s
theology. Scripture and tradition are used as secondary supports for a theoldgy base
primarily on reason in the form of philosophy and science. In this chapter, oewill
argued that Shults allows philosophy and science to stand in an authoritative position
over Scripture and tradition within his theology.

Millard J. Erickson writes, “Of all the disciplines of human inquiry and
knowledge, probably the one with which theology has had the greatest amount of
interaction throughout the history of the church is philosophyHis interaction is to be
expected in light of the overlap of vitally important issues treated by the taiplatiss.

Both disciplines seek to answer questions regarding the nature of existenceg purpos
life, ethics, and many other life-shaping subjects. Whether one sees thedipbrais

as friends or foes it is hard to ignore the importance of both disciplines and thetionera
between them. The exchange between philosophy and theology has a long and varied

history.

*Millard J. EricksonChristian Theology2™ ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1998), 40.
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The relationship between philosophy and theology is as old as the disciplines
themselves and the nature of this relationship has been debated for almost as lang. Som
view the relationship as an amiable one, akin to lovers or marriage partners wiadymut
enrich one another. Others see the relationship as strained and tense, like squabbling
siblings who recognize their relation and the need for the other but do not readigdike
other. Still, others say the interaction between philosophy and theology is one iat confl
in which the two combatants are viewed as mortal enemies engaged in battle for the
minds and hearts of men. Almost all of these options can find representation among
Christian thinkers at different times throughout church history.

It is important for theology to engage philosophy, but in doing so one should
heed the warning of Francis Turretin. Oliphint paraphrases Turretin’s warfWhg
must not allow our great love of philosophy so captivate us that we become all tooready t
abandon our theology for the sake of philosophical acumen or academic respettability
It will be shown that Shults fails to heed this warning. Shults sees themelap
between philosophy and theology as an amiable one in which philosophy takes the
leading role in setting the agenda and the limits of truth for theology. In Shults’s
theological method, philosophy is king and theology is relegated to the role of

handmaideni.

%K. Scott Oliphint,Reasons for Faith: Philosophy in the Service ofdlbgy (Phillipsburg, NJ:
P & R, 2006), ix.

*The relegation of theology to secondary statusretly related to Shults’s use of Scripture
above. If Shults sees Scripture as secondaryikaspphy in his outworking of theology, then it seeto
follow that theology that is derived mainly fromijpsophy would be secondary to it. In evangelical
theology, Scripture is seen as first-order languagetheology is second-order. It appears th&hwults's
construct, philosophy would be first-order and tbgg second-order.
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Below, the various views of the relationship between philosophy and theology
will be surveyed briefly. Then, Shults’s view will be described within the broade
context of these options. This approach serves to illuminate Shults’s place among t

various positions and provide a platform for later analysis and critique.

Taxonomy of Views of Philosophy

In the Christian church, views of the relationship between philosophy and
theology have ranged from the total rejection of the usefulness of seculaophiide
attempts to fully assimilate secular philosophy and Christian theologgksan offers a
helpful taxonomy of these various views. A brief summary of these viles/s, along

with examples of theologians or philosophers who hold each view.

Philosophy Disjointed from Theology

One of the earliest views of the relationship between philosophy and theology
is that the relationship is one of disconnection. “This approach regards philosophy as
having nothing to contribute to Christian theology,” observes Ericksarthe extreme,
this view sees philosophy as an adversary or enemy to be avoided or battled by the
theologian. Philosophy does not serve to buttress faith, but faith arises in spite of the

teachings of the secular discipline. Tertullian and Luther are epegives of this view.

Tertullian

Tertullian, the second-century apologist, famously wrote, “What has [Erusa

to do with Athens, the Church with the Academy, the Christian with the heretit®”

*Erickson,Christian Theology 40.
*Tertullian, The Prescriptions Against the Heretitsin Early Latin Theology: Selections from
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makes this statement because, in his view, “worldly wisdom culminatedasqbty

with its rash interpretation of God’s nature and purpose. It is philosophy that supplie
heretics with their equipment. . . . Heretics and philosophers perpend the same themes
and are caught up in the same discussidnisi'the end, he concludes that belief in the
gospel of Jesus Christ without the aid of philosophy should be enough for the Christian
He argues, “After Jesus Christ we have no need of speculation, after the Gosyeal no ne
of research. When we come to believe, we have no desire to believe anythifay else;
we begin by believing that there is nothing else which we have to beflieve.”

Tertullian’s view, however, is more subtle than may appear from his polemica
statements. Bromiley notes, “Tertullian, although he rhetorically oppesesalem to
Athens, was prepared to use philosophical terms to belabor opponents with philosophical
arguments and apparently to espouse a philosophical notion like materialitysofithe
Marshall observes that in spite of the fact that Tertullian and Irena@kipositions
contrary to pagan philosophy, “Both writers were well familiar with the philosaphi
views they criticized, and Tertullian in particular can be a lucid and subkbetitgan; he
evidently prizes logical rigor even while he is wary of the metaphysithens.®

Tertullian saw secular philosophy as contrary to theology but was willingtio te

Tertullian, Cyprian, Ambrose and Jeropeal. S. L. Greenslade (Philadelphia: WestminsBs),
®bid., 35.
"Ibid., 36.

8Geoffrey W. Bromiley, “Philosophy; Philosopher,”Tine International Standard Bible
Encyclopediaed. Geoffrey W. Bromiley, rev. ed. (Grand Rapisrdmans, 1986), 3.851.

°Bruce D. Marshall, “Philosophy and Theology,Tihe Encyclopedia of Christianitgd.
Erwin Fahlbusch et al. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans52@D196.
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understand philosophy and use philosophical terms in his polemic against secular

philosophy.

Martin Luther

The great reformer, Martin Luther, makes some characteristically bold
statements regarding faith and reason that appear to envision a harsh dweabnlike
two. InThe Bondage of the WilLuther speaks of the “foolishness” of human reason,
particularly in the realm of the sacred. He writes, “We now have to argueth. . wi
human Reason about an inference. . . . We will do this gladly and with confidence,
knowing that she talks nothing but follies and absurdities, especially when ske start
displaying her wisdom on sacred subjedfs.In his last sermon in Wittenburg, he uses
flamboyant language, describing reason as the devil’s bride, the foneimarst of the
devil, a mangy, leprous and cursed whore, who is somehow still beautiful and comely but
by nature is harmfut* Luther also warns his hearers that a Christian must “take care that
his own reason may not lead him astr&y.He highlights the dangers of the subtle nature
of reason’s seduction. Although men readily recognize outward sins, the sinfafiness
faulty reason is more difficult to detect. He writes, “[T]he devil’'s hridason, the
lovely whore comes in and wants to be wise, and what she says, she thinks, is the Holy

Spirit. Who can be of any help then? Neither jurist, physician, nor king, nor emperor;

%Martin Luther,The Bondage of the Wilh Luther and Erasmus: Free Will and Salvatienl.
G. Rupp and Philip Watson (London: SCM, 1969), 184.

“Martin Luther, “The Last Sermon in Wittenberg, Rat:3, January 17, 1546,” lruther's
Works ed. and trans. John W. Doberstein (Philadelpfizhlenberg, 1959), 369-80.

bid., 373.
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for she is the foremost whore the devil has. The other gross sins can be seen, but nobody
can control reason-*

Luther uses lust as an example of one of these readily recognizable “gross
sins,” which one need to repent of in order to be forgiven. He continues, “And what | say
about the sin of lust, which everybody understands, applies also to reason; for reason
mocks and affronts God in spiritual things and has in it more hideous harlotry that any
harlot.™ According to Luther, the Christian’s reason, if unchecked, can lead him or her
into sins worse than the most promiscuous outward behavior.

Luther observes that “fanatics,” who are too beholden to reason, “want to
master both Scripture and faith by their own wisddmluther says that reason can
potentially distort doctrine when taken as the judge of Scripture: “Therefopeeaeh
faith, that we should worship nothing but God alone. . . . But reason says the opposite:
What, us? Are we to worship only Christ? Indeed, shouldn’t we also honor the holy
mother of Christ? . . . That's the kind of thing this comely bride, the wisdom of reason
cooks up.*® Indeed, Luther’s response to reason set against the teaching of Scsipture i
quite colorful. He scoffs, “Don’t you hear, you mangy, leprous whore, you holy reason,

what the Scripture says?”

Yibid., 374.
“bid.

BIbid., 373.
Ibid., 375.

Mbid., 376.
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When confronted with what he considered an unbiblical view of the
sacraments based on reason, he advised his listeners to say to reason, “Go trawvo the pr
with your conceit, your reason! Shut up, you cursed whore, do you think that you are
master over faith? . . . Reason must be subject and obedient to this®faitH.tither’s
estimation, reason is certainly to be constrained and judged by faitlotie mther way
around. Again, Luther’s imagery is vivid: “[S]ee to it that you hold reason irkclret
do not follow her beautiful cogitations. Throw dirt in her face and make her ugly. . . .
Reason is and should be drowned in baptiStie continues, “Everything should be
subject to faith, or rather, the fine gift of conceit [autonomous reason] should natdre wi
than faith.°

Luther’s words are scathing and appear to advocate severing theology from
reason completely, but he seems to allow for reason’s limited usefulnessité$e We
are to accept conceit and reason only in so far as it is not contrary to faith; yiowinus
make faith a servant nor cast Christ out of heaven [i.e., rob Christ of his diviity].”
Even when speaking of the limited place of reason, Luther still seems to hdld grea
animosity for it. Regarding the limited place of philosophy, he writest philosophy
remain within her bounds, as God has appointed, and let us make use of her as a character

in a comedy.® Accordingly, Marshall notes, “Martin Luther, who spoke scathingly

Y¥bid., 379.
YIbid., 376.
“bid., 379.
bid.

“Martin Luther,The Table-Talktrans. William Hazlitt (Philadelphia: United Ltan, n.d.),
27.
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about Aristotle, had little but contempt for scholastic theologians, advised a quick study
of philosophy (as a worthless skill) simply to achieve the ability to desttéY it

Some scholars seem to wish Luther had tempered his language, recognizing a
limited place of philosophy in his theology. Watson, for example, writes,

Luther’s language is undeniably strong, but its strength is the measure of his
indignation at the abuses and perversion of what he regards as one of the Creator’s
best gifts to His creatures. The choice of metaphor may appear to us to be in
exceedingly bad taste, but at least he has a biblical precedent for it. ophetgrof

Israel denounced the idolatries of the Chosen People as whoredoms, and the Lord
Himself branded as adulterous the faithless generation that demanded a sign. What
is more important, however, than the harsh words that Luther may have used about
reason, is the fact that he does not regard it as beyond redemption. . . . When Luther
decries reason, he is not attacking the faculty of logical thought or the “pbwer
apprehending, judging, and discoursing” as such. He is attacking the use men make
of this faculty in matters pertaining to religion, or as he would say, “inensatff
justification.” . . . Outside of the sphere of religion, he has nothing derogatory to sa
about reason, but quite the reverse. . . . Rightly understood, all his denunciations of
ratio are nothing more or less than a part of his campaign against religious
egocentricity or anthropocentricity. . . . The burden of Luther's complaimsiga

ratio, then, is that it subserves the egocentricity of the naturafman.

Similarly, Becker sees Luther’s contention with reason as an expressi@rejdation
of the medieval scholastic confidence in the power of human reason to know God.
Writing of the Scholastics’ hubris, Becker observes, “In fact, they believed tiras
possible to establish so much of Christian theology by rational arguments thaathe f
step of accepting the revelation of God in Scripture became relativelj8asgeed,

Luther rejected this Scholastic mindset as folly. Luther’s harsh wor@sneémwithout

BMarshall, “Philosophy and Theology,” 4:197.

#philip S. Watsonl_et God Be God! An Interpretation of the Theologiartin Luther
(London: Epsworth, 1948), 87-88.

%siegbert W. BeckefThe Foolishness of God: The Place of Reason i tie®logy of Martin
Luther (Milwaukee: Northwestern, 1982), 3.

84



reason. “Luther’s intention in attacking reason was to defend the soul authority of
Scripture in matters of faith,” asserts Becker.
Underscoring the visceral nature of Luther’s words, Muller also speakdlyroa
of the Reformers’ attitude toward philosophy:
The Reformers typically had little good to say about philosophy, particallaciyt
pagan philosophy of antiquity and the philosophical speculation of the later
medieval scholastics. . . . Still the Reformers themselves did not remove all
philosophical issues from their theology or fail to use traditional understarafings
such basic categories as substance and attributes, cause and effect, oelati
disposition.
Muller clarifies that Luther’'s main target was Aristotelian plolgsy. He observes,
“Luther excluded Aristotelian metaphysics, physics, and ethics from thebldgy
assumed the necessity of logic and rhetoric not merely in secular disduuinse,
theological discourse as wefl’”
Luther appears to agree with Tertullian to a great degree and, for this,reaso
may fit in the category of “philosophy disjointed from theology,” but he is prolzbly

step closer to allowing a place for logic and rhetoric in the theologiadg.sThis

appears to be a step in the direction of philosophy elucidating theology.

Philosophy Elucidates Theology

A more sanguine view of how philosophy relates to theology is the position

that philosophy can serve to clarify Christian doctrines. In this view, philosopys/ pla

®Richard A. Muller,Post Reformation Reformed Dogmatics: The Rise andgbBpment of
Reformed Orthodoxy, ca. 1520 to ca. 1728 ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2003), 360.

#|bid., 364. It is questionable whether or not Luthetually rid himself fully of Aristotelian
influence in light of his view of consubstantiation
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the role of a useful handmaiden of theology. Though there are differencesripétenm,

ancient theologians Clement of Alexandria and Augustine fall within thegcsy.

Clement of Alexandria

Clement of Alexandria has some very interesting ways of discussing the
relationship between philosophy and theology. He sees philosophy as preparatory
training for the reception of Christian faith in some sense. He wrj@eftre the
advent of the Lord, philosophy was necessary to the Greeks for righteousness. And now
it becomes conducive to piety; being a kind of preparatory training to those whoattain t
faith through demonstratiorf® According to Clement, philosophy’s role of training in
righteousness and leading to the truth of the gospel is similar, yet sgcdodhat of the
Old and New Testaments. He writes, “For God is the cause of all good things; lbut som
primarily as of the Old and the New Testament; and of others by consequence, as
philosophy.Perchance, too, philosophy was given to the Greeks directly and primarily,
till the Lord should call the Greek$¥ In similar fashion, he says philosophy plays the
role of schoolmaster: “For [philosophy] was a schoolmaster to bring ‘tHertitemind,’
as the law, [brings] the Hebrews, ‘to Christ.” Philosophy, therefore, waparpten,
paving the way for him who is perfected in Chrigt.”

The manner in which philosophy is preparing the way for the reception of the

gospel is that it acts as an aid or cooperating cause in discovering truttenCle

%Clement of AlexandriaStromatal.5 inThe Writings of Clement of Alexandrta William
Wilson, vol. 1 (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1867), 366.

“Ibid.

Fbid.
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believed that “while truth is one, many things contribute to its investigaffon.”
Philosophy, according to Clement, is one of those contributors:

[P]hilosophy, being the search for truth, contributes to the comprehension of truth;
not as being the cause of comprehension, but a cause along with other things, and
cooperator; perhaps a joint cause. . . . [P]hilosophy is concurrent and cooperating
cause of true apprehension, being the search for truth, then we shall avow it to be a
preparatory training for the enlightened masv(yvoctikov); not assigning the

cause that which is but the joint-cause; nor as the upholding cause, which is merely
cooperative; nor giving to philosophy the place sfraqua nort*

In Clement’s estimation, philosophy has a role of contributing to the compreheisi
truth in the realm of theology, but it is distinct from and secondary to the truth thad come
through divine revelation. He continues,

[1]f philosophy contributes remotely to the discovery of truth, by reaching, by

diverse essays, after the knowledge which touches close on the truth, the knowledge
possessed by us, it aids him whose aim is grasping it, in accordance with the Wor

to apprehend knowledge. But the Hellenic truth is distinct from that held by us
(although it has got the same name), both in respect of extent of knowledge,
certainly of demonstration, divine power, and the like. For we are taught of God,
being instructed in the truly “sacred letters” by the Son of od.

He also says that philosophy plays the role of defending the truth, not by serving as a
justification that makes the truth stronger, but by undercutting challenges tottheft
the wisdom of God:

But the teaching, which is according to the Saviour, is complete in itself amalnvit
defect, being “the power and wisdom of God”; and the Hellenic philosophy does
not, by its approach, make the truth more powerful; but rendering powerless the
assault of sophistry against it, and frustrating the treacherous plotgdadtahe
truth, is said to be proper “fence and wall of the vineyatd.”

*lbid., 418.
%bid., 418-4109.
*bid., 418.

3bid., 419.
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While philosophy plays a useful role in leading people to the truth of the gospel, for
Clement, it is the Bible that holds the ultimate authority. Osborn sums up Clement’
view when he writes,
Final authority is given to the Bible, which has the power of the Sirens. “He who
believes in the divine scriptures with sure judgment receives in the voiaedof G
who gave the scripture, a proof which cannot be challenged. . . . The songs of the

Sirens displayed a supernatural power that fascinated those who came near, and
convinced them, almost against their wills, to accept what was$aid.”

Clement gives philosophy a secondary, defending, elucidating role in theology.

Augustine

Augustine’s view of the relationship between philosophy and theology is

similar to that of Clement’s. Similar to Clement’s view that philosophy weysapatory
for revelation, “[p]hilosophy, according to Augustine, is valuable because fiaip
people come to the path of wisdom and advance alony R&ason, according to
Augustine, is a signpost that points people to truth, but reason cannot facilitate the
attainment of the ultimate goal of that path. Brachtendorf observes that lkegust
teaches the following:

Philosophy is capable of teaching up to the noetic vision, but is incapable of

converting. Conversion occurs only through the grace of God, which presupposes

faith in Jesus Christ. . . . What is more: he states that philosophy is not only

insufficient for attaining the goal of life; it is not even necessaryt foe¢cause
religious faith can equally fulfill the signposting function of philosophy.

*Eric OsbornClement of AlexandriéNew York: Cambridge University Press, 2005), 69.

%Johannes Brachtendorf, “Augustine on the Glorythed_imits of Philosophy,” irAugustine
and Philosophyed. John Doody and Kin Paffenroth (Lanham, MDxihgton, 2010), 13.

*bid., 14.
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In Augustine’s proposal, faith is prior to reason. Thus, Miller writes, “The
dictumCredo ut intelligan(l believe in order to understand) summarizes the Augustinian
notion of belief in the divine revelation as a prerequisite to intellectualiiiation.”®
Augustine’s statements clearly show that faith is prior to reason in his thought.
Augustine writes, “[I]t is not only most wholesome . . . to believe before reasand . .
to cultivate the mind by faith itself for receiving the seeds of faith. . .n Thenfess that
| already believe in Christ, and have established in my mind that what He said i
even though it be supported by no reastn&ugustine actually calls into question the
salvation of those who place reason over faith. Regarding those who profesar@tyrist
and yet believe that reason precedes faith, Augustine notes, “But if thehatave are
not even to believe in Christ, unless undoubted reason shall be given, they are not
Christians.*® He goes on to say that contrary to his opponents, Jesus also prioritized
faith over reason:

For what other is the purpose of so great and so many miracles, when sidfHim
also said that they wer done for no other reason, than that He might be believed in.
He used to lead fools by faith, you lead them by reason. He used to cry dwd that

should be believed in, you declaim against it. He used to praise those g, beli
you blame therft!

Though faith has priority over reason and reason is unnecessary for the

attainment of salvation in Augustine’s thought, reason, for Augustine, ilirha

%Ed L. Miller, ed.,Believing in God: Readings on Faith and Rea@idpper Saddle River, NJ:
Prentice Hall, 1996), 20.

%augustine,The Advantage of Believirg, inSaint Augustine, On Intructing the Unlearned
Concerning Faith of Things Not Seen; On the Advgaiaf Believing; The Enchiridion to Lauretuis, or,
Concerning Faith, Hope, and Charjtgd. He DeRomestin (Oxford: Parker, 188), 137.

“Ibid., 139.
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important part to play. Erickson writes, “[Augustine] stressed the pridrigith and
acceptance of biblical revelation, but also insisted that philosophy may help us to
understand better our Christian theolog.Augustine says that reason is the best part of
man’s nature.
It is clear that we have a body and a kind of living principle which quickens the
body itself and makes it grow, and we recognize that these two are also found in
beasts. And it is also clear that there is a third something, the apex, so to speak, or
eye of the soul, or whatever more appropriate term may be employed to designat

reason and understanding, which the animal nature does not possess. So | ask you to
consider whether there is anything in man’s nature more excellent thantéas

Elsewhere, Augustine says that there is much that philosophers have in common wit
theologians. But, he also recognizes the differences between philosophy andytheolog
and the need for Christians to utilize philosophy with great care. Augusiies, “The
Christian knows, to be sure, that he must be on his guard against [philosophers’]
errors.** Brachtendorf summarizes three characteristic of Augustine’s view of the
relationship between philosophy and theology: “Augustine argues first that phyasoph
insufficient for salvation, second that philosophy is not necessary becauseffatss

for redemption and third that philosophy is still valuable since it is helpful in supporting

and clarifying Christian faith® Augustine sees reason’s relationship to theology as one

“’Erickson,Christian Theology 41.

“3Augustine,The Free Choice of the WRL6.13. trans. Robert P. RussellTime Fathers of the
church: Saint Augustine; The Teacher, The Free &hof the Will, Grace and Free W{lVashington,
DC: Catholic University of America Press), 123.

“*4Augustine,The City of God against the Paga®40, tras H. Betternson, (Baltimore:
Penguin, 1972), 312.

“**Brachtendorf, “Augustine on the Glory and the Lsrof Philosophy,” 3.
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of secondary support and elucidation. Augustine, like Anselm, sees reason as a
handmaiden of theology.

According to Marshall, this position on philsophy’s relation to theology was

also the view of most of the medieval church. He observes,

While they often disagreed over particular philosophical issues and outcomes,
and about the extent to which logic and the philosophy of Aristotle generated useful
results in Christian theology, medieval philosophers and theologians virtually
always agreed that no philosophical claim could be true that contradicted, whether
expressly or by implication, the teaching of Christian faith given in Scejznd
creed. The medievals were convinced, in other words, that philosophy can at best
be the servant or handmamhcilla) of theology; they differed, not over the

epistemically subordinate status of philosophy to theology, but over how useful the
handmaid’s ministrations might be to the queen of the sciéfces.

Philosophy Establishes Theology

A third view of the relation between philosophy and theology is that
philosophy supplies theology with credibility.In this view philosophy serves as a sort
of buttress, acting to strengthen and establish the validity of theologizakc

Aquinas saw the apologetic utility of philosophy in establishing the validity of
faith. Erickson says, “As Christian theology began to encounter both paganism and non-
Christian religions, it became necessary to find some neutral basis on whitdbtsles
the truth of the authoritative message. Aquinas found such a basis in Aristotle’s
arguments for the existence of Gd8.He recognized that one of the difficulties in
refuting the errors of those who reject Christianity is that they do not abeepaithority

of Scripture:

“Ibid.
*’Erickson,Christian Theology 42.
“bid.

91



[Nt is difficult because some of them, such as the Mohammedans and the pagans,
do not agree with us in accepting the authority of any Scripture, by which they may
be convinced of their error. Thus against the Jews we are able to argue by means of
the Old Testament, while against the heretics we are able to argue by miens of
New Testament. But the Mohammedans and the pagan accept neither the one nor
the other. We must, therefore, have recourse to natural reason, to which all men are
forced t?g give assent. However, it is true, in divine matters the natural reasits ha
failings.

Aquinas lauds the usefulness of reason in apologetics, but admits that this sourtte of tr
is limited.
Although, for Aquinas, reason plays a vital role of supplying credibility to the
Christian faith, there are some truths that are beyond man’s ability tmreAguinas
admits, “If the only way open to us for the knowledge of God were solely that of the
reason, the human race would remain in the blackest shadows of ignofaiven’ must
come to know some truths by divine revelation. Aquinas argues, “That is why it was
necessary that the unshakable certitude and pure truth concerning divine things should be
presented to men by way of faiti.”For Aquinas, man may learn much about God from
reason but reason has its limits in guiding one to Christian faith. He writes,
Some truths about God exceed all the ability of human reason. Such is the truth that
God is triune. But there are some truths which the natural reason also is able to
reach. Such are that God exists, that he is one, and the like. In fact, such truths
about God have been proved demonstratively by the philosophers, guided by the
light of natural reason. . . . There are, consequently, some intelligible thathis a

God that are open to the human reason; but there are others that absolutely surpass
its power?

**Thomas AquinasSumma Contra Gentiles Book Otrans. Anton C. Pegis (Garden City,
NY: Image, 1956), 1.2.3.

*%bid., 1.4.4.
*Ybid., 1.4.5.

*2bid., 1.3.2, 1.3.3.
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For Aquinas, reason has an important but limited place in theology. It provides a
common ground upon which to build the case for religion, but falls short of being able to
give someone a complete view of Christianity.
Aquinas rejects three of the other four options that are listed here among the
potential views of the relationship between philosophy and theology. He rejeciswhe
that philosophy is disjointed from philosophy:
Now although the truth of the Christian faith which we have discussed surpassed the
capacity of reason, nevertheless that truth that the human reason is naturally
endowed to know cannot be opposed to the truth of the Christian faith. . . . [l]tis

impossible that the truth of faith should be opposed to those principles that the
human reason knows naturalfy.

Aquinas likewise rejects the notion that only what reason can establish should be
accepted, which is the view of the relationship between philosophy and theology that will
be discussed next. Concerning this view, he writes,
Now, perhaps some will think that men should not be asked to believe what the
reason is not adequate to investigate, since divine Wisdom provides in the case of
each thing according to the mode of its nature. We must therefore prove that it is

necessary for man to receive from God as objects of belief even those trutlre that
above human reaséh.

Finally, Aquinas rejects the notion that philosophy or reason can provide the content of
theology, which is the final view in the taxonomy below. Rather, according to Marsha
summary of Aquinas’s thought, only Scripture and tradition can provide theological
content. Marshall observes,

In all the great doctrines, it can supply the tools of interpretation and support, but
the content must be taken from the authoritative tradition found primarily in

Sbid., 1.7.1.

5bid., 1.5.1.
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Scripture and secondarily in the fathers and councils. Thus for Thomas, as for all
the Schoolmen, exposition of Scripture formed the crown of theological enddavor.

Muller likewise observes the useful but secondary place of reason in Aquinashsyst

He writes, “The place of reason is clearly instrumental and ancilléngugh Aquinas

does permit reason to work with revealed truths in order to deduce truths not gxplicitl
given in revelation: reason deduces and supports truths for sacred theology but does not
provide them in and of itself® In brief, Aquinas rejects that reason and theology are
totally separate, that theology is judged by reason, or that reason provides ¢n¢ abnt
theology. Instead, Aquinas sees reason as a helpful resource in estatiisivialglity

of theology.

Philosophy Judges Theology

Another view of the relationship between philosophy and theology is the
position that philosophy judges theology. In other words, “[T]heology must be proved by
philosophy in order to be accepted. This position is the offspring of the view that
philosophy lends credibility to theology. It simply takes the next step of demanding
philosophical verification for theological credibility.

John Toland, a seventeenth century Irish deist, is an example of a theologian

who holds this view of the relationship between philosophy and theology. Sullivan

*Marshall, “Philosophy and Theology,” 4:197.
*Muller, Post-reformation Reformed Dogmatids92.

*’Erickson,Christian Theology42.
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writes of Toland, “[H]e treated religion as an unchanging entity whose taghusged
by reason® Toland’s statement of the elevated position of reason is clear:
[W]e hold that Reason is the only Foundation of all Certitude; and that nothing
reveal’d, whether as to its Manner or Existence is more exempted from its
Disquisitions, and the ordinary Phenomena of Nature. Wherefore, we likewise
maintain, according to the title of the discourse, thate is nothing in the Gospel

contrary to Reason, nor above it; and that no Christian Doctrine can be properly
call'd a Mystery>®

Toland says that Scripture must agree with reason: “All Doctrines and Rreté&p

New Testament (if it be indeed Divine) must consequently agreeéNattiral Reason

and our own ordinary Idea8” Toland is not stating here the straightforward belief that

the Christian faith is reasonable. Instead, he sees reason as the fttbeerudhfulness

of Scripture. Elsewhere, for example, he argues, “[T]o believe the Dnah8cripture

or the Sense of any passage thereof, without rational Proofs, and an evidene@opnsist

is a blamable Credulity, and a temerarious Opinion, ordinarily grounded upon an ignorant
and willful Disposition, but more generally maintain'd out of a gainful Prospéct.”

It is Toland’s position that to believe something in the Bible that is unproven lmnrisas

intellectual naiveté. Reason stands in judgment not only of theology, but of Scripture.

*Robert E. Sullivanjohn Toland and the Deist Controversy: A Studydapation
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1982)7.12

*9John TolandChristianity Not Mysterious: Or, A Treatise ShowiRigat There is Nothing in
the Gospel Contrary to Reason, Nor Above It and NeaChristian Doctrine Can be Properly Called a
Mystery(New York: Garland, 1702), 6.

®Ibid., 40.
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Philosophy Supplies Content for Theology

A final view of the relationship between philosophy and theology is that
philosophy offers substantive content to theology. Here philosophy is neither a
handmaiden helping to clarify nor a support serving to strengthen nor even a judge
serving to justify, but it serves as a source filling theology with philosopbicelepts.
Erickson writes that, in this view, “[T]he understanding of Christianity nvadified as
its content was accommodated to a philosophy believed to bétrure this position,
theology serves to corroborate philosophy.

Erickson offers Hegel as an example of this position: “Georg Hegel, for
example, interpreted Christianity in terms of his own idealistic philosophg. r@sult
was a thoroughly rationalized version of Christianity. He saw the truths wti@hity as
merely examples of a universal truth, a dialectical pattern that histtows$.”® Rocker
disagrees, stating that Hegel did not add content to religion but rather drew adeor m
explicit what was implicit in religion. He writes, “Hegel argued the rational
comprehension of religion does not change religion’s content but gives it appropriate
form by bringing forth what is implicit®* Erickson’s estimation of Hegel is closer to the

mark.

®%Erickson,Christian Theology42.
®bid.

®“Stephen RockeHegel's Rational Religion: The Validity of HegeXsgument for the Identity
in Content of Absolute Religion and Absolute Ploids/(Cranberry, NJ: Associated University Presses,
1995), 32. In spite of Rocker’s assertion, Hegglemrs to oppose the view that philosophy eluc&date
theology, disparagingly remarking that in Kant'seatpt to put new life into the positive form ofiggbn
by deriving its meaning from philosophy, “[p]hilgsioy has made itself the handmaid of faith once thore
(G.W. F. HegelFaith and Knowledgetrans. Walter Cerf [Albany, NY: State Universif/New York
Press, 1977], 55).
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First, Hegel believes that there is a similarity in the content aflaiesreligion
and absolute philosophy. In Hegel's thought, there is a very close relationstaeihet
religion and philosophy. The nature of the close relationship becomes ddditierc
when one understands that Hegel thinks that these two disciplines speak the same truth i
two different languages. Dickey summarizes Hegel's view of the linkdaet religion
and philosophy as follows,

He begins by defining religion as “a mode of consciousness” that seeks to
establish the truth of the relationship between man and God. That truth, Hegel
implied, had expressed itself differently at different moments in human history
Speculative philosophy, he conjectured, articulated a form of that truth that was
appropriate to the advanced consciousness of the modern world. . . . Hegel claimed
that “the substance” of the Christian religion and his philosophy were “the’sam
... the essence of religion, as it were—could be expressed in two different

“languages,” which while possessing the same “substantiality” assuiffere ki
cognitive forms in the modern worfd.

For Hegel, Christian religion and philosophy have identical content that is segries
two distinct languages. Rocker succinctly writes that “Hegel idestghilosophy’s
content with religion’s.®

Second, Hegel places a priority on philosophy over religion. For Hegel,
though the content of philosophy and religion is the same, the languages used to
communicate truth are not of the same quality. Philosophical language & eledr
closer to truth because it is mediated directly by thought and not by a souroaldxte

the person. Rocker writes,

®5Laurence Dickey, “Hegel on Religion and Philosopliry, The Cambridge Companion to
Hegel ed. Frederick C. Beiser (New York: Cambridge Wmnsity Press, 1993), 309. See Georg Wilhelm
Friedrich Hegellectures on the Philosophy of Religi@u. Peter C. Hodgeson, (Berkeley,CA: University
of California Press, 1984), 151ff, 151n6.

®Rocker,Hegel’s Rational Religior31.
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When religious representation is viewed in relation to thought, Hegel tends to
emphasize the deficiency and misleading nature of what is representedhsince t
object of consciousness “relates itself to [consciousness] only in an éxhamaer;
it is revealed to it as something alien.” As a result the understandiranis for
retain “the purely external element in faith” and to lose its inner conberrief,
the religious mode of expression is foreign to the content it expf¥&sses.

He continues,

Even though religion and philosophy have the same content and goal—viz., the
knowledge of God—religion cannot grasp this content according to its internal
necessity but must apprehend the truth in a partly external manner. Religion veils
its truth. . . . Philosophy, then, is “superior” to religion in knowing the divine since

the human spirit has broken through the shell of representations and grasps the
essence of spirit in truth and freed&.

Hegel sees religious truth claims marred by their external sources®tily refines and
draws out the truth present but veiled in religion. “Philosophy, then, perfects the inner
truth of religion, which is the witness of the spirit, by founding this truth without
reference to anything outside spirit itself, wholly in the form of spirit. ‘Witaess of the
spirit in its highest form is that of philosophy® Philosophy holds pride of place in
Hegel’s thought in expressing theological truth.

In light of Hegel’s belief that reason is a clearer language that nmemtdyre
communicates the truth, it is not surprising to find that Hegel believes that phjyosoph
judges or justifies theology. In Hegel's system, philosophy wins when thardispute

between theology and philosophy. Theology must, for Hegel, bow to philosophy:

%Ibid., 35.

®81bid. Hegel is clear that Philosophy transcendigji@ in that philosophy’s “absolute truth
cannot rest in a cycle of mythical representatioas,opposed to religion which is dependent onlegian
(i.e. Hegel's “cycle of mythical representationgeorg Wilhelm Friedrich HegeHegel Encyclopedia of
Philosophy[New York: Philosophical Library, 1959], 8472, 4Y3

®Rocker,Hegel's Rational ReligiorB4. See Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegekctures on

Philosophy of Religioned. and trans. Peter Hodgeson (Berkeley: Unityeo$iCalifornia Press, 1985),
3:256; idemyVorlesungen Ausgewahlte Nachschriften und Manusknipl. 5.Vorlesungen Uber die
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The differing claims of religion and philosophy cannot be held in abeyance by
a kind of treaty of noninterference because the human spirit cannot be satidfied wit
less than absolute truth. If religious claims cannot be supported by rational
investigation, then religion has no claim to truth and hence no grounding. “There is
no ground for supporting that faith in content or in doctrine of positive religion can

still persist when reason has convinced itself of the contfdry.”

Hegel makes clear statements that indicate he thinks that philosophy jelges.r In
the Introduction to the second edition of Biscyclopedia of Philosophiie writes,

“[P]Jure, unbiased religion and simple loyalty must be acknowledged and justifeed i

by philosophy.** In Hegel's thought, it appears that philosophy speaks more clearly and

stands in judgment over theology.

Rocker admits, “On first encounter, Hegel’'s philosophy may seem to force the

data to fit the scheme.” Interestingly, he still argues that

Hegel is clear that philosophy’s task is “to cognize and comprehend” asligadn
(die Religion, die IS)[ not to bring forth the foundatios(unlagg of religion but
to comprehend th8achethat is alreadyorhaden Religion then must determine

itself according to its concept and not be determined according to one or another

subjective way of thinking?
In spite of Rocker’s protest, just a few short sentences later, he thdatddegel judges

Christianity as the most fully actualized religion because “in it Goelvisaled as spirit,

Philosophie der ReligiofHamburg: Felix Meiner), 5:183.

Rocker,Hegel's Rational ReligigrB6. See Hegelectures on Philosophy of Religion
1:134; idemVorlesungen3:49-50.

"Georg Wilhelm Friedrich HegeEncyclopedia of Philosophgrans. Gustav Emil Mueller
(New York: Philosophical Library, 1959), 62-63.idtrecognized that in some sense Hegel sees phligs
as indebted to theology. Hegel writes, “Religiam @xist without philosophy, but philosophy canipet
itself without including religion” (63). He alsamtes that “philosophical reflection learns fromfgu
unbiased religion, and simple loyalty] and is nehed and fortified by them” (62-63). So, thersasne
sense in which Hegel sees philosophy as dependawiigion, but the justifying relationship cleaflpws
from philosophy to theology with the latter depemntden the former for justification.

"“Rocker,Hegel's Rational Religiqr83.
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the absolute unity-in-difference manifesting itself to and by finitetspf Rocker also
writes, “Because the content of the Christian religion is infinite subjactivis

essentially revelatory and tru&'”In Rocker’s examples, Hegel’s estimation of the
validity of Christianity is based on his externally imposed terms—"“absohitg in
difference” and “infinite subjectivity"—not on its own internal standards ppiears that
philosophy does set the mold for truth in Hegel’'s system. For Hegel, in thenshap
between reason and faith, it appears that philosophy has become queen and theology
plays the role of a supportive handmaiden who offers support for philosophy. This
position opens the door for philosophy to add content to theology.

Some examples of the change in the content of theology by Hegel will show
how Erickson might envision Hegel using philosophy to provide content to theology. A
few of the results of Hegel's scheme are a rationalized version of they,Tifira
replacement of the historical Good Friday and Easter, and the abandonmenttioinsalva
by grace.

Erickson specifically mentions the rationalization of the Trinity in Hegel’
theology. He writes, “Take the Trinity, for example. As pure abstract thoGghitthe
Father; as going forth eternally onto finite being, He is the Son; as rejurome again
enriched by this being, He is the Holy Spirit.”Another example of philosophy adding
content to theology in Hegel's system is the replacement of the histoaodl Biday

with a speculative Good Friday. Rocker observes that “[t]he Christ evenergiagdut

Pbid.
Ibid.

" Erickson,Christian Theology42.
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its truth is not in the show of empirical happenings but in the spiritual meaning of the
story of Jesus’® It is not the historical events that matter, but their spiritual meaning.
That leaves room for Hegel to say, “Thereby it must re-establish for philpsopidea

of absolute freedom and along with it the absolute Passion, the speculative Good Friday
in place of the historic Good Friday. Good Friday must be re-established in the whole
truth and harshness of its God-forsakennésddegel defines his “speculative Good

Friday” as “[t]he existence of man in the world.” To Hegel, human existes “the

‘infinite grief.”” Along with Hegel’s speculative Good Friday of human &age in this

world comes his idea that “[t]he ‘speculative’ Easter must come from mam'sriumnph

in the effort to know himself® To clarify, Hegel seems to be calling for the
replacement of the historical Good Friday and Easter, which involve Jesus of Nazaret
death and resurrection with the speculative Good Friday of the infinite grief of human
existence and the speculative Easter of man’s coming to a deeper levebaiaelfess.

A related example is Hegel’s rejection of salvation by divine gracé¢hel
introduction toFaith and Knowledgél. S. Harris writes, “What Hegel objected to in the
traditional religion was the fact that ‘consecration’ and ‘grace’ weyaght of as coming
from a divine source that was alien and transcendéninstead of dependence on divine

grace, Hegel seemed to prefer a more independent form of salvation. Again, man’s

existence in his infinite grief is his problem: “The existence of man in tnkelws a

Rocker,Hegel's Rational Religiqrs2.

"'G. W. F. HegelFaith and Knowledgetrans. Walter Cerf and H. S. Harris (Albany, NY:
State University of New York Press, 1977), 190-91.

bid., 43.
bid.
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‘speculative’ Good Friday. That is the ‘infinite grief® A growing self-realization
appears to be the salvation Hegel prefers: “The ‘speculative’ Easstrcome from

man’s own triumph in the effort to know himseff.”It is not the triumph of Jesus’
historical resurrection that provides hope, but the triumph of man’s own effort to know
himself to which Hegel looks for hope. Rosenkranz describes Hegel’'s hope:

Once the alien consecration has been withdrawn from Protestantism, the spirit
can venture to hallow itself as spirit in its own shape, and reestablish the original
reconciliation with itself in aew religion in which the infinite grief and the whole
burden of antithesis is taken up. But it will be resolved and purely and without
trouble, when there isfeee peopleand Reason has found once more its reality as an
ethicalspirit, a spirit which is bold enough &ssume its religious shape on its own
soil and in its own majestyEvery single man is a blind link in the chain of absolute
necessity, on which the world develops. Every single man can extend his dominion
over a greater length of this chain only if he recognizes the direction in which the
great necessity will go, and learn from this cognition to utter the magic haird t
conjures up its shape. This cognition, which can both embrace in itself the whole
energy of the suffering and the antithesis that has ruled the world and all tlke form
of its development for a couple of thousand years, and can raise itself above it all,
this cognition only philosophy can gi¥e.

This paragraph brings the discussion full circle, back to the priority of philosophy over
theology. Reason is seen as religious and ethical, and is encouraged to boldly s&and on it
own terms. Man is encouraged to extend his dominion through knowledge and this
knowledge is only available via philosopty.

For Hegel, philosophy is king and theology serves as a helpful but lisping

handmaiden to the truth. He believes philosophy and religion speak the same truth, but

8bid.
8bid.
8bid., 43-44.

8This imagery harkens back to the beginning of the@eBvhen Eve was tempted by the
serpent to extend her dominion through knowledgkamsume her place in her own majesty.
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philosophy comprehends the truth more accurately and speaks the truth morelolearly
light of Hegel’s belief in the superiority of philosophy, it is perfectly poséd to judge
religious truth claims and in the end to transform the doctrine of the Trinity, the
crucifixion, the resurrection, and salvation. Hegel replaces orthodox Christiamel®c

with philosophically derived theology.

Shults’s View of Philosophy and Science

Shults’s view of the relationship between reason and faith or philosophy and
theology appears to include aspects of the latter two views described aboesefihyl
judges theology and philosophy provides content for theology. Shults says thashe s
philosophy and theology in a mutually influencing reciprocal relationship with one
another. In a chapter ithe Oxford Handbook of Science and Religiimults says that
there is an “inherently reciprocal relationship between faith and re&sdte’explains,

“To believe something or trust someone requires some knowledge of the thing or person.
To know something or someone requires some level of commitment, a fiduciary
connection to that which is known. Rationality involves committing oneself to a,belief
and faith involves making judgments about that which is trustwoffhyr the context of

the chapter, Shults deals with the relationship between faith and sciencehdHarks

science directly to reason and philosophy, and he considers science and philosophy as
two aspects of reason. In light of Shults’s connection, this chapter will discuss

philosophy with the express understanding that Shults would relate theology and scienc

8F. LeRon Shults, “Trinitarian Faith Seeking Tramafative Understanding,” ifthe Oxford
Handbook of Religion and Scienaal. Philip Clayton, Zachary Simpson (New York:f@® University
Press, 2006), 495.

®Ibid.
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in much the same way that he does theology and philosophy. Shults proposes tldat instea
of having either faith or reason as the starting point for the dialogue between theology
and science, one would do better to “begin with the relationality within whi¢h*&nd
‘reason’ are mutually constituted® To the one interested in interdisciplinary dialogue
this proposal might sound reasonable but, in practice, reason—in the form of philosophy
and science—yplays the central role in Shults’s theological method.

The overall argument Shults uses to make the case for his theological project
can be summarized in a simple line of reasoning:

Premise 1: Traditional doctrines were heavily influenced by philosophy.
Premise 2: Philosophy has changed over the course of history.

Conclusion: Therefore, doctrine should change to match current philosophical
trends®’

This argument can be seen in much of his work, which will be illustrated below. The
argument leads to philosophy being formative for Shults’s theology in sevayal The
formative influence of philosophy leads to the conclusion that Shults sees philosophy
standing in judgment of and add content to theology. This conclusion will be proven by
sharing three ways that Shults gives philosophy priority over theologyauipduge.

First, it will be shown that philosophy and science serve as the motivatitihretogical
reformation. For Shults, current trends in philosophy and science stand in judgment of
the inadequacy of traditional formulations of certain doctrines. Second, it veithbed

that Shults’s overarching argument for the emphasis on relationality al®s $e@ impact

®Ibid.

8The validity of this line of reasoning and the hfuiness of the propositions will be
evaluated in chap. 5.
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his methodology because he allows contemporary philosophy to play a foundational role
in how he practices and organizes his theology. Shults sees relationalityresrbeof

the day in philosophy, and his epistemology is developed as an attempt to bring
foundationalism and nonfoundationalism into a reciprocal relationship. The impact of the
philosophical emphasis on relationality is also seen in Shults’s desire to emgage i
interdisciplinary dialogue—Dbringing theology into reciprocal relationshtp ather

disciplines. The centrality of the emphasis on relationality in Shiltet®ogy seems to
indicate that contemporary philosophy stands in judgment over traditional theology,
which needs to be reformed to match the new relational emphasis.

A third philosophical influence on Shults’s theology will also be illustrated in
how he organizes his theology. Shults organizes his theology around three of the major
philosophical loci—epistemology, ethics, and metaphysics. This organization is
formative for Shults’s doctrines. While organization does not necessarilynteter
content, it reveals the priorities of the theologian which does impact content. Oae coul
argue that, in this sense, philosophy contributes to the content of Shults’s theology. It
appears that philosophy provides the motivation for reforming, is methodologically
central, and materially formative to Shults’s theology. This significahtente of
philosophy leads to the conclusion that philosophy is primary in Shults’s theological

methodology—judging and contributing content to theology.

Philosophy is Motivationally “Foundational”

Shults repeatedly emphasized the need to reform theology. He claiins, “
dimensions of the church—its theological formulation as well as the ministry and

ontology—aresemper reformata et reformandzalled to reformation by the grace of
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God.”™® According to Shults, the need for reformation is based on biblical scholarship, a
shifting culture, new discoveries in science, and philosophical paradigm shiftés Shul
paints the picture of an ever-changing and developing theological systegoes!

beyond the reformation of a theological system and calls for a refiottme “biblical

tradition.” He argues, for instance, that “[tlheology is indeed to be refornted &

always being reformed, but this reformatiomishe biblical tradition.®® A lack of

clarity leads to the question of whether he is referring to a reformation pti8eror a

reformation of a culturally-conditioned biblical interpretatiSn.

The Philosophical Turn to Relationality

One of the ways Shults attempts to justify his call for perpetual thedlogica
reformation is by making a brief appeal to the Magisterial Reformershartdadition of
Reformed Theology. He asserts, “Reformed Theology is characterizeddmymitment
to hermeneutical openness to reforming the received tradition; not only the church but
also theology is alway®formata et semper reformandd But, as one examines
Shults’s theological method more closely, philosophical developments drive Shults to
reform doctrine. In contrast, it was biblical exegesis that drove LuthehariReformers
to reform doctrine.

Shults’s repeated and extended emphasis on the philosophical turn to

relationality indicates that the main motivation for Shults’s theologidaimation is

83hults,Reforming the Doctrine of Go@, emphasis original.
89Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropolog, emphasis original.
“ssues related to Shults’s view and use of Scrpiill be discussed further in chap. 4.

*IShults,Reforming Theological Anthropolog#.
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grounded in philosophy. While Shults claims the push to reform theology comes from
several sources, philosophy bears most of the weight of Shults’s reformapivise.
He devotes a few words to contend that the Protestant Reformers taudghedhagyt
should be ever-changing, ever-being reformed, but, in reality, Shults basesrhis e
reformative project on “the philosophical turn to relationality.” He sperus of his
effort arguing that the conceptual shifts in philosophy and science—spegifiealiturn
to relationality’—demand a reformulation of traditional theology. Hisiargnt for an
emphasis on relationality is based almost exclusively on the historicahspifiosophy
and sciencé® Since Shults’s entire project depends on the philosophical turn to
relationality in history, an historical survey of his turn to relationalityeipful in order
provide a better basis for later analyzing the weight of his argument.

In his article “The Philosophical Turn to Relationality and Responsibility of
Practical Theology,” and in his first chapterRéforming Theological Anthropology:
After the Turn to RelationalifyShults traces the turn to relationality in philosophy and
science through history. He begins by laying out the philosophical catedates t
influence classical theology. Aristotle is the main contributor of thesespturad
categories. Shults emphasizes the fact that Aristotle, Plato, the Stoice@Riahbnists
downplayed the importance of relationality and gave pride of place to substance. Shult
claims that though early modern thinkers continued to emphasize substance over
relationality, Locke, Hume, and especially Hegel moved in the directiomatibrebeing

preeminent. The thinkers, Husserl, Heidegger, Sartre, and Whitehead, continued this tur

92At the very least, one can say that the histotisal to relationality in philosophy is the only
motivation that Shults spends any significant temculating in his work. Chap. 5 will evaluates hi
historical argumentation for a turn to relationalit
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to relationality?® According to Shults, this turn has had a significant impact on every
area of philosophy and has far-reaching implications for theology.

It is significant that Shults begif&eforming Theological Anthropologyith a
historical survey of the philosophical turn to relationality. It sets the foiomdair his
entire project. He introduces the chapter by arguing that even though it is mot a ne
concept in Christian theology, relationality has been relegated to a secoatizsyrst
traditional doctrinal formulations: “This is due in part to the reciprocity betwee
theological conceptions and the philosophical and scientific conceptions of any given
culture and time?* According to Shults, there is a mutual influence between philosophy,
science, and theology. This influence is vital to understand as the philosophical
landscape shifts from modernism to postmodernism or “late modernism” as @liglts ¢
it. Shults is very intentional about utilizing the new philosophical emphasis to ihfierm
theological beliefs. He clearly states, “The purpose of this chapter is iteedi
historical development of the category of ‘relation’ in some major philosophers from
ancient Greece to present in order to set the stage for the reconstructive werk of t
following chapters.®

Shults offers two qualifiers before he begins to make his argument in earnest.

He clarifies that his argument for the turn to relationality does not meaortbept of

%F. LeRon Shults, “The Philosophical Turn to Relasility and Responsibility of Practical
Theology,” inRedemptive Transformation in Practical Theologysds in Honor of James E. Loder,,Jr.
ed. Dana R. Wright and John D. Kuentzel (Grand &agterdmans, 2004), 342; ideRgforming
Theological AnthropologyGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 11-36; ideéeforming the Doctrine of God
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 5-9.

%‘Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropologyd.

Slbid.
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relationality is a late modern innovation in the realm of philosophy. “The novelty is a
new emphasis on the insertion of the category of relation into the heart of metalphys
discourse.®* He also offers the caveat that his historical treatment will be cursory and

limited to a few of the key turning points in the flow of philosophical history.

Relationality from Aristotle to Kant

Shults begins his survey with the pre-Socratics whose philosophical musings
centered on the essence of reality. He quickly moves through Plato to Aristetle. H
writes that it is in Aristotle’s theory of predication that “we find tbet of the Western
philosophical privileging of substance over relationality.Aristotle was interested in
exploring the nature and taxonomy of “things.” He says that descriptors of thinggs”
can be categorized: “[E]ach signifies either substance or quantity dicati@n or a
relative or where or when or being-in-position, having or doing or being-affetted.
Shults argues that the order of Aristotle’s list was important: “The ‘®rbstance’ is not
only first on his list, but also takes ontological priority because substance must be
included in any predicatior?” If one is going to say anything about a “thing,” it must
include a reference to the central essence, the substance, of the thing. pbe,akam
someone wants to describe a car (i.e., the blue car, the car on the left, thi thgmcar
one must include a reference to the car. All of the other categories—quantiity;, qual

relation, place, date, posture, possession, action, and passivity—are used to qualify the

%lbid., 12.
Ibid., 13.
%Ibid.

“Ibid.
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substance of a thing. Shults argues, “Aristotle clearly gives theocgteigsubstance
(ousig priority over the fourth category, which is the category of relation, thédtes, t
‘toward something’fros t) of a thing. What we might call a things ‘towardness’ does
not really get at its ‘whatness’ for Aristotl€?® It is here that Shults sees the beginning
of prioritizing substance over relation.
The priority that Aristotle places on substance is further confirmed in his

distinction between “substance” and nonessential “accidents.” Shultesléne
extensive historical implications of this teaching:

[Aristotle’s] model led to a hard distinction between ‘substances’ and ‘acsident

(including relations) in which the latter are not essential to what the thing ispand s

less real. It came to be orthodoxy in Western philosophy that the relationsraf a thi
to other things are not essential to defining or knowing what the thifig is.

Next, Shults highlights the Neo-Platonist Plotinus. His categories irttlude
being, motion, stability, difference, and identity. Shults points out that “Plojoes out
of his way to say that the term ‘Relation’ is ‘remote from Being.” He asksfor
Relation, manifestly an offshoot, how can it be included among primaries7oR&abf
thing ranged against thing; it is not self-pivotal, but looks outwafd.Following
Aristotle, Plotinus places priority on being or substance over relation.

Shults traces the de-emphasis on relation through the Middle-Ages, dagting t
Porphyry, a pupil of Plotinus, embraced Aristotle’s ten categories and hrectigsti

between substance and accidents as well. Shults observes, “Christian éimsdimgihe

10%higd., 13-14.
1%%hid., 15.

1%2hid.
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most part accepted the validity of Porphyry’s way of formulating the issue [of
universals], which presupposed a particular way of distinguishing between sulastdnce
(accidental) relations™®®

In the early modern period of the Renaissance, a conceptual shift began to take
place. Aristotle had believed that the qualitative predicates were nabtbae the
guantitative categories, including the category of relation. Shultsybiafles the shift
related to science. The emphasis of early science on the mathematigahgons for
the mysteries of the world (i.e., discoveries by Copernicus and Galileo) began to
undermine the emphasis of the qualitative predicates. Shults writes thastpiiérs
began to think that quantitative analysis may get us closer to the ‘whatmess’ (
substantiality) of a thing*®* Shults continues to highlight the influence of science on
philosophical thought. He observes, “Discoveries and developments in quantum theory
led to a further outworking of relational thinking; particle physics is nolyralbut
particles anymore but about relationships—interpenetrating and mutuallydemngy
fields.”% In addition, physicists llya Prigogine and Isabella Stengers &figijier an
interaction to be real, the ‘nature’ of the related things must derive from ritbl@sions,
while at the same time the relations must derive from the ‘nature’ of thesffiffig

Relation, for Shults and scientists alike, has begun to define the essenbmgf a t

1933hults,Reforming Theological Anthropology6.

bid.

1%9hid., 18. Note also that there was a debate anding the distinction between “primary”
and “secondary” qualities. Descartes sought terefiualism while Spinoza argued for a monism

consisting of nothing but absolute substance.

1%yla Prigogine and Isabella Steng@rder Out of Chaos: Man’s New Dialogue with Nature
(New York: Bantam, 1984), 95. As quoted in ShuRsforming Theological Anthropolog¥8.
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Shults returns to the philosophical development of an emphasis on relationality
in the early modern period to find what he characterizes as a thriving substance
metaphysics present in new dualism and empiricism. He points out that Locke’s
explanation of the distinct types of qualities might have been useful in stremgtheni
substance metaphysics. But, for Locke, “[T]he ideas of substance and acaidaris
of much use in philosophy, because we do not know what substance is, except that which
supports accidents. We have no idea of what it is, only an obscure and confused idea of
what it does.*®” Shults claims that, for Locke, it appears that the idea of relation is
understood more clearly than substance, though the substance describes the objective
world.

The skeptic David Hume takes the shift even farther saying that not only is it
impossible for someone to have clear ideas about substance but also that one cannot
predicate anything about substance. Shults says that Hume is singiyriglthe logic
of Locke’s belief that “substance” is indefinite. This led Hume to the cdnaltsat
there can be no predication regarding something that there is no sure knowledge of. He
concludes that anything said about substance is a habit of the mind or convention. Shults
notes, “This skepticism applies not only to the substances but also to the connections
(relations) we habitually associate between substances, relations saoseard
effect.”®® Hume'’s skepticism involves knowledge of both substance and relation.

Kant also promotes a major shift in the philosophical turn to relationality. He

guestions whether one can know and describe a thing as it really is. According tp Shults

197Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropology8.

1%8hid., 19.
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“He argues that we can speak of things as they appear to us (phenomena), but not of
things in themselves (noumenaj® Kant also proposes a radically different concept of
categories than Aristotle. While Aristotle and the Western traditioeveethat the

objective world contains structures that are grasped by the human mind, Kant holds the
structural categories are present in the human subject. Instead ottharieatbeing a

part of objective reality, they become part of the subjective mind that orgalaitzesto
transcendental categories as it is received. They are categoriegdtanding or
categories of the mind.

The organization of the categories is more important to Shults’s argument than
the subjective location of the structure. Most important to note is the fact that Kant
makes substance and accident a subcategory of his category “Of Relations’ s8isi|
“This is a major adjustment and sets the stage for the radical developitnaos
below.™° Adler observes that “Kant's categories, in contrast to Aristotle’syché
striking example of the shift from substance to relatidh.Another important
adjustment in Kant’s organization of his categories “is his unleashing obredlhty
from Category |, ‘Of Quantity’, to which it had been tied by Aristoff&.”Shults
explains that this move frees relationality to continue to be an important component of
the phenomena while saving it from quantitative mathematical analysiss Sbatiudes

his treatment of Kant by noting that “Kant’s explicit critique of Aristtstitreatment of

%9pjid., 20.
"%hid., 21.

"Mortimer J. Adler, ed.The Great Books of the Western Woudl. 2 (Chicago:
Encyclopedia Britannica, 1990), s.v. “Relation.”

12Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropologg1.
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relationality provided the impulse for a series of philosophical developmentsdhkl
open conceptual space for the rapid advancement of dynamic relational hypitheses
physics, psychology, and the other sciences that shape the contemporaey tdltur

Kant almost makes the full turn to relationality; the complete turn isolefhother.

Relationality from Hegel to Levinas

Hegel serves as the Archimedean point of Shults’s survey of the philosophical
turn to relationality. Shults says that the teaching of Hegel sets thiotanach of the
emphasis on relationality in the past two hundred years. He concludes, “Foasiis, re
it makes sense to use Hegel as a kind of historical marker for an importanhghet
turn to relationality.*** Hegel unites and aptly articulates three major thoughts that have
been very influential in facilitating the philosophical emphasis on relatignéli
challenging the substance/accident distinction, (2) insistence thainmealay is essential
to being, and (3) belief that absolute relation cannot be defined by contrastingnite inf
and the finite because the infinite must embrace the finite while transgahdiThe
three points of Hegel are briefly extrapolated by Shults. First, ShuidlssyHegel sees
a dialectical unity between the categories of substance and accident.séjegitlat this

unity is an expression of “absolute relation,” which is the highest categdng in t
objective logic.**® This dialectical unity is an expression of Hegel's further rejection of
a distinction between form and content. The relation between form and content

influences Hegel's second key thought, namely, the idea that there is artdntima

Mpid., 22.

Mpid.
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connection between relation and being. Shults writes, “Subjectivity replaceasraaas
the highest category, and ‘becoming’ is radically incorporated into b&ihdzinally,
Hegel’s third influential thought focuses on ultimate relationality—thegioa between
the infinite and the finite. He writes, “The ‘true’ Infinity embeadooth itself and
finitude; it is a process that raises its difference from itself intoftimmation of
itself.”*” Hegel argues that a true qualitative infinity somehow enfolds finitude into
itself without being limited by it.

Shults next turns to Sgren Kierkegaard who rejected Hegel's treatment of
infinity as a threat to both the transcendence of God and the particularity ®f finit
creatures. Shults briefly notes that Kierkegaard worries that Hegathkinhg eliminates
the objective reality of individuals who appear to be “absorbed into the all-encangpass
Subject.*® Shults gives very little detail about Kierkegaard’s disagreement veigfelH
Shults’s point in bringing him up is to highlight the fact that in spite of his disagrégem
with Hegel, Kierkegaard emphasizes relationality in his own way. Hesyrit
“[Kierkegaard’s] whole authorship was driven by the question of the relation of the
individual to the Infinite (or Eternal, or Unknown). . . . Despite his resistance td élege

so many other fronts, for Kierkegaard too ‘relationality’ was a key coritEpt

Ipid., 23.
19pid., 24.
"pid., 25.
"3hid.
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Shults turns next to Charles Sanders Peirce, who began his excursion into the
guestion of relationality with a set of five categories that havealas a subcategory of
being. Later, the subcategory of “relation,” along with quality and remietsen,
became dominant in Peirce’s thought. Shults observes, “Peirce’s fascindtion wi
relationality is also evident in his suggestion that we may overcome idedligiism
and materialism with ‘synechism,’ the doctrine that everything is contindéushults
points to Kierkegaard’s definition of the self as “a relation that reltgtelf o itself . . .
or relation’s relating itself to itself in the relation” as the ultienexample of this
emphasis on relationality.

Shults then traces the turn to relationality in the analytic tradition. “In the
analytical tradition, one of the most important debates has been over the issue of
‘internal’ and ‘external’ relations,” claims Shults. He continues, “Sonaiogls seem to
be essential (or internal) to a thing’s being what it is, for example, my lyeingger’
than my grandfather. Other relations appear to be external to the esséwcthioig™**
Shults concedes that this thought has been vigorously opposed for several reasons, but
sees the utility of the concept as “helpful for the purposes of logical anfslilcg
analysis.*#

The “continental” tradition or “speculative” philosophy is the next brief stop
on Shults’s historical tour. Here Shults says that the emphasis of Hussedsrizzal

intentionality—an analysis of aspects of human consciousness or awareness—is

129hid., 27.
2Yhid.
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understanding the types of relation that appear in consciousness. Heideggetrand Sar
are mentioned in passing. Shults briefly says that “Heidegger’s theanaticsis of
Dasein(being there) led him to emphasize a whole host of relational distinctions
including being with, being in, and his famous being-towards-dé&athShults says that
Sartre believed the “relation of being-with and being-for-otietise self's being*** In
other words, one’s being is defined by one’s relationship to others.

Shults hails Alfred North Whitehead as “the most important twentieth century
American philosopher who contributed to the growing dissatisfaction with thedraditi
Aristotle’s substance metaphysics, and its denigration of the categotstimfrré™?®
Whitehead proposes a radically different metaphysic. Stumph and Fieser dbefirm
central nature of relationality in Whitehead’s metaphysic: “[Whasel's] main theme
was that ‘connectedness is the essence of all thiffsShults specifically notes
Whitehead’s priority on actual entities and eternal objects. The importatiostigied

in Shults’s observation, “To be an actual occasion (or entity) in the nexus of the physica

world is to be aelatumin this fundamentally organic extensive scherfé.Shults notes

123pjid., 28.

24pid., 29. If this is really what Sartre is sayjtilgis unclear why Shults would not have
spent more space explaining Sartre’s comments.

2pid. As a minor point of clarification, Whiteheagent most of his life and career in
England. He didn't move to America until he wag\sithree, when he took a position at Harvard. He
served there as a professor of philosophy forgéirtyears. It is more accurate to say that Wtietlneas
an English scholar who had a great influence onraae philosophy. Seghe Cambridge Dictionary of
Philosophyed. Robert Audi, ¥ ed. (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1989);. “Whitehead,
Alfred North.”

125amuel Enoch Stumph and James Fideitpsophy: History and Problen{8urr Ridge,
IL: McGraw-Hill Higher Education, 2003), 416.

127Shults,Reforming Anthropology29.
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the protest of most Christian theologians to process thought, which derived much of its
trajectory from Whitehead. In spite of the problems, Shults still sees titpgintthis

system of thought for emphasizing relationality as essential toyrealit

Relationality Elsewhere

Shults now turns to the disciplines of science and math to discuss the impact of
the turn to relationality. He argues that current psychology and anthropotogyize
that relations are constitutive. He highlights the recognition of these dissiplf the
situatedness of the human subject, saying, “Instead of the autonomous subje@rdhat st
over against the world and other subjects, today human self-consciousness ipothderst
as always and already embedded in relations between self, other and"tfo8ttilts
claims that in these disciplines relations are generally consideredutivesiof the
person.

Shults ends his historical journey to the current emphasis on relationality with
a brief discussion of Emmanuel Levinas. Levinas says that the relationsigebebhe
subject and the object—the | and the Other—is the primary category. Shults expounds,
“Rather, as Levinas would probably say, it is not a category at all, but beyond
categorization—this is an even more radical prioritization of relatigrizft

In his survey, Shults moves from Aristotle’s emphasis on substance with
relation relegated to the role of a subset of a category, to Kant who begins to sthit prior

to relation by placing substance as a subset of the category “OComglat Hegel who

128hid., 31.
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emphasizes “absolute relationality” as the highest category in objémgiegto Levinas
who sees relationality as beyond categorization. What a differenaenailfennia

make!

The Responsibility of Theology

From his historical survey, Shults concludes that the turn to relationality has

greatly impacted philosophy. He writes, “The philosophical turn to relatiprineg
shaped not only the way we think about knowing and being but also our understanding of
human acting**° In Shults’s estimation, the turn to relationality has had a sweeping
impact on epistemology, metaphysics, and ethics and has therefore mgdegra
implications for theology. According to Shults, this turn impacts every theological
doctrine. Recall the expansive nature of his project and the motivation behind it. Shults
writes,

I'd originally intended to write a single book that would explore the implicatdbns

the turn to relationality in philosophy and science for both the Christian doctrine of

anthropology and the doctrine of God. .However these themes shape not only

each other but every Christian doctrjrees a result, | found myself pulled toward

the implications of late modern relational categories for Christology, Prelagg
soteriology, eschatology, afukt about everything el$é!

For Shults, this philosophical turn to relationality provides both a demand and
an opportunity to reform doctrine. He opines that the philosophical turn to relationality
implies a twofold responsibility of “practical theology"—it was pdhyiaesponsibility

for producing the turn and is now responsible for engaging the turn. On the former point,

130F. LeRon Shults, “The Philosophical Turn to Reladility,” 342. Note that these three
elements—knowing, acting, and being—serve as Stugtuctural outline for his theology. The
philosophical turn to relationality impacted epist#ogy, ethics, and metaphysics.

1315hults,Reforming Theological Anthropologyii, emphasis added.
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Shults argues that theologians who emphasize relationality have influenced the
philosophical turn. His first example is the philosopher/theologian who plays the pivotal
role in the turn—Hegel. Shults notes, “It was through Hegel's struggle witkt{ahri

ideas about Incarnation, Trinity, and Spirit that he was led to link relationafity a
essence’®? Hegel's contemplation of theological issues were formative to his
philosophical system. Shults goes on to say that “relationality has long beereafttapl
Christian theology; the early church debates focused most of their attention on the
relations between God and humanity revealed in the person of Jesus Christ and on the
relations between Father, Son, and Spirit that constitute the divine B&rgHults says

that the early church’s dependence on Greek substance metaphysics expréssed in t
doctrines of divine simplicity and impassibility greatly hindered glan these

matters:** He argues elsewhere that in light of the decline of emphasis on substance
metaphysics and the related rise of relationality the conceptual spdoegmagpened for

an improved articulation of these doctrines.

Shults also highlights Jonathan Edwards’s emphasis on relationality,
paralleling him with Kant. Shults says that Edwards rejects Aristotelktegories and
develops a relational ontology of creation. He notes Sang Lee’s tripartiteasyrof
Edwards’s thoughts on the matter: “[W]hat an entity is, is inseparable &ations;

relations determine the existence of an entity; the extent of mutusdmslaf all entities

133hid., 33.
33bid.

3% or a look at Shults’s reformation of these doesiin light of the turn to relationality, see
Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of God

120



is absolutely comprehensivE® Shults argues that, for Edwards, relationality is a key
concept.

Shults draws attention to relationality in the works of Frederick
Schleiermacher and Karl Barth as well. The former used relatypaalia key category
for interpreting the pious self-consciousness so important in his system.tt€he la
reveals his emphasis on relationality by his elevation of the doctrine ofithiy To the
central focus of his theology.

Shults says that there is a second responsibility of theology related tonthe tu
to relationality. He argues that theology is not only responfbkbe turn to
relationality but also responsiltiethe philosophical turn to relationality. In Shults’s
estimation, theology must respond to the turn to relationality by reconsidering and
reforming doctrines in light of this new emphasis. Specifically, Shultsteedurn to
relationality as a call “to a more critical evaluation of some traditimmanulations that
were overly shaped by substance metaphystésThis appears to be the point to which
Shults has been moving in his historical survey. He lauds the transition in philosophy as
the driving force behind the need to transform theology.

Shults does not see the onus for transformation as an unwelcomed
responsibility, but happily anticipates the turn to relationality asat gmportunity for
reforming theology. Regarding anthropology, he writes, “The turn to ratioo#iéss

theology a new opportunity for presenting a Christian understanding of humanity in a

13sang Hyun LeeThe Philosophical Theology of Jonathan Edwa(fsnceton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1988), 80. As cite&.iheRon ShultsReforming Theological Anthropology
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 34.

135shults,Reforming Theological Anthropologg5s.
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way that upholds some key biblical intuitions that have sometimes been obscured or
lost.”*” As mentioned above, in Shults’s estimation, the turn also impacts every other
theological subject®® He sees the turn to relationality as a call to critically evaluate
some of the “traditional formulations,” including substance dualism, original sin, the
imago deiGod as immaterial substance, God as single subject, God as firstdianse,
simplicity, divine immutability, divine foreknowledge, predestination, and divine
timelessnes$® For Shults, the turn to relationality also has far-reaching implications f
the task of theology. This reality is illustrated clearly by the ceplaae the

philosophical concept of relationality plays in his method.

Philosophy is Methodologically Central

The philosophical turn to relationality not only provides Shults motivation for
theological reform, it is also central to how Shults does theology. First, Sleaitky c
states that relationality or reciprocity is central to his methodol&wults takes his
inspiration for methodological emphasis on reciprocity from Pannenberg. Heautiliz
Pannenberg’s view of the reciprocal relationship between philosophical aechatist
theology as a model for conceiving the way that relationality is methodollggical

operative within postfoundational theology. Tlhe Postfoundationalist Task of

¥bid., 5.

1385hults,Reforming the Doctrine of Godlem,Christology in SciencéGrand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2008); F. LeRon Shults and Steve Sand@ihge;aces of Forgiveness: Searching for Wholeness
and Salvatio(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003); and F. LeRon ShattsAndrea Hollingsworttihe Holy
Spirit (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008).

13%0r a treatment of doctrines related to anthroppkee ShultsReforming Theological
Anthropology 163-242. For a treatment of doctrines relatetthéology proper, see ShulReforming the
Doctrine of God
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Theology Shults writes,
| focus on Pannenberg’s unique way of linking philosophical and systematic
theology, demonstrating how this underlying methodological reciprocity may b

carried over into the postfoundationalist’s concern to link hermeneutics and
epistemology in the contemporary postmodern corft8xt.

He expresses the same idea when summarizing his thesiscéftnal thesisof the

current project is that the methodological reciprocity operative in Wolfharidhderg’s
theological anthropology may be critically appropriated for the postfoundbsiotaak

of theology.™** Shults clearly articulates a desire to follow the example of Panné&nberg

methodological reciprocity in his own theological project.

Modernism and Postmodernism in Relation

Shults appears to succeed in taking up the methodological reciprocity of
Pannenberg. There are numerous examples of Shults employing this methbdolagy
few examples of major import will serve to illustrate the use of recipretzionality in
his method. First, Shults’s views of some foundational concepts for theologitaldne
are shaped by an emphasis on relationality. He sees modernism and postmodexnism i
reciprocal relationship, and he recognizes the importance of this view for the
postfoundationalist project:

Supporting the postfoundationalist move is a particular vision of the relation

between modernity and postmodernity. Rather than asserting that thenksites
the end or the annihilation of the former, postfoundationalist thinkers affirm a more

dialectic or dynamic relation between the two. Postmodernism is defined-as a t
and-fro movement, constantly challenging the foundationalist assumptions of

140Shults,Postfoundationalist Task of Theologyii.

bid., 18, 21.
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modernity. They are not defined as poles on the opposite side of a continuum, nor
as the horns of a dilemni&

Instead of setting modernism and postmodernism against one another, his focus is on “the
postfoundationalistision of the ‘postmodern’ as a dynamic self-critical movement that
shuttles back and forth between the privileging of hermeneutics and the wagjafizi

epistemic concerns:®*® Shults characterizes the relationship between modernism and
postmodernism as a “to-and-fro movement” and a “dialectic or dynatatoreship.”

The postfoundationalist claims postmodernism “shuttles back and forth between” the
typical postmodern emphasis on hermeneutics and the usual modern emphasis on
epistemology. In sum, Shults seeks to cast a vision of a dialectical rather than an
adversarial relationship between modernism and postmodernism. In light of ithiis vis

of the relation of postmodernism and modernism, he proposesanstructive

response” to postmodernisiif.

Foundationalism and
Nonfoundationalism in Relation

A second indication of the centrality of relationality in Shults’s thdoldg
method is closely linked to his view of the relationship between modernism and
postmodernism. Shults employs the concept of reciprocal relationality in hi®kiew
foundationalism and nonfoundationalism, which are the reigning epistemologies of

modernism and postmodernism respectively. Shults sees great potential éoighexal

¥2bid., 27.
bid., xiv.

144Shults,Postfoundationalist Task of Theologii. Also see Shults, “Relationality,
Modernism, and Postmodernism.”
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relationality between some of the central intuitions of foundationalism and
nonfoundationalism. Shults rejects the certainty of foundationalism, but wants to avoid
falling into the relativism of the radical forms of nonfoundationalism. Shultaggihe
goal of Postfoundationalism, saying, “Postfoundationalism aims to develop afdausi
model of a logical rationality that chart a course between the Scylla afdbanalist
dogmatism and the Charybdis of nonfoundationalist relativiémIih order to navigate

this precarious strait, Shults argues for the reciprocal relationshgyexfad concepts that
are usually contrasted in the competing systems of foundationalism and
nonfoundationism.

These postfoundationalist couplets serve as a clear example of Shults’s view of
the potentially reciprocal relationship between the concepts of foundatioraadtsm
nonfoundationalismHe brings together experience and belief, truth and knowledge,
individual and community, explanation and understanding, and epistemology and
hermeneutics. Shults summarizes the relationship of the four couplets of
postfoundationalism rationality using four brief but pregnant propositions:

(PF1): interpreted experience engenders and nurses all beliefs, and a network of
beliefs informs the interpretation of experience.

(PF2): the objective unity of truth is a necessary condition for the intelliggalech
for knowledge, and the subjective multiplicity of knowledge indicates thbifiajl
of truth claims.

(PF3): rational judgment is an activity of socially situated individuals, altdral
community indeterminately mediates the criteria of rationality.

15Shults,Postfoundationalist Task of Theolo@g.
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(PF4): explanation aims for universal, trans-contextual understanding, and
understanding derives from particular contextualized explandfidns.

Experience and Belief

The first couplet Shults seeks to bring together is experience and belief. He
observes the desire of foundationalists to justify beliefs based on exq@enenereas
nonfoundationalists argue that all experiences are impacted by a subjeetivef
beliefs.” Shults attempts to mediate the two intuitions positing a recipelatibnship
between experience and belief. He draws inspiration for this concept fidentzel
van Huyssteen, who argues,

Because we relate to our world epistemically only through the mediation of
interpreted experience, the observer or knower is always in relationship teswhat i
known, and thus always limited in perspective, in focus, and in experiential scope.
In this sense beliefs are both brought to experience and derived from it, and our

interpreted experience thus becomes the matrix within which meaning and
knowledge arisé?’

Shults summarizes this idea by saying that “interpreted experiegeadsrs and nurses

all belief.”**® This concept is a denial of the foundationalist myth of the “neutral”
observer, which is the status Descartes, the “Father of Foundationalism,” boped t
achieve. Descartes expressed this hope as follows: “I was convinced tisatdnoe for

all undertake to rid myself of all opinions which | had formerly accepted, and cormamenc

to build anew from the foundation, if | wanted to establish any firm and permanent

149bid., 43.

1473, Wentzel van Huyssteessays in Postfoundationalist Theold@rand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1997), 20.

183hults,Postfoundationalist Task of Theolo@hs.
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structure in the scienced?® Shults recognizes the futility of such a goal but does affirm
the foundationalists’ intuition that experience is formative of beliefs.

The idea that experience shapes belief is important to Shults’s project of
reform because he sees most of contemporary evangelical theologyias tcajbte
foundationalist mindset. Instead of remaining captive to foundationalism, Shults is
attempting to do theology from a mediating epistemological position. For Shudts, thi
mediating position is an identifying mark of Postfoundationalism: “It is pedgihe
reciprocal relation between belief and experience that sets the postfooatisitimodel
apart from its rivals**° One can see the importance of the concept of relationality in this
statement—believing in the reciprocal relationality between belieéapdrience defines

Postfoundationalism.

Truth and Knowledge

The second couplet that Shults addresses is truth and knowledge. Shults notes
that foundationalists search for objective truth (i.e., Descartes’ “cladr"distinct”
ideas and beliefs logically derived from them) while nonfoundationalists drgtie t
knowledge is subjective. Quine, who is credited with “the decisive break with
foundationalism,” pushes his belief in the fallibility of truth claims to theeex¢ of even
challenging the laws of logit* He claims, “No statement is immune to revision.

Revisioneven of the logical law of the excluded midus been proposed as a means of

14René Descartes, “Meditations on First Philosophyfuman Knowledgeed. Paul K.
Moser and Arnold Vander Nat (New York: Oxford Unisigy Press, 2003), 117.

1%0Shults,Postfoundationalist Task of Theologhb.

%INancey MurphyTheology without Foundations: Religious Practiceldne Future of
Theological Truthed. Nancey Murphy and Mark Nations (Nashvilleirfgion, 1994), 12.
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simplifying quantum mechanicd® Shults seeks to bring these two extremes together.
The key terms for linking truth and knowledge in the postfoundationalist system is
“intelligibility” and “fallibility.” Shults argues that “[t|he emhasis on ‘intelligibility’

aims to accommodate the foundationalist intuitions about truth as an ideal, and the
insistence on ‘fallibility’ accommodates the nonfoundationalist worry ahlbsblutism

and hegemonic totalizatiod>® This couplet is fundamental to Shults’s entire project
because his appeal to the “fallibility of truth claims” provides intali@cspace for his

call to reform long-held dogmas. But, he still caters to the foundatiooatisern for

truth as he proposes that his doctrinal adjustment is part of a search for the tidehl of

Interestingly, Shults is never clear on whether truth is more than simplyan ide

Individual and Community

The concept of the relationship between the individual and community is the
third couplet that Shults brings together. He observes that foundationalisieges\ihe
individual as the starting place in the discussion of reason: “The individual stamding i
the neutral Archimedean point, wholly independent of tradition, became the 'itfeal.”

The centrality of the knowing subject is evident in the method of Descartes; his
foundationalism is completely taken with the turn to the subject. Nonfoundationalism, on
the other hand, embraced the postmodern critique of the individual as the subjective

center. So, Shults writes, “In its relativist forms, nonfoundationalism thlet®tthe

133/, V. Quine, “Two Dogmas of Empiricism,” iHuman Knowledgeed. Paul K. Moser and
Arnold Vander Nat (New York: Oxford University Pee2003), 291.

1535hults,Postfoundationalist Task of Theolod.
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extreme and argues that language games are incommensurable, andhtbatm@agnity
determines its own rationality®® In an effort to bring the emphasis on the individual
and the community together, Shults argues, “The postfoundationalist insisteethaius

of rational choice is the individual agent, yet also affirms that what a perdgesj to be
rational is affected by the cultural-historical group of which he or she ig.&"faFor
Shults, while the individual chooses to believe or disbelieve something, that indizidual’
choice is affected by his community. Community sets the criteria for ratyofoa the

individual and thus community also plays a vital role in one’s theological develapment

Explanation and Understanding

The last of Shults’s four couplets of postfoundationalism is explanation and
understanding. Shults clarifies, “[Explanation] has to do with including a particula
phenomenon under a general rule, [understanding] with considering a particught in li
of the whole of its context:®” Explanation is illustrated by natural science’s desire to
explain things according to universal laws, while understanding is exesdi the
focus of the human sciences on particularity. Shults charges Foundationalhsam wit
overemphasis on explanation and Nonfoundationalism with an overemphasis on
understanding. He looks to van Huyssteen as a resource for linking understanding and
explanation. He says that van Huyssteen rightly sees the task of thaslsggking both

understanding and explanation:

B9bid.
59bid., 60.

Bbid., 69.
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By emphasizing the back-and-forth movement between traditioned
understanding and universally intended explanation, the postfoundationalist escaped
relativism without retreating into absolutism. . . . Attempts to understand involves
seeking the best explanation and explanations emerge out of and lead to new
interpreted understandings. Rather than being mutually exclusive both tasks are
intrinsic to search for maximal intelligibility®

As in the other couplets, where foundationalists and nonfoundationalists see concepts
contradicting one another, Shults proposes a reciprocal relationship betweea the tw
opposing poles—explanation and understanding. Relational reciprocity playsraleital

for the foundational concepts upon which Shults bases his theological method.

Epistemology and Hermeneutics
The four postfoundationalist couplets serve as the basis for Shults’s proposed
reciprocal relationship between epistemology and hermeneutics. Regaeliogtt
couplets of Postfoundationalism, Shults writes,
The first two couplets are more oriented toward epistemological questions, i.e., the
nature and condition for our knowing, although they inevitably ramify into
hermeneutic issues as well. For the latter two dyads, the focus is more on
hermeneutic questions, although they are derived from and have implications for
epistemological issués®
According to Shults, epistemology is lauded as the primary enterprise of phyyjasoph
foundationalism. In protest, nonfoundationalism rejected foundationalism’s $earch
certain knowledge and replaced it with an emphasis on hermeneutics—subjective

interpretation over objective certainfy. Once again, what foundationalism and

nonfoundationalism separated Shults seeks to bring together in a reciprocaisbipti

8hid., 72.
9bid., 59.

18%hid., 77-81
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Shults desires to maintain the foundationalists’ search for intelligiblareajpbns, but
also wants to recognize the postmodern challenge to certfintle summarizes his
solution as follows: “The postmodern concern with hermeneutics drives us to constant
interrogation of our epistemological assumptions. However, the modernist concerns
about the issues of human knowledggigtemgare not simply negated or left behind;
rather, they are taken up into a new critique and reconstru¢ffodr Shults,
epistemology is challenged to adapt and adjust by hermeneutics, but the seanth for t
is not abandoned. The reciprocal relationships in the four couplets of
Postfoundationalism and the link between hermeneutics and epistemology, which is
delineated by Shults, serve as pillars in the foundation for his proposed
postfoundationalist task of theology.

Interdisciplinary Dialogue
and Relationality

Another indication of the methodological centrality of the philosophy in
Shults’s theology can be seen in his articulation of the task of theology and his
outworking of that task. Shults states that the postfoundationalist task of theology

to engage imterdisciplinary dialoguavithin our postmodern culture while both
maintaining a commitment to intersubjective, transcommunal theological
argumentation for the truth of Christian faith, and recognizing the provisionélity

our historically embedded understanding and culturally conditioned explanations of
the Christian tradition and religious experiente.

This interdisciplinary dialogue is Shults’s methodological outworking of the

8Yhid., 78.
%2bid., 242.

®3pid., 18.
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philosophical turn to relationality as he brings together theology and othgdlidissi In
Christology and Scieng&hults clearly articulates the influence of relationality in his
interdisciplinary project. He writes, “The context out of which this book igemris
early-2f'century interdisciplinary dialogueRelational categories play an important
illuminative and generative role in this interdisciplinary contgXf. Reciprocal
relationality is at the heart of what it means for Shults to engage idistiglinary
dialogue and it is therefore at the heart of Shults’s theological method.

In light of the philosophical turn to relationality, Shults engages with other
disciplines very intentionally as he develops his theology. In a few plaloaks briefly
describes the nature of the relationship between the discipline of theolodyg and i
interdisciplinary dialogue partner. These comments reveal the cgnfatiite
philosophical turn to relationality within the dialogue and help to emphasize the point
that philosophy is central to Shults’s theological method.

First, the import of relationality is seen in Shults’s statement about the
pervasive nature of the mutual influence of anthropology and theology: “The mutual
influence of anthropology and theology is not unique to Barth or Pannenberg; this
reciprocal shaping may be traced, | believe, in all theological thodgh&tcording to
Shults, all theological thought is influenced by the reciprocal relatiomhstipeen
anthropology and theology.

Shults’s view of the interaction between theology and science serves as a

second example of his focus on relationality in the interdisciplinary task.sShult

1%9E . LeRon ShultsChristology and Scien¢d 1, emphasis added.

185Shults,Postfoundationalist Task of Theolo@Bn59.
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describes the relationship as quite amiable. He proposes portraying thexadbggience
as lovers. He writes,

Theology and science have often been depicted as enemies, sometimes friends, and
occasionally disinterested acquaintances. . . . | would like to suggest an
interpersonal metaphor that is rarely considered appropriate (if combsidere
appropriate at all) for the interaction between the disciplines. Is itgp@s$lsat we

might think of theology and sciencelasers?'®°

He goes on to argue for this analogy by describing the ways the an&oipe fi
relationship between theology and science:

[T]here are ways in which the simile can help us make sense of and evertdacilita
our interdisciplinary affairs. First and foremost, comparing theology aedcgto

lovers provides us with a way to make sense of our mutual fear and fascination. We
fear existential encounters that we cannot control. . . . Lovers are fascipaitedr b
differences, as well as their shared inter&ts.

Shults also recognizes the potential disagreements between science ang trabldg
these instances into the simile by saying the sometimes lovers annoyotmer &h
Shults envisions theology and science as having an intimate relationship.

Shults conceives philosophy as being of central importance to this love affair
between science and philosophy. Regarding philosophy’s mediating role, é& writ

How can these interdisciplinary lovers strengthen their relation to one another
without one discipline alienating or becoming co-dependent on the other? One way
is to attend to the mediating rolefilosophyin this dialogue. Theology and

science are both guided by a love for knowledge [philosophy], and reflecting
together on the way in which philosophical categories shape our inquiry can
facilitate a deeper level of interaction. We are dealing here withfgoeal

triangular mediation. . . . Theology, science, and philosophy all search for ways of
making sense of the human experience of life in the cosmos, often shaping each

1%83shults,Christology and Sciencé.
®7bid., 4.

%8 hid. One wonders if annoyance is a strong endongiye for the serious and sometimes
hostile disagreements between science and theology.
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other in ways that are not immediately obvious; our attention will be on the
interwoven dynamics of this reciprocit$’

Again, the centrality of philosophy in Shults’s theology can be seen in the role
philosophy plays in the relationship between science and theology. Shults proposes
philosophy, and specifically a focus on relationality as the starting mackatogue
between theology and science. He suggests that in interdisciplinary dialogshould
not start with science and then fill the intellectual gaps with theologyhooitdsone start
with theology and then adjust scientific theories to buttress faith. Instealts Says that
the starting point for interdisciplinary dialogue is the philosophical foundations that
subtend both scientific and theological inquiry. In the context of relating theology and
science, Shults broadens the discussion to “faith” and “reason”:
Instead of asking whether we should begin with rational proofadathith when
we hit a mystery, or whether we should begin with our fideistic commitments and
thenaddreasonable arguments only when pressed, theologians can begin within the
relationality in which “faith” and “reason” are mutually constituted. . . . Beigig
within the relationality that constitutes the dialectical relation betwfaith and
reason can help us see that the intellectual efforts of every disciplihel{imc
Christology) operate in dynamic tension between dwelling within our interpreted

experience of being bound in relation and seeking even more adequate
interpretations of those experienced relatifis.

In spite of the continued profession that the relationship among philosophy, theology, and
science is reciprocal, it appears that the philosophical turn to relatigplalty the

decisive role in Shults’s theological method. Relationality, a decidedly philosbphic

term in Shults’s system, is the starting place for the postfoundationdiisiftas

theology—interdisciplinary dialogue.

9hid.

1%Shults,Christology and Sciencé.
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Philosophy Limits Doctrinal Possibilities

Another indication of the primacy of philosophy and science in Shults’s
theological method are his statements that some of the transitions withirophitand
science have made it impossible or difficult to hold certain traditional ddotrevas.

Recall Shults’s general pattern of argument: (1) Philosophy shapiethegy of the

past, (2) philosophy changes through history, (3) therefore, theology must ¢hange
conform to contemporary philosophy. This argument seems to imply that contemporary
views of philosophy and science stand in judgment over theology by determinaig wh
doctrines are acceptable and which must be transformed.

Christology and Sciends an excellent example of how Shults follows this
pattern of argument and how philosophy and science judge thédfoShults begins the
book by stating plainly, “Many of the traditional depictions of the person, work, and
coming of Christ are shaped by assumptions about humanity and the world that no longer
make sense in light of contemporary scienié@.Contemporary science judges the
adequacy of Christological formulations. Shults argues that in the past substance
metaphysics shaped Christology, but now, in light of the turn to relationality in
philosophy and science along with the rejection of substance metaphysics, these
traditional doctrines are no longer tenable. Referring to anthropology based onsbsta
metaphysics, Shults writes, “As we will see these anthropological ptisasiplay a

powerful role in many traditional Christological formulations. Although thessgodes

IThis pattern can also be observed in Shaleforming Theological Anthropologyd
Reforming the Doctrine of God

123hults,Christology and Sciencé.
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are problematic for exegetical reasons as well, in this context weowui$ fprimarily on
the philosophical and scientific developments that have rendered them implati§ible.”
Shults briefly mentions exegetical reasons for this shift to relatignblit he never gives
extended attention to this exegesis. A more thorough engagement with Scripaliedis
for in light of Shults’s comments on the primacy of Scripture in his theologidhloahe
Instead, Shults narrowly focuses on the philosophical challenges and how they make
some aspects of traditional Christology untenadfle.

Discussing the relationship between the incarnation and evolutionary biology,
Shults follows his consistent pattern of argument. He begins by argutrigeha
traditional doctrine of the incarnation as articulated in Chalcedon was infthbgice
ancient Greek philosophy: “The classical Greek emphasis on sameness anmttsubsta
clearly register an effect on the Definition of Chalcedon (AD 451), one of the most
influential traditional formulations of the doctrine the incarnatin.’Next, he says that
late modern philosophy has shifted from an emphasis on sameness to difference. Th
emphasis on substance has also been replaced in late modern philosophy with

relationality. Shults observes, “The theory of evolution developed by CharlesnDarw

"pid., 12.

"Shults passes over these exegetical reasons fdotiignal reformation without any
significant treatment. This is surprising in ligiftthe authority he says the biblical text hakis
discussion of theological method. He does sperdboief paragraph to mention in passing some of his
“exegetical reasons” for his theological reformatad the doctrine of the creation of humanity alnel t
virgin birth, but, in light of the significance amuflammatory nature of rejecting the tradition&ws of
these doctrines, one would expect more treatmeat least more references to resources where the
exegetical case is made. See Shdltsjstology and Scien¢d3. Ironically, even where Shults does
attempt address the exegetical reasons for histi@jeof aspects of traditionally held doctrindse t
treatment is woefully inadequate in length and degthese biblical/exegetical shortcomings will be
elaborated in chap. 4.

1Shults,Christology and Scienc&5.
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(1809-1882) challenged the notion of human nature as a substance that always remains
the same® In light of these shifts in philosophy and science, Shults claims that
Chalcedonian Christology is problematic: “The findings in evolutionary biology are
particularly problematic for formulations of the incarnation that rely on a linkemat
Jesus’ personhood and the human nature of Adam (and Eve) before the'‘Fall.”
Elsewhere, in the same chapter, he also claims,

The basic philosophical challenge that we face in this section has to do with the fact

that a particularly influential way of linking the doctrine of the incaomato a

literal reading of the story of Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden has lost its

plausibility in light of discoveries about the process of human evolution within the
cosmos.’

Notice that it is not biblical exegesis that makes this doctrinal forronlatioblematic.
Instead, philosophy and science judge the doctrine inadequate because of changing
emphases. Shults admits, “Our primary interest here is pointing to the way mtinic
philosophicalshift from static sameness to dynamic differentiation that supported the
Darwinian revolution also shapes the conceptual context within which the Christian
doctrine of the incarnation must be articulated tod4y.Shults clearly admits that
contemporary philosophical trends and scientific theories drive his desire to reform
theology and that late modern philosophical and scientific development challenge
traditional theology. Indeed, he claims, “Darwinian evolution, neuroscience, and

paleobiology all create profound challenges to aspects of traditional foionslaf the

"9bid., 28, 29.
bid., 30-31.
"8hid., 38.

pid., 31.
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doctrine of the incarnation that are dependent on ancient or early modern bi8fogy.”
More pointedly, he states, “Clearly the sciences of evolutionary biologyhand t
philosophical shifts of late modernity create challenges for Christiafotpe™®* Thus,
philosophy stands in judgment over theology in Shults’s theological method.

Shults repeatedly discusses the reciprocal relationship of theology, phifpsoph
and science. So, in light of the above argument that philosophy and science judge
theology, one would expect that in some sense theology judges science and philosophy.
Shults does say that theology has had a positive influence on science through @atronag
and inspiration and has even contributed materially to science in the concepts, of tim
space, and causality? In spite of its admitted influence on science, it does not appear
that theology holds the same authority over what is plausible for science andginylos
as science and philosophy hold over what is plausible for Christian doctrines. The
relationship is apparently not reciprocal on this count. For while philosophy and science
judge theology, Shults warns, “It is important to be clear how theology should
influence science. It is not the business of professional theologians to teigoofl
scientists how to do their empirical work. Theological symbols have no place i
mathematical formulae, and religious concepts should not be inserted into gaps in
scientific theories**® Remarkably, Shults allows science and philosophy to intrude into

the realm of theology, determining things such as the implausibility adrallieading of

18%hid., 41.
18Yhid., 43.
182hid., 15.

183bid.
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the biblical account of creation, that death has been a part of nature from therggginni
and, that the belief in an immaterial soul should be replaced with a more nsierial

one. But the converse is not true. Theologians must not intrude into the realm ad.scienc
In Shults’s estimation, theologians should not presume to say that macro-evolution is
implausible, death entered the world through the sin of Adam, and that a maiterialist
view of humanity is questionable in light of the teachings of Scripture. It epibedr

rather than a reciprocal relationship, philosophy, science, and theology are in an
asymmetrical justifying relationship, which is very close to what Sludfines as

Foundationalism, which he seeks to aviSit.

Philosophy is Materially Formative

Philosophy is not only the motivation for and the methodological center of
Shults’s theological project, it is also materially formative for Stautteeology. Shults
says that “[o]ne of the ways in which philosophy plays a role in the ‘scienceusf Je
Christ’ [Christology] is thenaterial shaping of its formulations® In the immediate
context of this statement he is referring to the material shaping dfdrediChristology
by the philosophical concept of substance metaphysics, but it appears thatdhisrsta

has broader implications for the impact of philosophy on all theology.

Organization of Topics

One way that philosophy makes its mark on the material content of theology is

through the effect it has on the organization of loci within a theological sy3iénie

184Shults,Postfoundationalist Task of Theologhy?. Also see chap. 5 below for a critique of
this view.

18Shults,Christology and Sciencd 1.
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the organization of topics might fall within the realm of methodology, it certegviyals
the emphasis of the theologian. This emphasis registers an effect on thal matéent
within that organizational structure. As mentioned in chapter 2, Shults intehtional
organizes his entire project around three of the major branches of philosophy—
epistemology, ethics, and metaphysics. Above, it was argued that Shelsebéhat
theology must be transformed in light of the philosophical and scientiftd@h
relationality. Following the implications of that argument, the construaspect of
Shults project appears to be an exercise of filling in the conceptual sphtetie
themes of knowing, acting, and being in a way that valorizes relationality.

Chapter 2 shows that Shults makes clear connections among the triad of
knowing, acting, and being, the philosophical triad of epistemology, ethics, and ontology,
and the biblical triad of faith, love, and hope. These triads serve as the structural
backbone of Shults’s positive construction of theologyTramsforming Spirituality
Shults says his concern is to “link Pneumatological themes both to our naturadycreat
desires as human beings and to the concerns of the three general areas of plailosophic
inquiry: epistemology, ethics, and metaphysi¢.’Following this statement, Shults
summarizes how he organizes his other works around the themes of knowing, acting, and
being, relating them directly to epistemology, ethics, and metaphysickedites with
Table 1**" Shults follows Table 1 with explanitory details:

The second row in table 1 represents the reconstructive chapters (8-10) of

Reforming the Theological Anthropolqgyhich dealt with the classical themes of
anthropology within this conceptual framework. | explored the challenges and

18shults and Sandag€ransforming Spirituality63.

#bid.
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opportunities provided by the philosophical turn to relationality for articulating the
traditional loci of personal identity, sin, and the image of God within the broader
context of human knowing, acting, and being. InRhees of Forgiveneds

examined ways in which the experience of forgiveness (as sharing in divie¢ gra

is inhibited by our fear, the epistemic, ethical, and ontological anxietialde 1,

third row) which may be overcome through the Christian experience of faith, love,
and hope. Chapters 8-10Ré&forming the Doctrine of Gaatticulated several
traditional attributes of God in light of this matrix of themes, proposing that we
speak of knowing, acting, and being of the biblical God as the origin, condition, and
goal of human noetic, moral, and aesthetic dé&re.

Table 1. A matrix of theological inquiry

Desiring Truth

Desiring Goodness

Desiring Being

Human Knowing and
Personal Identity

Human Acting and the
Doctrine of Sin

Human Being and the
Image of God

1%

Epistemic Anxiety

Ethical Anxiety

Ontological Anxiety

Omniscient Faithfulness

Omnipotent Love

Omnipresent Hope

Elsewhere, Shults’s states clearly the formative nature of these tiremes

several of his works. IReforming Theological Anthropologipr instance, even Shults’s

motivation reveals the organizational pattern under consideration. He wriges, |

aiming for a theology of human knowing, acting and being that articulates the gwed n

about the biblical God whose grace transforms our epistemic, ethical, and ontologica

anxiety into faith, love and hopé® Notice that, in keeping with his pattern, it is the

philosophical anxiety that drives his reformation of theological anthropology. Iti

epistemic, ethical, and ontological anxiety based on an outdated theology that is

188hid., 63-64.

189bid., 163.
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dependent on a defunct philosophy that moves Shults to reform. Shults’s seciibas in
Faces of ForgivenessndTransforming Spiritualityare also organized around the related
triads. InFaces of ForgivenesShults refers to faith, hope, and love saying, “My
exploration of forgiveness in this chapter is structured by these abidintpdeai*®® In
Transforming SpiritualityShults says his treatment of Scripture is an attempt to account
for the biblical experience of knowing, acting, and being, utilizing resourcaseglea

from tradition.*®* He also writes, “The last four (reconstructive) subsections of these
chapters will also deal with the themes of knowing, acting, and b&thg.”

Reforming the Doctrine of Gad also structured around the themes of
knowing, acting, and being. Shults says that it is an attempt to “find anothéoway
articulating a Christian understanding of divine knowing, acting, and being in late
modern culture**® Following his usual pattern of argument, in Part | Shults lays out the
philosophical problem of conceiving of God as an immaterial substance, a singlet,subj
and first cause. In each of the chapters related to these topics, Shults thelines
philosophical influences that led to these concepts in theology and then traces the
philosophical shifts in history. In the final section of each chapter, he désciings
biblical warrant for reforming these doctrines in such a way as to be in linéaat

modern philosophy. In Part Il, Shults searches traditional resources for sugpert of

reformation of the doctrines and in Part Il he offers his proposed replacemieat of t

199Shults, The Faces of Forgivenesk70.
Y¥IShults and Sandag€ransforming Spirituality64-65.
9%bid.

1935hults,Reforming the Doctrine of Go@.

142



doctrines. Each of these sections is patterned around knowing, acting, and bdihg. Par
discusses the “Challenges In the Doctrine of God.” In chapter 2, ShulissBsahe
epistemological anxiety of Descartes and its relation to his knowledgedyfwho was
conceived as an immaterial substance. In chapter 3, he discusses theiSickinaaty
about human freedom and the problem of evil—ethics. Chapter 4 has metaphysical
implications as Shults introduces the Newtonian anxiety regarding thiemedé God

and causation in the material universe. In Part Il, Shults looks to theoldgianghout
history in order to glean resources for conceptualizing theology proper beyotahsebs
metaphysics. In chapter 5, he explores divine infinity to help move beyond the
conception of God as an immaterial substance, which he relates to episteatologi
anxiety. Chapter 6 is Shults’s attempt to “revive Trinitarian doctrine” intamat to
alleviate the problem of evil. Chapter 7 clearly relates to metaphysislsudts entitles it
“Renewing Eschatological Ontology®* Part Ill, the constructive section of his work, is
also organized around the themes of knowing, acting and being. Shults states
forthrightly, “The three chapters of Part Il outline a presentation of the gokgrine

knowing, acting, and being®®

Shults’s Basic Argument

Shults’s organization was very intentional and related to that tripartite
organization is the second way Shults’s argument is materially formed around

philosophy. Shults uses the organization of his work to support the overarching argument

¥bid., 166.

99bid., 205.
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mentioned above—theology should change in light of the current philosophical trends.
Shults says, “Organizing the themes in this way is intended to shed light on the
conceptual patterns within theology that have been obscured by some of the formal and
material decisions that structure presentations of the doctrine of God in nngny ea
modern theological projects® By this statement, Shults means that he has organized
his work in such a way as to highlight the philosophical influences that have ichpacte
theology and the need to reform theology in light of shifting philosophy.

Christology and Sciendellows the same flow of argument. First, Shults says
that ancient philosophy impacted the structure of traditional theology. Afi@ngripr
the material influence of philosophy on traditional Christology, Shults writes,
“Philosophical categories also playreethodologicatole in the science of Jesus Christ,
shaping decisions about the organization of themes. In other words categeddcsion
[of philosophy] is already at work in the very ordering of the loci of Christoloy
Shults argues that the metaphysical concept of substance dualism drove thetdogians
treat the person and work of Christ separately. He also says that the philosthhy of
time had an impact on views of time and causality. His main point in this sectioh is tha
“these philosophical categories had a methodological impact, splitting apetaspects
of the relation between Jesus, God and us and excluding them from the presentation of

Christology proper*® Shults argues that philosophy impacted traditional doctrines.

*9bid., 206.

19%Shults,Christology and Sciencd2. While Shults rightly sees organization a thpics
related to methodology, he also recognizes thatdiganization reveals a thinker's emphasis, wisiche
point of this section. The organization of Shdtfieology around epistemology, ontology, and sthic
reveals the priority of philosophy in his system-#@tophy is “materially formative.”

198hid., 13.
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Also present in his argument is the reminder that there have been significant
changes in philosophy since then—specifically, the turn to relationality. The sdppose
demise of substance metaphysics, which affected the doctrines and élcemepit of the
ancient metaphysic with late modern concepts of relationality, has bralogt the need
for theological reformation. Discussing the two regnant choices of Chrigi@baglts
opines, “[T]he presuppositions that seem to force a choice between substamithlis
functionalist Christology have been challenged by the turn to relation&fity=or
Shults, neither of these views is an option because they are based on substance
metaphysics.

The change in philosophy leads Shults to argue that theology needs to change
as well. In light of the turn to relationality and the challenges it brmgsitient
philosophy, Shults says that his intention is to organize his theology in such a way as to
highlight relationality. The philosophical category of relationality provithe basis for
the structure of Shults’s theology. Shults’s organization of his Christology around
theconcepts of knowing, acting, and being is shown in Table 2.

Shults says that his intention behind organizing his Christology in such a way
is to highlight the relation of theology and science around their shared interest in
knowing, acting, and being. This organization highlights the mediating role of the
philosophical disciplines of epistemology, ethics, and metaphysics. Hswrit

One of the main benefits of this way of organizing the themes is that itfeesla
concrete dialogue between Christological doctrines and particular sciesdagm
explicit the reciprocal relation between theological presentation of thiicamce

of Jesus Christ and the scientific clarification of the dynamic structditée world.
... In the context of our current project, however, this matrix facilitatestarest

99hid.
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in highlighting the philosophical mediation between the sciences and theological
interest in Jesus’ way of knowing, acting and being in the wéffd.”

Table 2. A matrix for Christological inquiry

Incarnation nd Atonement an( Parousia ar
Evolutionary Biology Cultural Anthropology Physical Cosmology
(chap. 2 (chap. 3 (chap. 4
A Shared Interes A Shared Interes A Shared Interes
In Knowing in Acting in Being
Epistemology ¢ Ethics & Metaphysics ¢
Noetic Desir Moral Desire Aesthetic Desir
The Identity The Agency The Presenc
of Jesus Chri of Jesus Chri of Jesus Chri

The survey of the structure of his work, Shults’s statements, and the Table 1
and Table 2 serve to illustrate the influence philosophy has had on the organizational
structure of his theology. While the structure is not determinative of theiahatantent

included within the structure, it does have an impact on it.

Philosophy Limits Possibilities

Another way philosophy is materially formative in Shults’s theologicstiesy
is related to the interdisciplinary dialogue at the heart of his method apdrtiaey he
allows science and philosophy to have over doctrine. As theology is brought into
dialogue with various other disciplines, doctrines within each locus have been
transformed to be brought more in line with the current trends of each discipline. For
example, in the dialogue with psychology, Shults argues that the turn away édty fa

psychology and substance dualism has excluded the possibility of the existance of

29 pid., 14-15.
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separate body and soul. This exclusion has significant implications for the aantent
theological anthropology and personal eschatology. The closely related dialiigu
neuroscience is another example of the influence interdisciplinary didlagu®ad on
Shults’s theology. Shults again allows science to trump theology. He wintéght of
contemporary neuroscience a hard dichotomy between body and soul and a ¢iassifica
of separate faculties of the soul are no longer tendBieShults recognizes that his
position has impacted the content of theology: “These sciences sillfalt a weak

sense of duality, i.e., a distinction between biological and mental events, but not for
dualsm, in the sense of two separate substantéstiow one conceives of man, life

after death, and the intermediate state is directly affected by thssiexcof the

possibility of an immaterial soul distinct from a physical body. If dualistwdsen body

and soul is no longer tenable in light of the discoveries of neuroscience, then tin¢ conte
of theology must be different than formerly conceived.

Evolutionary biology is probably one of the most striking examples of how
science has been used to reform the content of theology. The content of the doctrine of
the origin of sin and death must be radically reshaped in light of evolutionary theory.
line with the evolutionary theory of the survival of the fittest, Shults proposeaifibDas
been a part of the process of natural selection since the emergence afatpeod
organisms; old life forms die in order to make room for new ones. . . . The sciences of

evolutionary biology have shown that death has always been a natural part of the

2l5hylts,Reforming Theological Anthropology79; idemChristology and Scienc&6.

209 pid., 180.
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emergence and development of lif8* The belief that death has been a part of the
created order from the beginning of life significantly limits the conterit@tibctrines of
sin and death. The manner in which a theologian interprets Genesis 1-3 and Romans
5:12-21 is restricted by an interdisciplinary dialogue in which science detsithie

limits of possibility.

While more examples could be offered, the few listed above serve to illustrate
the formative influence philosophy and science have had on the content of Shults’s
theology. He allows his interdisciplinary dialogue partners to set the boundgraiaoc
possibilities and thus allow trends in philosophy and science to shape the content of his

theology.

Conclusion

Roger Olson, who counts Shults as a fellow postconservative, boldly asserts,
“Never do postconservative theologians elevate culture (including philosophmgesooe
the arts) to status of a norming source for the critical examination or recaistrof
orthodoxy.?®* It appears that Olson is mistaken. Either he is wrong about Shults being a
postconservative or he is wrong about postconservatives never elevating plyilmsoph
science to the status of a norming source for reforming theology. Shulghdessphy
as standing in judgment over theology and as providing the formative striastthie
content of theology. The philosophical turn to relationality is the motivation for Shults’

theological reform. In his estimation this philosophical development has mageofna

235hults,Christology and Scienc&1, 41.

?MRoger E. OlsonReformed and Always Reforming: The Postconservagyoach to
Evangelical Theolog{Grand Rapids: Baker, 2007), 197.

148



the traditional doctrines passé. Theology stands under the scrutiny of this phdakophi
shift and some doctrines have been found inadequate and must therefore be reformed.
Philosophy judges theology in Shults’s theological method.

The philosophical concept of relationality also stands at the methodological
foundation of Shults’s theology. Shults views much through the late modern lens of
relational reciprocity. Concepts and epistemological systems once searradiction
are now conceived in reciprocal relation. Shults proposes that disciplines paces
by animosity and vitriol be seen as lovers. By arguing that relationalitycshtay a
central role in theological method, Shults condemns a type of theology that does not
valorize reciprocal relationality as inadequate.

Philosophy not only served as Shults’s motivation for reform and methodology
of choice, but it has also registered an impact on the content of Shults’s theologg. Shul
structures his theology around the philosophical disciplines of epistemology, atlics, a
metaphysics. Philosophy provides the basic outline that influences the nietét.

In this sense, philosophy is materially formative for Shults’s theology.tsSésb allows
the dialogue partners of theology in his interdisciplinary engagementtteedsbunds of
possibilities in doctrinal formulation and thus allows those disciplines to have feemat
influence on the content of his theology.

Shults, basing his call to reform theology on the philosophical turn to
relationality, shows that he is letting philosophy supply the motivation for the
reformation of theology. His affinity to see reciprocal relationalityvergthing to the
exclusion of dichotomies betrays the fact the philosophical turn the relatyasalit

methodologically determinative. His utilization of epistemology, ethics, amiogytas
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the structural grid for a majority of the content of his theological dismussieals the
material priority of philosophy. Finally, his allowing of philosophical and siient
disciplines to have primary formative influence on the content of theology exesal

the authority of philosophy and science over theology in his method. Philosophy and

science, then, have priority on almost every front of Shults’s theology.
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CHAPTER 4

EVALUATION OF SHULTS’S
USE OF SCRIPTURE

Introduction

In Reforming the Doctrine of Gp&hults says that his theological project “is
guided by four interwoven desiderata: a faithful interpretation of the Hillitaess, a
critical appropriation of the theological tradition, the conceptual resolutiorevrg
philosophical issues, and a plausible elucidation of contemporary human experience.”
So far, this dissertation has provided a description of Shults’s use of Scriditery
philosophy, and, to a lesser degree, science in his theological prdjegas argued that
Shults sees the experience behind the biblical text as the authoritativecd<paqiture
and that he views Scripture as having a corroborative force for his docliaeition
similarly plays a secondary role in Shults’s development of theology and isd/esv
ancillary to philosophy and science. It was further argued that, for Sbhiltssophy
and science hold the ultimate authoritative position in his theological method. The
outworking of his method indicates that Shults allows philosophy and science to motivate

and shape his theology. In the following evaluative chapters, it will be argued tha

F. LeRon ShultsReforming the Doctrine of Ga@rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 4.

“The dissertation has not engaged Shults’s “plagsihicidation of contemporary experience”
because it is difficult to discern where or if Ssidver does this in any intentional or sustainedmar
throughout his project. The main comments regardiperience in Shults’'s work appear to be included
his discussion of the experience of the biblicarelsters or authors.
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Scripture has too little authority and philosophy has too much authority in Shults’s
theological method. While the two aspects of this thesis are in some veayEaply
bound together, they will be treated separately for the sake of clarity. Chaptetake
up the former part of this thesis and chapter 5 will argue for the lateforeBtaking up a
negative analysis of Shults’s method, it is helpful to recognize a few of thev@osi
contributions Shults’s theological project might offer to contemporary eliaalge

theology.

Shults’s Positive Contribution

Stephen J. Wellum’s critique of the work of Shults’s postconservative
counterparts, Stanley Grenz and John Franke, serves as a helpful resource imgliscerni
some of the strengths and weakness of Shults’s propasiér a summary of the
Grenz/Franke proposal for theological method, Wellum offers three positieetians.
Wellum recognizes the merits of calling evangelicals to consideiudigrine way they
do theology in light of the contemporary context: “Grenz and Franke are to be
commended for challenging evangelicals to take seriously the doing of théolkag

post-theological age.” Similarly, Shults’s proposal calls attention to the need for

theologians to consider carefully the cultural context and to address the needs gf the da

3Not only are Grenz, Franke, and Shults all recaghizs postconservative theologians, their
works are viewed as so closely related by Richaigds that he discusses their programmatic propasal
a single review. See Richard Briggs’s revievBefyond Foundationalism: Shaping Theology in a
Postmodern Contexty Stanley J. Grenz and John R. Franke&mel Postfoundationalist Task of
Theology: Wolfhart Pannenberg and the New Theo®wdationalityby F. LeRon ShultsThe Heythrop
Journal43 (January 2002): 100-02.

“Stephen J. Wellum, “Postconservativism, Biblicattfarity, and Recent Proposals for Re-
doing Theology: A Critical Analysis,” iRReclaiming the Center: Confronting Evangelical Ancoodation
in Postmodern Timegd. Millard J. Erickson, Paul Kjoss Helseth, dandtin Taylor (Wheaton, IL:
Crossway, 2004), 183.
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Shults’s challenge to contextualize theology is not novel, but it is an important@spha
in evangelical theological method, and he is to be commended for it.

Wellum’s second positive reflection on the Grenz/Franke proposal is closely
related to the first. Not only do Grenz and Franke challenge evangelicalssider the
context within which they do theology, the pair also challenge evangetlcgismk more
carefully about the process of doing theology. Wellum commends them, sa¥yijns “[
proposal challenges evangelicals to rethink our theological method afr&ghile
Wellum is unsatisfied by their misrepresentation of conservative thaakdie does
recognize that Grenz and Franke

remind us of some crucial areas that many evangelicals need to rethink, gd¢h as:
we must not view the theological tasterelyas an inductive collecting, organizing,
and arranging of texts, a kind of proof-texting approach apart from reading and
applying Scripture in light of its own internal categories and structure;d2)eed

to be careful that we do not conceive of propositional revelation in such a way that
we do not do justice to all the language and literature of Scripture; (3) we dist re
Scripture canonically, not merely atomistically; (4) we need to be rechibidaur
historical located-ness and the importance of listening to the past in owgiicabl
construction and the hermeneutical-spiral nature of interpretation; (5)nhsedef
classical foundationalism entails we rethink traditional theological method,

especially the agenda of natural theology, which has sought to move from the
axioms of either universal reason or experience to Scripture and then to tHeology.

Although Shults does not parallel the depth and detail of Grenz and Franke on each of
these aspects of the call to reconsider theological method, he does touch on mast of the
Shults warns against merely proof-texting, but does not go so far as to call idneplog
utilize the internal categories and structure of Scripture. Simildnlyli$Sargues against

propositionalizing Scripture but does not link this to the need to “do justice to the

®Ibid.

blbid., 184.
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language and literature of Scripture Fe does not address the need to read Scripture
canonically as opposed to reading it as discrete units independent of one another.
Shults’s call for scholars to consider theological method is in line welud’s final

two points in the above citation. Shults greatly emphasizes the theologian’s need to
consider the impact of their personal context and the use of traditional redourttes
doing of theology. Finally, the last point in Wellum’s commendation of Grenz and
Franke’s call to think more deeply about theological method is the impetus fos’Shult
theological project. Shults’s entire project is an attempt to move beyond foundsational
without surrendering to the relativism of nonfoundationalism.

The third positive reflection Wellum has on the Grenz/Franke proposal relates
to their desire to be “intratextual.” This commendation of Grenz and Frankeyctual
functions as a critique for Shults’s theological method because he parts waisswit
postconservative colleagues at this point. As argued above, Shults allows philosophy to
drive his theology. This position is what Wellum identifies as “extraitdktheology,
which he applauds Grenz and Franke for avoiding. Wellum distinguishes the positions:

To be extra-textual means that Scripture must be read through an exalatextu
ideological or philosophical grid that we bring to the text. In the worst-case
scenario, complete priority is given to some modern or postmodern secular
worldview, and Christianity is valid only insofar as it fits in with that worldvie
Christian faith and practice is found true or acceptable only when it conforms to the
criteria that is external to it and claims superiority over it. An escelxample of

this is that of classical liberalism or contemporary pluralism. Thattgick not

how evangelicals should do theology or be “biblical,” and [Grenz and Franke]
rightly reject this approach, as should all evangelicals. Intratextual anthi&e

hand, means that priority is given to the language, self-description, categornes, f

and structure of Scripture and thus our doing of theology and whole understanding
of the world is, as Calvin said, viewed through the ‘spectacles’ of Scripturd]o. . [

"Ibid.
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do Christian theology requires that God’s Word is our final authority, the grid or
interpretive matrix or metanarrative by which we view everytfing.

Comparing Wellum'’s description of extratextual theology with the degmmipf Shults’s
priority of philosophy over Scripture given in previous chapters, it appears th&éd'Shul
theological method is an extratextual theology of the worst kind. In Shults’s method, the
philosophical turn to relationality and contemporary science are given “ciemple

priority,” and doctrines are “valid only insofar as it fits in with [one’s] ldoiew.”® As

shown above, in Shults’s theological method, “Christian faith and practice is found true
or acceptable only when it conforms to the criteria that is external to itantsc

superiority over it.*® This reality is at the heart of the critique that will be applied to

Shults’s theological method below.

Is Shults’s Theology Evangelical or Biblical?

The most significant weakness of Shults’s theological method is his use of
Scripture. It will be argued that Shults affords Scripture too little adyhiarhis
theological method to be considered evangelical or biblical. In order evelnetieer
Shults’s use of Scripture is consistent with evangelicalism and whether or notthizd
is biblical, it is essential to be clear about the evangelical and the bib&eabf the
nature of the Bible’s authority. A brief survey of the evangelical view ofutteoaty of
Scripture and a brief summary of the Bible’s self-attesting claimttwoaty will provide

the foundation for evaluating Shults’s use of Scripture. The next move in this atgume

8bid., 184-85.
°Ibid., 184.

Obid., 185.
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will be to show that Shults’s view of Scripture as a secondary corroborative sfurc
theology is out of step with evangelical theology. The final move will be to dieiw t
Shults’s position is not biblical in two ways. Shults’s demotion of Scripture is at odds
with Scripture’s self-evaluation and Shults fails to provide “a faithful pnegation of the

biblical witness.*

The Authority of Scripture in Evangelicalism

An exalted view of the Bible is one of the recognized marks of what it means

to be evangelical. Examples could be multiplied of statements regardielgvated
status of the Bible in evangelical theology, but a few examples will semwake the
point that in order to be a consistent evangelical one must have a high view of the
authority of Scripturé? In his landmark work on the development of evangelicalism,
Bebbington writes,

There are four qualities that have been special marks of Evangeligedmreli

conversionisnthe belief that lives need to be changactjvism the expression of

the gospel in efforthiblicism, a particular regard for the Bible; and what may be

calledcrucicentrism a stress on the sacrifice of Christ on the cross. Together they
form a quadrilateral of priorities that is the basis of Evangelicdfism.

Hshults,Reforming the Doctrine of God.

123 1. PackerThe Evangelical Anglican Identity Problem: An ArsigyfOxford: Latimer
House, 1978), 15-23; R. C. Sprouidla ScripturaCrucial to Evangelicalism,” iScripture Alone: The
Evangelical DoctringPhillipsburg, NJ: P & R, 2005); Kevin T. Bauderaé, Four Views on the Spectrum
of Evangelicalismed. Stanley N. Gundry (Grand Rapids: Zondervaa1?.

3D, W. BebbingtonEvangelicalism in Modern Britain: A History fromet730s to 1987
(Winchester, MA: Unwin Hyman, 1989), 2-3. Bebbimgtrecognizes that unity and diversity existed in
early evangelicalism regarding the nature of tHaeBi“There was agreement among Evangelicals of all
generations that the Bible is inspired by God. Wiheame to determining the implications of ingion,
however, there was notable divergence” (13). Ke alrites that some thinkers in the mid to lateQk70
implied infallibility but “up to that date there wano attempt to elaborate any theory of infalliitir
inerrancy” (13). Bebbington observes a shift: “@dy of Evangelical opinion, however, began to insis
from the 1820s onward on the inerrancy, verbalimasipn and the need for literal interpretatiorttodé
Bible” (14). Also, see Bebbington, 86-91. Here,rhakes the case for the development of a moréeeixal
view of Scripture among evangelicals in the 1820s.
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McGrath adds a few identifying attributes to Bebbington’s list ofabe
marks of evangelicalism. He writes, “Evangelicalism is grounded on t&rchfssix
controlling convictions, each of which is regarded as being true, of vital impodadce
grounded in Scripture.” The first of the six controlling convictions given by mdttGs
“the supreme authority of Scripture as a source of knowledge of God and a guide to
Christian living.™* He maintains what Bebbington calls “biblicism” as one of the key
identifiers of evangelicalism.

Stott also utilizes Bebbington’s list of evangelical essentials, combinwithi
a list given by Packéer. Stott consolidates the lists into three priorities that are organized
around the Trinity. The three evangelical priorities are “the re\galitiative of God
the Father, the redeeming work of God the Son, and the transforming ministry of God the
Holy Spirit.”*® Stott also expresses the first of these three priorities as réongfi“the
authority of God in and through the Scripture” as a defining mark of evarigelica
identity” The fact that Stott is referring to God’s revelation in and through thediblic
witness in his first category becomes clearer when he expandie#im ihis chapter on
the evangelical concept of the revelation of God. He writes, “The primartiaques
every religion relates to the topic of authority: by what authority do we belibaewe

believe? And the primary answer which evangelical Christians give to thisajuissti

MAlister McGrath Evangelicalism and the Future of Christian{fyowners Grove, IL:
InterVarsity, 1995), 55.

*packer;The Evangelical Anglican Identity Problef5-23.

®30hn StottEvangelical Truth: A Personal Plea for Unity, Intég, and Faithfulness
Christian Doctrine in Global Perspective (Downers¥@, IL: InterVarsity, 2005), 25.

Ybid.
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that supreme authority resides neither in the church nor in the individual but in Christ and
the biblical witness to him*® Stott goes farther than the preceding theologians regarding
the import of a high view of Scripture. He boldly says that “the primary question”
religion pertains to the locus of authority and the consistent evangelical assksadr
supreme authority lies in the Bible.
Schaeffer makes the link between a high view of Scripture and evangelicalism

even stronger. He says that the doctrine of the Bible, along with the @raggdication
of this doctrine to life, is the watershed of contemporary evangelicalism

Holding to a strong view of Scripture or not holding to it is the watershed of the

evangelical world. . . . Evangelicalism is not consistently evangeiidass there is

a line drawnbetween those who take a full view of Scripture and those who do not.

What is often forgotten is that where there is a watershed there is a lifeoahic
be observed and markéd.

In order for someone to be consistently evangelical he must mark ttetiwmeen a high
view and a compromised view of Scripture and then take a stand on the side of a high
view of the authority of Scripture. He proclaims that “if evangelical$cabe

evangelicals, we must not compromise our view of ScriptifreSthaeffer also includes
biblical inerrancy as an essential part of this high view of Scripturesaitethat a strong
uncompromising view of the authority of the Bible “is the only way to be faithfulhiat w
the Bible teaches about itself, and to what the church has consistently held theough th

ages.?* He continues, “What is the use of evangelicalism seeming to get larger and

¥bid., 35.
¥Francis A. Schaeffeffhe Great Evangelical DisastéWestchester, IL: Crossway, 1984), 51.
“Ibid., 49.

Ypid., 46.
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larger if sufficient numbers of those under the name evangelical no longer hold to that
which makes evangelicalism evangelical? If this continues, we are indalféat that

which the Bible claims for itself, and we are not faithful to what Jesus Claists for
Scripture.®® Part of what makes an evangelical an evangelical is a high view of
Scripture. To the degree a theologian surrenders that high view of the auththrdy
Bible, he crosses the line away from evangelicalism and falters inyfittethe Bible’s
claims for itself and Jesus’ claims for the Bible. According to Stéta¢he person who
claims to be evangelical and does not hold to a “full view of Scripture” is an intsnisis
evangelical and unfaithful to the Bitf&.

Shults’s fellow postconservatives also recognize something akin to
Bebbington’s “biblicism” as an evangelical essentialThe Westminster Handbook to
Evangelical TheologyOlson observes,

All [evangelicals] agree that [the Bible] is in some sense infallibketis no

higher court of appeal for determining right doctrine and right living fors@ian
individuals and communities. It is infallible, evangelicals believe, bedtisse
uniquely inspired by God (2 Timothy 3:16). Because it is inspired and infallibde, it i

authoritative and normative; as God’s written word it forms the unique, supreme
source and norm for Christian belféf.

Grenz also recognizes belief in the authoritative nature of Scripture ak @i

2ibid., 64.

%For a brief discussion of Schaeffer's position,Re€. Sproul, Sola ScripturaCrucial to
Evangelicalism,” irScripture Alone: The Evangelical Doctrigehillipsburg, NJ: P & R, 2005). Sproul
does critique the strength of Schaeffer's languagme instance but, on the whole, agrees with &iéwes
position when seen in its entirety.

1t should be noted that Olson has a different vigwhe nature of Scripture than that which is
advocated in this dissertation. In his articleré@ognizes the various views of evangelicals emtiture
and inspiration of Scripture. The important pdiete is that, in spite of a variety of views on tia¢ure of
Scripture, evangelical consensus supports theipogsitat the Bible should be the ultimate authoirity
theology. See Roger Olsofhe Westminster Handbook to Evangelical Theqldtyg Westminster
Handbooks to Christian Theology (Louisville: Westster John Knox, 2004), 154.
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evangelical identity. He writes, “American evangelicals since idetwentieth century

have come to a near consensus that the formal principle of the movement ertyis loy

to the Bible as the complete, true and trustworthy, final authoritative source for
theology.” It is questionable whether Olson’s or Grenz’s views of the nature and use of
Scripture are consistent with the authoritative position they grant it, butlitbet geint

here is that they both recognize that belief in Scripture as the ultimate sfauthority

for doctrinal belief is part of what it means to be evangelical.

Even Shults recognizes that an elevated view of the authority of Scriptame i
essential part of evangelical identity. Describing evangelibalsvrites, “In its broadest
sense the predicate ‘evangelical’ simply implies that a theologiciigmos committed
to a faithful presentation of the gospel fyy A ov, good news) of Jesus Chrigf”

He writes that, in a more narrow sense, evangelical theology can be mecbigpicertain
family resemblances, including “a strong commitment to the authority gft&e, a
devotion to Jesus Christ as the center of doctrine and piety, and a passion for
evangelizing the world” as the identifying tendencies of evangeliealogy?’ Shults

lists “a strong commitment to the authority of Scripture” as an evangiodl trait,

stanley J. Grenz, “Nurturing the Soul, Informing Mind: The Genesis of the Evangelical
Scripture Principle” irevangelical Scripture: Tradition, Authority and Heeneuticsed. Vincent Bacote,
Laura C. Miguélez, and Dennis L. Okholm (Downers¥&, IL: InterVarsity, 2004), 22. See Stanley J.
Grenz and John R. Frank&eyond Foundationalism: Shaping Theology in a Podam Context
(Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2001), 57-92 farenz’s view of the place of Scripture in evacg|
theological method. Again, it should be noted tBegnz’s view of the nature of Scripture is probdeia
but the salient point is that he identifies thadfehat Scripture should be the ultimate normtf@ology as
the consensus position of evangelicals. For &joetof Grenz’'s proposal, see Wellum,
“Postconservativism, Biblical Authority, and Rec&wbposals for Re-doing Theology,61-97.

%F, LeRon Shults, “The ‘Body of Christ’ in EvangelicTheology,”"Word & World22 (Spring
2002): 178-79.

“bid.
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but it is questionable to what degree this feature can be seen in Shults’syth&bodd
Shults’s view truly be characterized as “a strong commitment to the aytbiorit
Scripture,” or does Shults’s use of Scripture show that he is not a part of the ahngel
family? Shults’s demotion of the authority of Scripture to secondary, corrobostdius
raises the question of whether he could be considered a consistent evangélicgabin |

how evangelicals have been traditionally identified.

Self-Attesting Scripture
Not only is the recognition of the supreme authority of the Bible in life and
theology a recognized mark of what it means to be evangelical, it is alsstenhgiith
the Bible’s testimony regarding its own nature. Bavinck notes that a high viee of t
authority of Scripture was a constant theme throughout the history of Christianity:
The authority of Scripture has always been recognized in the ChristiarhChurc
Jesus and the apostles believe in the Old Testament as the Word of God and
attributed divine authority to it. The Christian church was born and raised under
[the influence of] the authority of scripture. What the apostles wrote must be
accepted as though Christ himself had written it, said Augustine. And in Calvin’s
commentary on 2 Timothy 3:16, he states that we owe Scripture the sameaeveren
we owe to God. Up until the eighteenth century, that authority of Scripture was
firmly established in all the churches and among all Chrisffans.
Bavinck recognizes that the foundational source of a high view of the authority of
Scripture is Scripture itself. Scripture is the self-attesting andéhgienticating Word of
God. When surveying the arguments for the self-attesting authority ofuBeriat

common argument arises: First, Scripture makes direct and implied thaimsis the

inspired, inerrant, infallible Word of God. Second, the biblical claim to be the inspired

%Herman BavinckProlegomena: Introduction to Dogmatic Theolpgyl. 1 of Reformed
Dogmatics, ed. John Bolt (Grand Rapids: Baker Anadg2003), 455.
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Word of God carries with it a claim to unique divine authority. Third, Scripture’s
uniquely divine authority implies that it has supreme authority, especially irfeloé |

the Christian Church.

Scripture Is God’s Word

Scripture testifies that it is the Word of God. Calvin says that the settiag

nature of Scripture is a clear as black and white: “Indeed, Scripture exXuilyitss clear
evidence of its own truth as white and black things do of their color, or sweet and bitter
things do of their tasteé® John Murray says that it is only reasonable that a reader
should look to Scripture for testimony regarding its own nature:

The nature of faith is acceptance on the basis of testimony, and the ground of
faith is therefore testimony or evidence. In this matter it is the evideodéas
provided, and God provides the evidence in his Word, the Bible. This means simply
that the basis of faith in the Bible is the witness the Bible itself bears tadhinat

it is God’s Word, and our faith that it is infallible must rest upon no other basis than
the witness the Bible bears to this f4tt.

Unfortunately, a full treatment of the biblical witness to its own divine originyeri
the scope of the present work, so a brief sketch detailing how a few scholamrabesle t
the biblical argument will be provided. Murray says that the pivotal question on the

subject of the nature of Scripture is “What then is the testimony of the Scripture

#John Calvin)nstitutes 1.7.3, ed. John T. McNeill, trans. Ford LewistRes, LCC
(Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2006), 1:76lsdwhere, Calvin writes, “Scripture indeed is self-
authenticated, hence, it is not right to subjet proof and reasoning” (1:80).

%John Murray, “The Attestation of Scripture,”Tie Infallible Word: A Symposium by the

Members of the Faculty of Westminster TheologieahiBary ed. N. B. Stonehouse and Paul Woolley
(Phillipsburg, NJ: P & R, 2002), 8.
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regarding itself?® This will be the question under consideration in the brief survey of

arguments for the self-attesting nature of Scripture that follows.

John Murray

Murray observes, “The Scripture does not adversely criticize it%elf.”
Nowhere does the biblical author call into question the veracity of his or ahdtheal
author’s writing. Murray realizes that a strong biblical case cannotitieon an
argument from silence, so he turns to Scripture’s positive testimony to its awa.nat

Murray begins with the biblical witness to the authority of the Old
Testament® He briefly argues that Old Testament writers understand that they are
speaking the very words of God by the way they often introduce their prophetic
declarations (i.e., “Thus saith the Lord”). Next, Murray observes thatQéder
Testament books testify to the authoritative nature of the former: “Again inldhe O
Testament the way in which the later books of the Old Testament appeal to the law
enunciated in the Pentateuch presupposes the divine authority and sanction of these
laws.”* Jesus also bears witness to the authority of the Old Test&metutrray
observes Jesus’ recognition that his divine vocation was to fulfill “the law and the

prophets” rather than destroy them (Matt 5:17-19). This fulfillment on Jesusxands

#pid., 10.

#pid., 11.

#3ee Edward J. Young, “The Authority of the Old Besent,” inThe Infallible Word: A
Symposium by the Members of the Faculty of Westmihkeological Seminanged. N. B. Stonehouse and
Paul Woolley (Phillipsburg, NJ: P & R, 1967) fofudler treatment of the authority of the Old Testah

#Murray, “The Attestation of Scripture,” 18.

¥See John W. Wenham, “Christ's View of Scriptura,lnierrancy, ed. Norman L. Geisler
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1980) for a fuller disaus of Jesus’ view of Scripture.
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to the minutest detail of the Old Testament. Jesus says, “For truly, |ygay, tontil
heaven and earth pass away, not an iota, not a dot, will pass from the Law until it is
accomplished” (Matt 5:18). Murray concludes that
[n]othing could be plainer than this that in the smallest detail [Jesus] eelgel
law as incapable of being made void and that in the smallest details it is taken up by
him and finds, in his fulfillment of it, its permanent embodiment and validity. By

the most stringent necessity there is but one conclusion, namely, that the law is
infallible and inerrant?

Jesus further shows his affirmation of the authority of the Old Testameninigyauns

obscure passage to defend himself against the Jewish leaders’ charge of hlasphem
Defending himself against the allegation of this capital offense, Muritag tivat “[h]e

staked his argument for rebuttal of the most serious allegation that could be brought
against him on a brief statement drawn from Psalm 82:6. It is this appeal to $dhptur

is the pivot of his whole defens&’”Jesus quotes that passage as his defense for his
words and then concludes that “Scripture cannot be broken” to reaffirm his endorsement
of the authority of the Word he just quoted. B. B. Warfield similarly recognizes that
Jesus utilized Scripture as the ultimate authority in debates with his opponentgeldV
writes, “Everywhere, to Him and to [his opponents] alike, an appeal to Scripture is an
appeal to an indefectible authority whose determination is final; both He and dkey m
their appeal indifferently to every part of Scripture, to every element qitSi™®

Jesus and his opponents both argue from the recognized authority of the divine Word of

the Old Testament. Murray concludes that Jesus’ witness regardintgithestament is

®Murray, “The Attestation of Scripture,” 23.
*Ibid., 24.

¥B. B. Warfield, The Inspiration and Authority of the Bib{Bhillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian
and Reformed, 1948), 140.
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that it is the Word of God: “Scripture is inviolable. Nothing less than this is the
testimony of our Lord. . . . The only explanation of such an attitude is that whatugeri
said, God said, that the Scripture was God’s Word, that it was God’s word because it wa
Scripture, and it was or became Scripture because it is God’s Word.”

Murray goes on to observe a similar witness to the authoritative nature of the
Old Testament by the apostfsFrom 2 Timothy 3:16, Murray states that Paul argues
that every word of Scripture is inspired by God: “Paul makes no qualifications and no
reservations. Every Scripture is God-breathed and therefore, so far as diyimauodi
resultant character are concerned, there is no discrimination. . . . The preditation w
Paul makes is nothing less than the high doctrine of plenary inspiratiarhis divine
inspiration implies divine authority. Murray posits, “The whole emphasis is upon the fac
that all Scripture proceeds from God and is therefore invested with a divinityakegsm
it authoritative and efficient as a word oracularly spoken by God directly 5 us.”

Next, Murray turns to 2 Peter 1:20-21 to illuminate the nature of divine
inspiration of Scripture. He writes, “Here there is plainly the conjunction oahwand
divine agency. But the divine character of the prophecy is insured by the peculiar

character of the Spirit's agency. He took up human agents in such a way that they spoke

*Murray, “The Attestation of Scripture,” 27.

“OSee Edwin A. Blumm, “The Apostles’ View of Scripjtin Inerrancy, ed. Norman L.
Geisler (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1980) for a fudiscussion of the Apostles’ view of Scripturelsé
see David T. King, “An Exegesis of the Primary N&astament Texts,” ikloly Scripture: The Ground
and Pillar of Our Faith(Battle Ground, WA: Christian Resources, 2001 )dduller exegesis of 2 Tim
3:15-17 and 2 Pet 1:19-21, which Murray discusses.

“Murray, “The Attestation of Scripture,” 30-31.

“Ibid., 31. The matter of the authority of Scritwrill be discussed below.
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God’s Word, not their own®® Thus, Murray argues that Peter teaches the human
instrumentality in the production of Scripture without sacrificing divine authori
Murray begins his argument for the authority of the New Testament, proposing
that the Old and New Testaments are organically linked in such a fashion that the
authoritative status of the Old Testament is shared by the*f\@heir close unity
implies that they posses the same chardttéte summarizes his position as follows:
[O]nce the witness of the New Testament to the inspiration and inerrancy ofithe Ol
is accepted, once the relations which the two testaments sustain to one another are
understood and appreciated, the infallible character of the Old Testament frnishe

us with the most cogent considerations in support of a similar judgment with regard
to the character of the New Testam&nt.

Further support for the authority of the New Testament is derived from the fact
that Jesus promised his apostles the anointing of the Holy Spirit who would guide them in
all truth, as well as inspired recall of Jesus’ life and teaching. Muisaynates that the
New Testament author’s recognize that they wrote with divine authority. x&ompe,

Paul says in 1 Corinthians 14:37-38 “If anyone thinks that he is a prophet, or spiritual, he
should acknowledge th#ie things | am writing to you are a command of the Lord
(emphasis added). Without the recognition that one is under the inspiration of the Holy

Spirit, this statement would be the height of hubris.

“bid., 32.

“‘See N. B. Stonehouse, “The Authority of the Newt@eent,” inThe Infallible Word: A
Symposium by the Members of the Faculty of Westmihkeological Seminangd. N. B. Stonehouse and
Paul Woolley (Phillipsburg, NJ: P & R, 1967) fofuller discussion of the authority of the New T @séant.

“Murray, “The Attestation of Scripture,” 34.

“¥Ibid., 36.
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Murray parades many biblical witnesses before the reader to testify
authority of the Old and New Testament Scriptures, but none is more important to him
than the witness of the Lord. Concluding his argument, Murray goes so far gshatsa
“[t]he rejection of the inerrancy of Scripture [and the authority which it iespimeans

the rejection of Christ's own witness to Scriptuté.”

John Stott

The witness of Christ to the authority of Scripture is of paramount importance
to Stott as well. In fact, in one place, he bases his entire argument forttbetyaai
Scripture on the Lord’s witness. Stott closely links the authority of Scripiuhe
lordship of Christ in the life of the believer. He explains, “[M]y theme is thiadfie
the authority of Scripture and submission to the authority of Scripture are mgcessa
consequences of our submission to the lordship of J&SBtstt argues that Jesus
plainly stated with his words and showed through his actions that the Old Testaldent he
divine authority. Further, Jesus intentionally made provision for the forthcoming
authoritative testimony of his apostles.

Stott asserts that Jesus taught that the Old Testament was the Word of God.
More impressive to Stott, however, was the way Jesus used Scripture as atyanthori
his life and ministry. Based on three examples of Jesus’ use of Scripture in various

circumstances, Stott concludes that Jesus saw the Old Testament as aug{Gritat

“bid., 41.
“8John R. W. StotfThe Authority of The Bibl@Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1974), 5-6.
“Ibid., 8-12. The three examples utilized by Ssbivw Jesus’ submission to Scripture in his

personal duty, his official ministry, and publicntmversy. First, Stott uses the desert temptatfalesus
to illustrate Jesus’ submission to Scripture asraqnal duty. He observes that where Adam anddtiesl
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In each of these three examples—concerning the realms of personal duty,
official ministry and public controversy—there was a question, a problem, the
dispute. And in each case Jesus turned to Scripture to answer the question, solve the
problem, to settle the dispute. When the devil tempted him, he resisted the
temptation with “It stands written.” When the apostles rejected the ngoadsis
suffering, he insisted that the Scriptures must be fulfilled. When the Jewdeindea
criticized his teaching, he criticized their treatment of Scripture. &hdence
cannot be gainsaid. Jesus endorsed the Old Testament as the Word of God. Both in
his view of Scripture and in his use of Scripture, he was entirely and reviyentia
submissive to its authority as to the authority of God’s own Word.

Stott observes that Jesus equally endorsed the authority of the New Testament
but of necessity relied on different grounds because the New Testament hadoeetnyet
written. Stott’s argues that Jesus “not only foresaw [the writing of tie T¢stament],
he actually intended it and he deliberately made provision for it by appointing and
authorizing his apostles™ The twelve apostles acted as divinely inspired prophetic
emissaries commissioned by Jesus to bear witness to his life, death, amettiesur
The apostles recognized this task as they took up the mantle of ambassadors of Christ.

Stott concludes that Jesus endorsed the authority of the New Testament by making

the test of fidelity Jesus passed because “[t]aagrohibitions of Scripture were enough for Jesksr
him, what Scripture said God said. There was agogfor argument and no room for negotiation” (9).
Second, Stott illustrates Jesus’ submission tqp8a® in his official ministry. Stott argues tlatseveral
of the pivotal points of challenge regarding Jesdeshtity and sacrificial vocation, he looked taifture
as the impetus for marching forward to the crak=ssus said that he “must suffer” and that “it nnesso.”
Stott argues, “This ‘must’ has only one explanatittwas necessity laid upon him by Scripturerii8are
revealed to him his messianic role. And he wasrdgned voluntarily to fulfill it because, as fas lae was
concerned, what Scripture said, God said” (10)ird[tStott reveals that Jesus appealed to the Old
Testament in public controversy. He was accostetthéd Pharisees and the Sadducees on matters of
controversy. He accused both groups of mishandliagVord of God. The former group nullified the
written Word by adding traditions to Scripture, thtter subtracted the supernatural from Scriptuine.
both cases of controversy “[Jesus] made Scriphegudge” (12).

*bid., 12-13. Stott's observation regarding Jesasponse being related to uncertainty,
guestions, or problems is especially relevant endbntext of Shults’s theological project. In mudthis
work, Shults posits “a potential element of undetta a question or problem” that arises from what
sees as outdated early modern philosophical catsgotnfortunately, Shults looks to “the philosaath
turn to relationality” for resources instead ofrtimg to Scripture to answer the questions and dblee
problems.

Ybid., 14.
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provision for its production by appointing and anointing apostles for the task. Stott
makes a clear connection between Jesus’ authority and the authority of Scripture
The central issue relates, then, not to the Bible’s authority, but to Christ’s. If
heaccepted the Old Testament as God’s Word, are we going to rejech@? If
appointed and authorized his apostles, saying to them “he who receives yoisreceive
me,” are we going to reject them? To reject the authority of either the Ol
Testament or the New Testament is to reject the authority of Christsuppiemely

because we are determined to submit to the authority of Jesus Christ dsaltovd t
submit to the authority of Scripturé.

Stephen Wellum

Wellum, following Sinclair B. Fergusson, takes a more sweeping approach to
argue for the authority of Scripture. Instead of focusing his argument on aléetv se
passages, Wellum looks to the broader storyline of Scripture. He observes that “when
[one] read[s] the Bible on its own terms there is . . . ‘a canonical self-cons@eusnm

Genesis to Revelationn® This canonical consciousness is the recognition by the biblical

*)bid., 24. Stott makes it clear that he does petthis as a circular argument. He writes,
“Our argument here is not circular, but linear. @éenot begin by assuming the very inspiration of
Scripture which we are setting out to prove. Gndbntrary, we come to the Gospels (which tellstioey
of Jesus) without any doctrine of Scripture or tiyeaf inspiration at all. We are content merelydke
them at face value as first-century historical doents (which they are), recording the impressidns o
eyewitnesses. Next, as we read the Gospels,téstimony (through the work of the Holy Spirit) disaus
to faith in Jesus as Lord. And then, this Lordudesn whom we have come to believe, gives us the
doctrine of Scripture (his own doctrine, in fact)ish we did not have at the beginning. Thus tlyeiarent
runs not in a circle (Scripture witnesses to Jegus witnesses to Scripture) but in a line (histalric
documents evoke our faith in Jesus, who then gigdbe doctrine of Scripture)” (Stofthe Authority of
the Bible 23-24). Bavinck also recognized a similar argonas a viable albeit unnecessary response to
those who challenge the circularity of the argunfenthe authority of Scripture from Scripture. He
writes, “If in response to Rome [who charges thatdrgument is circular] [one] should say in thistftase
it uses Scripture not as the Word of God but asraam witness, which is credible and trustworthg, th
Protestant theologian can adopt this approach Hsimgpiration is first derived from Scripture esliable
witness; with this witness Scripture then provethécGod’s Word. Much more important, howeverhist t
in every scientific discipline, and also in theaglofjrst principles are certain of themselves. Tiuth of a
fundamental principle cannot be proved; they cdg ba recognized. ‘A first principle is believed ds
own account, not on the account of something efssmdamental principles cannot have first prinaple
neither are they to be sought™ (Bavinékolegomenal:458).

*3Stephen J. Wellum, “The Inerrancy of Scripture,Bieyond the Bounds: Open Theism and

the Undermining of Biblical Christianityed. John Piper, Justin Taylor, and Paul Kjosséthl(Wheaton,
IL: Crossway, 2003), 242.
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authors that what they are writing is given by God to rule his covenant people.afdere
indications that the Old Testament authors had this type of self-consciousatesag
reaffirmed by the New Testament’s understanding of the Old as the authomtativef
God to his people. Wellum states, “For our Lord, as well as for the apostles, adn@ppea
the Old Testament settles the matter because it is nothing less than God’$S@éord (
Matt. 4:4; 5:17-19; Acts 15:12-295* Next, Wellum observes the New Testament
author’s similar self-awareness of the authoritative nature of theinguriHe remarks,
“In the New Testament, a consciousness among the authors that the authority of thei
own writing is on par with that of the Old Testament and that the content of the mvelati
given them is, in some sense, superior to it, not in terms of inspiration but in clarity and
progress of the revelation recorded (see Eph. 3:226)Nbt only did the New Testament
writers appear to understand the divine authority of their own inspired writing, but some
seemed to recognize “the existence of a class of literature sharistaiat®® Wellum
notes the special importance of 1 Timothy 5:18 and 2 Peter 3:16, each of which refer to
another New Testament author’s writing as “Scripture”:

Scripture views itself as supremely authoritative speech and writiogele

because it ifisWord. Thus one can rightly say: what Scripture says, God says;

what God says, Scripture says. That is why to disbelieve or disobey any word of

Scripture is to disbelieve or disobey God, and the only proper response to God'’s
Word is to believe, trust, and obey (Isa. 66°2).

Sbid., 244.
Sbid.
%bid., 244-45.

*lbid., 245.
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Scripture Is Authoritative

Scripture’s self-attestation that it is inspired, infallible, and ar@rhas led
Christians through the ages to recognize the unique divine authority of the Biblg. Ma
scholars recognize the authority of Scripture is ultimately a function gs@athority.
Notice each of the above scholars recognizes an intimate link betweenhbety of
God and the authority of Scripture in light Scripture’s testimony to its nasutea
inspired Word of God. Murray said that the only viable explanation for Jesus’ attitude
toward Scripture “is that what Scripture said, God said, that the Scriptul® s
Word, that it was God’s word because it was Scripture, and it was or became &criptur
because it is God’s Word® This echoes Warfield’s famous stateméwthat Scripture
says, God says” Stott's entire argument hinges on the notion that submitting to
Scripture is a natural correlative of submitting to the lordship of Christ. Gips
God’s Word affirmed by Jesus carries with it divine authority. Elsewhéo#, @&ites,
“Because Scripture is the revelation of God by the inspiration of the SpiritaiLitlasrity
over us.®® Wellum concludes that in light of the nature of Scripture “to disbelieve or
disobey any word of Scripture is to disbelieve or disobey Gbdsbd wields authority
over the lives of believers through his inspired Word.

These scholars are not the only ones to link divine authority to the Scriptures.

Commenting on 2 Timothy 3:16, Calvin writes that one owes to Scripture the “same

*Murray, “The Attestation of Scripture,” 27.
*Warfield, The Inspiration and Authority of the Bibl45.
Stott, Evangelical Truth54.

®wellum, “The Inerrancy of Scripture,” 245.
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reverence which [one] owe[s] to God; because it has preceded from him alone, and has
nothing belonging to man mixed in 2 Calvin also makes the connection between God
as the source of Scripture and the divine authority of Scripture: “When that wikith is

forth is acknowledged to be the Word of God, there is no one so deplorably insolent—
unless devoid also both of common sense and of humanity itself—as to dare impugn the
credibility of Him who speaks®® In other words, who would dare call into question the

authority of God by interrogating his inscripturated Word?

Scripture Is Supremely Authoritative

The uniquely divine authority claimed by Scripture and attributed to Scripture
by evangelicals places it above all other proposed sources of authosigd @a
Scripture’s own self-attestation, scholars throughout church history havednigiai®
as the ultimate source of authorify Augustine recognized the uniquely authoritative
position of Scripture in relation to post-apostolic writings: “There is andistioundary

line separating all productions subsequent to apostolic times from the canonicabbooks

®2John CalvinThe Epistles to Timothy, Titus, and Philemibans. William PringleCalvin’s
Commentarie§Grand Rapids: Baker, 2003), 249.

8calvin, Institutes 1:74.

®For a discussion of the view of Scripture througg history of the church, see Gregg R.
Allison, Historical Theology: An Introduction to Christianddtrine (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2011), 37-
184; Robert D. Preus, “The View of the Bible Heldthe Church: The Early Church Fathers through
Luther,” inlnerrancy, ed. Norman L. Geisler (Grand Rapids: Zonderv&80); John H. Gersner, “The
View of the Bible Held by the Church: Calvin an@ fWestminster Divines,” ilmerrancy, ed. Norman L.
Geisler (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1980); GeoffreyBrdmiley, “The Church Fathers and the Holy
Scripture,” inScripture and Truthed. D. A. Carson and John D. Woodbridge (Grangpid®a Baker,
1992); and W. Robert Godfrey, “Biblical Authority the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries: A Qaresti
of Transition,” inScripture and Truthed. D. A. Carson and John D. Woodbridge (Granpid®a Baker,
1992).
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the Old and New Testaments.” The Bible’s authority has been recodpyizkd church
as being uniquely authoritative:

The authority of these books has come down to us from the apostles through the
succession of bishops and the extension of the Church, and from a position of lofty
supremacy, claims the submission of every faithful and pious mind. . . . In the
innumerable books that have been written latterly we may sometimes find the sam
truth as Scripture, but there is not the same authority. Scripture has a sacredness
peculiar to itself.®

Calvin writes that man cannot be the source of an authority higher than
divinely inspired Scripture: “Unless this certainty, higher stronger #my human
judgment, be present, it will be vain to fortify the authority of Scripture by aggtsrio
establish it by common agreement of the church, or to confirm it with other f&Ips.”
Neither human arguments nor church affirmation are necessary to confiptu&csi
authority. It stands above all other authority. Bavinck similarly rezegiihe
normative authority that Scripture holds in relation to all other authorities,

As the word of God it stands on a level high above all human authority in state and
society, science and art. Before it, all else must yield. For people musBobey
rather than other people. All other [human] authority is restricted to its owle cir

and applies only to its own area. But the authority of Scripture extends to the whole
person and over all humankind. It is above the intellect and the will, the heart and
conscience, and cannot be compared with any other authority. Its authority, being
divine, is absolute. It is entitled to be believed an obeyed by everyone atasll tim

In majesty it far transcends all other powers. But, in order to gain reicogaitd
dominion it asks for no one’s assistance. It does not need the strong arm of
government. It does not need the support of the church and does not conscript
anyone’s sword and inquisition. It does not desire to rule by coercion or violence,
but seeks free and willing recognition. For that reason it brings about its own
recognition by the working of the Holy Spirit. Scripture guards its own auttfdrity

®*Augustine Reply to Faustus the Manichagan The Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, vol. 4,
ed. Philip Schaff (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983)1.5.

Calvin, Institutes 1:81.

®’Bavinck, Prolegomenal:465.
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Bavinck writes elsewhere that “[t]here is no higher appeal from Scriptuigthe
supreme court of appeal. No power or pronouncement stands above it. Itis Scripture,
finally, which decides matters in the conscience of everyone personaliyhdt reason
it is the supreme arbiter of controversi&.Divinely inspired Scripture is the authority
above all other sources of authority available to mankind.

Armstrong similarly argues that the reality of the nature of Scriptitbea
Word of God has implications for its authority: “Scripture has no equal precisedybe
Scripture alone has its source in God, who, by the Holy Spirit, is its Adthor.”
Armstrong goes farther, drawing out the implications of the divine sa@i8eripture on
the sufficiency of Scripture. Scripture not only stands above all other sources of
authority, but it also has no need for any other source of authority: “It is obvhens, t
given this perfection of Scriptural authority, the Word of God does not need to be
supplemented by any outside source of doctrine, be it found in tradition, decrees,
confessions or in the Pop&.”Armstrong recognizes that there are other claimants to
authority, but observes “as in all ages, still today, new authorities (visions, peshec
signs from heaven, etc.) are almost always put forward as subservient tapghe&c
even by those who endorse thefh.Thus, in Armstrong’s estimation, in light of the
divine source and nature of the Bible, neither may any other source rpasit®n as

the ultimate authority, nor does it require any supplemental source of authority

%8bid., 1:481.

9John H. Armstrong, “The Authority of Scripture,” $ola Scriptura) ed. Don Kistler
(Morgan, PA: Soli Deo Gloria, 1995), 121.

pid., 133.

pid., 105.
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Mathison contrasts Armstrong’s claim of complete sufficiency. Mathsson’
motivation seems to be to allow a place for other penultimate authorities. dd@imss
the ultimate place of Scripture, but attempts to guard against the tendenegttalte
other sources of authority:

Of significant importance to the doctrinesafla Scripturass the insistence that
Scripture is the one final and authoritative norm of doctrine and practice. It is
important to notice thatola Scriptura properly understood, is not a claim that
Scripture is the only authority altogether. This is the claim of Traditiors@lor
scriptura There are other real authorities, which are subordinate and derivative in

nature. Scripture, however, is the only inspired and inherently infallible norm, and
therefore Scripture is the only final authoritative ndfm.

The recognition of the importance of other sources of authority is laudable, busdmathi
goes a step farther, positing that these secondary sources of authoribu(tie m
particular) serve as a necessary supplement to biblical authority. itde, WFo assert
that the Bible is the sole infallible authority, and that the Bible is thedimélsupreme
norm, in no way rules out the necessity or reality of other secondary and peteultima

authorities.” The inclusion of the term “necessity” opens the door to undermining the

"’Keith A. Mathison,The Shape of Sola Scriptufiloscow, ID: Canon, 2001), 260.

"Ibid., 267. Mathison proposes a very close retaditip between several contending
authorities—theegula fidei(rule of faith), the apostolic tradition (oral amditten), the written Scripture,
and the early church creeds and confessions. y#etisat the early church tradition was “simply buely
of doctrine committed to the Church by Christ arid Mpostles whether through written or oral revielait
(Mathison,The Shape of Sola Scriptyr275). Mathison claims that the content of thal and written
revelation is identical to what was gradually venittand became what is now canonical Scripture.
Matthison’s position is a contemporary expressib®loerman’s “Tradition I” above. The early church,
according to Mathison, gleaned central doctrinaswere taught in the Scripture and outlined this of
faith in the ecumenical creeds. In the contexhefclose connection of the early church traditweeds,
and Scripture, Mathison warns against the evargdbndency to neglect these traditions. He nities
important role of tradition in the life of the clulr: “Tradition, properly understood, plays an irmpat part
in Christian concept of scriptural authority. &lhs the Church to guard against passing theolbfgida
and trends. It guards against the myopic parashialvhich cannot see outside the boundaries ofsone’
own denomination. And it also guards against theref theological over-emphasis on particular
doctrines. In other words it guards the Churcimftbose individuals and groups, who wrench Scretur
out of its context, twist its meaning to fit thewn notions about what Christianity is or shouldl doed
falsely propagate those notions under the bann€hdstianity” (Mathison,The Shape of Sola Scriptyra
277). If one reads the above reference to “trawjtproperly understood” in light of Mathison’s séo
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sufficiency of Scripture, which is crucial to it functioning as the ultimatece of
authority. Recognizing the usefulness or helpfulness of other sources of guthorit
without allowing that there are “necessary” supplements to the authority iosghesd
Word of God would be more judicious. In spite of this shortcoming, Mathison’s
consideration of the importance of other sources of authority serves to emphasize t
usefulness of various sources of authority. It is to these various sources that this

dissertation now turns.

Rival Authorities

What follows will heed Armstrong’s warning: “Mischief is always thsules
when rival authorities are set up alongside the Scripture. If any authangdis coequal
to Scripture the normativeness of Scripture’s authority is seriously didtartzkthe
results are seismicd* While holding to the complete sufficiency of Scripture, the
discussion will make use of Mathison’s work to illuminate the usefulness of othersource
of authority. Each of these sources has vied for a place of equal or superianstatus
relation to Scripture within different segments of the church at difféiraes in its
history. Each time a pretender to the throne of authority arose, there were loose w

stood to defend Scripture’s sole place of ultimate authority in the life of thencRurc

connection between church tradition, tegula fide and the ecumenical creeds, the statement ckarifie
what place Mathison believes these sources of dtithmld in relation to Scripture. In short, Ma&bn
argues that tradition, in the form of the ecumenicaeds, sets the hermeneutical boundaries for an
orthodox interpretation of the authority of Scrimgtuwhich is the product of and identical in contien
earlier oral and written apostolic tradition.

"Armstrong, “The Authority of Scripture,” 145.

" For a brief survey of the history of the debatearding the authority of Scripture, see Gregg
R. Allison, Historical Theology(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2011), 79-98.
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Oral Tradition

The first pretender to the throne of authority is oral tradition. Armstrong
recognizes an oral tradition prior to the inscripturation of the biblical text, buthmw
locus of authority lies in the Word of God written in the Bible. He argues that thefide
a continued authority of an oral tradition has several weaknesses. Firsgrsalission
is more liable to corruption or change than written. Second, oral communicationd neede
“a clear point of reference,” which he says is supplied by written Scripiuried, oral
communication is not as easy to carefully ponder and evaluate as written contimunica
Thus, he concludes, “What is asserted in believing that Scripture alone as final
authority is this: God revealed his word orally and temporarily through prophets
apostles and then subsequently through the inscripturated text. Oral communication, in
this post-apostolic era, is powerful precisely because it relies so fiitbifuthe ‘more

certain’ words of Scripture itself®

Creeds

Ecumenical creeds are another authority that rivals the Bible. Mathis
bemoans the evangelical neglect of the creeds: “The modern Evangelical oiust
come to the realization that if the ecumenical creeds haaeathority, then there ar®
essential or necessary doctrines of the Christian f&itiie argues that the creeds serve

a useful function in aiding the church in identifying the biblically-derivedresde of

®Armstrong, “The Authority of Scripture,” 110. Mason identifies oral tradition in the early
church with what was later written in the New Tes¢at. If this is true, then acceptance of oralitian
as authoritative is unnecessary and redundant beaaal tradition would simply repeat what the New
Testament teaches.

""Mathison,The Shape of Sola Scriptyr278.
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the Christian faith that were recognized by the early church: “The excmhereeds
represent hermeneutical consensus already reached by the Church. Téareytdecl
basic essential truths which have been confessed by all Christianth&dimst days of
the Church until today. They represent that which the entire Church has seen in
Scripture.” So, according to Mathison, the creeds play an important role in helping to
set the boundaries of orthodox interpretation. Armstrong also recognizes that thes
creeds have “real authority,” but only inasmuch as they reflect the teaciiSgspture.
Of creeds, church councils, and the early church fathers Armstrong Writese must
be grounded in the word of God. Such statements, as seen in historic creeds have a real
authority. We do well to read them, to consult them and to carefully understand them.
But their authority is never final. It is alwagalative authority.”® Augustine likewise
believed that the creeds are not authoritative in the same sense as thénBildelebate
with one opponent, Augustine declared that the ultimate ground of authority was
Scripture:
What does homoousiasmean, | ask, buthe Father and | are on@n. 10:30)? |
should not however, introduce the Council of Nicea to prejudice the case in my
favor, nor should you introduce the Council of Ariminum that way. | am not bound
by the authority of Ariminum, and you are not bound by that of Nicea. By the

authority of the scriptures that are not the property of anyone, but common to both
of us, let position do battle with position, case with case, reason with fason.

Instead of appealing to the authority of an ecumenical creed, which would have suipporte

his position, Augustine points to Scripture to settle the dispute. Scripture is more

"Ibid., 280.
"Armstrong, “The Authority of Scripture,” 116-17.

8Augustine,The Works of Saint Augustired. John E. Rotellérianism and Other Heresies,
Answer to Maximinus the Aria.14.3 (Hyde Park, NY: New City, 1995), 282.
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authoritative to Augustine than creeds. While the ecumenical creeds plavlaaiseh
pointing to the limits of biblical orthodoxy as described by the early churchatkayot
divinely inspired and inerrant and, therefore, do not bear the degree of authority that
belongs to Scripture alone. Speaking of Christology, Berkouwer rightlstgsSée

limits of dogmatic reflection on Christology lie, not in a given historical decisf the

church, but exegesis or rather in Scripture itsglf.”

Church

Like oral tradition and the creeds, the church holds a place of authority
secondary to Scripture. While the extent of the authority of the church is debategl am
some Protestants, its authority is recognized as ancillary to Scriptuthisdfahas a
very high view of the church. He goes so far as to call the church “necéssearye
still sees the authority of the church as secondary to Scripture:

It is not only the necessity of the church that is confessed by the di&ssitzstant
Reformers; her authority is also confessed. . . . The authority of the churah is re

but it is not to be confused with the authority of God’s Word in Scripture. The
Church is the pillar and ground, the interpreter, the teacher, and proclaimer of God’s

Word. But it is only the scriptural Word she proclaims that carries supreme
authority. Apart from the Word, the Church is mifte.

Mathison believes the church’s authority is derived from Christ’'s authoflibhe Church
has authority because Christ gave the church authority. The Christian wdis tlege

authority of the Church rejects the authority of the One who sent her (Luke 1%:16).”

8G. C. BerkouwerThe Person of ChrisStudies in Dogmatics (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1980), 96.

8Mathison,The Shape of Sola Scriptyr269.
®lbid. Interestingly, Mathison makes the same arginfor the authority of the Church that

Stott makes for the authority of the Bible. Redhadlt Stott’s argument was that Scripture shouldd®n as
authoritative based on the testimony and actionkesiis Christ.
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Armstrong also recognizes the authoritative place of the church, but usesides c
language: “Yes, the church must judge and it does rule. The church has made important
decisions through the ages. And we would do well to study these and consider why they

were made and what caused them. The authority of the church must never be treated

n 84

lightly.
In spite of the tension between their views, both Mathison and Armstrong

recognize that scriptural authority has priority over the Church’s authdreecall

Mathison said that even though the Church is to be recognized as “the pillar and ground,

the interpreter, the teacher, and proclaimer of God’s Word,” it is Scripturethat i

proclaimed to have “supreme authorif§.™He also says that though the church has the

right to make doctrinal judgments and express them in creeds and confessioas, “thes

authoritative judgments are not to be confused with the final authority of Scripture. The

authority derives from and depends upon their conformity with the inherently

authoritative Word of God®® Armstrong speaks in harmony with Mathison on this note.

He says that contemporary Christians must be careful to recognize thetyaothbie

church. But he qualifies that statement, saying, “But the church’s auttsoaiiyays to

be grounded in a prior, more primary, authority—namely in the writings of the

apostles®” Thus, it appears that the Protestant position sees the church’s authority as

derived from and secondary to biblical authority.

8Armstrong, “The Authority of Scripture,” 116.
#Mathison,The Shape of Sola Scriptyr269.
#bid., 270.

8 Armstrong, “The Authority of Scripture,” 116.
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Philosophy

Philosophy is another potential contender for the authority that rightly belongs
to Scripture alone. Similar to other pretenders to the throne of ultimate authority,
philosophy has a useful place in theological method, but it is a poor substitute for
Scripture as an ultimate authority.

Philosophy can play a useful role in theological method. Horton speaks
specifically to the usefulness of philosophy in clarifying theologicajuage: “[A]s the
Reformed scholastics said even before Wittgenstein, the purpose of philosophglys mer
to clean up our language and let us say more effectively and persuasivelyis/tisti
we are claiming® J. P. Moreland and William Lane Craig also recognize the clarifying
function philosophy can play in theology, but they add that “philosophy can help to
extend biblical teaching into areas where the Bible is not explici©he might point to
the Trinitarian and Christological controversies of the first femturges of the church as
two examples of philosophy serving in this capacity as it allowed theologiaterify
the doctrines in the face of heterodoxy. In both instances, philosophical language was

employed to help clearly communicate what was being said in the biblca te

8Michael S. HortonCovenant and Eschatology: The Divine Drathauisville: Westminster
John Knox, 2002), 126.

8. P. Moreland and William Lane CraRfilosophical Foundations for a Christian
Worldview(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2003), 15-161 the context of this passage, Moreland and
Craig offer a list of seven reasons why Christisimsuld study philosophy, but the above exampledstm
closely related to the relationship of philosophg ¢heology.

For a brief survey of the history of the debatearding the Trinity and Christology, see
Gregg R. AllisonHistorical TheologyGrand Rapids: Zondervan, 2011), 231-53; 365®8&garding the
place of philosophical language in the Arian comérsy, Letham writes, “[T]o say that the Son is
indivisible from the substance of the Father, alsveythe Father (and the Father always in the Sba),
bishops were forced to use extrabiblical termsoiovey ‘the sense of Scripture,’ realizing that ioidl
language alone could not distinguish it from tHedaeaching they were combating” (Robert Leth@ihe
Holy Trinity: In Scripture, History, Theology, andorship[Phillipsburg, NJ: P & R, 2004], 116, 89-200).
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Frame expands on the useful role philosophy plays in theological method. He
lists six aspects of philosophy that he sees as useful. To the clarifyinighunct
philosophy may play, Frame adds that realities such as secular philosophyehow t
futility of trying to build a philosophy without reference to God and his revelation.
Philosophy, for Frame, also shows that presuppositions are an inescapalyléorealit
every thinke’* Clearly, philosophy plays an important, though limited, role in
theological method. It serves to aid in the clear communications of biblical tikedtog
serves to show that it is inappropriate to attempt to build knowledge on man-centered
foundations and more.

On the negative side, utilizing philosophy in theological method has its
liabilities and dangers. Some theologians who intentionally include philosophy ds a par
of their theological method allow philosophy too much authority. Calvin recognized the
danger of elevating human thought or philosophy above its proper place: “Away, then,
with this inhuman philosophy which, while conceding only a necessary use of creatures,
not only malignantly deprives us of the lawful fruit of God’s beneficence but caenot
practiced unless it robs man of all his senses and degrades him to abldskbtiefly
mentioned above, Frame is among those scholars who recognize the benefisngf uti
philosophy to elucidate theology, but he also recognizes the danger of allowing

philosophy too much authority in theological formulation. Frame states both sides of t

Also see Berkouweil he Person of Chrisb9-71.

*Frame,The Doctrine of the Knowledge of G&18. See chap. 5 below for an expanded
citation of Frame’s list as well as a referencetteer lists of the merits of philosophy in theology

92Calvin, Institutes 1:721.
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issue. Positively, he writes, “A Christian philosophy can be of great value in haking

to articulate in detail the biblical world view.” But, he then immediatedyns that
[w]e must beware of ‘philosophical imperialism.” The comprehensiveness of
philosophy has often led philosophers to seek to rule over all other disciplines, even
over theology, over God’s word. Even philosophers attempting to construct a
Christian philosophy have been guilty of this, and some have even insisted that
scripture itself cannot be understood properly unless it is read in a way prescribed
by the philosopher! Certainly, philosophy can help us to interpret scripture;
philosophers often have interesting insights about language, for example. But the
line must be drawn: where a philosophical scheme contradicts scripture or where it

seems to inhibit the freedom of exegesis without scriptural warrant, it must be
rejected”

It appears that Frame warns against utilizing philosophy the way Shults$. uSésiits
sets the limits of exegesis, not by the ecumenical creeds, but by the philosaptical
scientific constructs of late modernity. Philosophy holds too much authority over
Scripture in Shults’s method and biblical authority is therefore undermined. Téuf\dir

contradicts the biblical and evangelical teaching regarding the authotitg Bible.

Everything in Its Place
There are theologians who would place another authority above or alongside

Scripture as the ultimate authority, but no other source is worthy to dethrone tti@\Wor
God. Each of the rivals to authority has an appropriate place in theological method, but
none can rightly contend for the place of Scripture. Only when these rival dathare
put in their appropriate place can they function rightly in theological method. trymgs
writes,

When confessions and creeds are seen in their proper place, when the writings of the

church fathers are related to Scripture as the final court of appeal, vehemutich
and its public ministry are accountable to Scripture alone, then all these have a

%Frame,The Doctrine of the Knowledge of G&5-86.
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proper place. Their weight, as secondary sources, is important, indeed very
important, for here we have earnest and well-trained minds and heartsngrestli

with the very authority of the Word itself. To ignore these contributions, secondary
though they are, is the height of contemporary arrogance and leads inevitably to
independent foolishness.

Each of these sources of authority mentioned by Armstrong has their progeinplac
theological method, but they are all secondary to Scripture. The same maist tietise
place of philosophy in theological method. God exercises his authority through his
inspired Word, so there is no place for pretenders to the throne of authority. Statt make
the point well:

So, how does the Lord exercise authority and govern his church today? . . . The
evangelicalanswer is that Christ rules his church through Scripture. Scripture is the
scepter by which King Jesus reigns. Tradition is important, for it includes the
teaching of the early councils and creeds. . . . Nevertheless, Jesus himself
subordinated tradition to Scripture, calling the former ‘the traditions of menhand t
latter ‘the word of God’ (Mk 7:1-13). We must do the same, assigning tradition a
secondary place, including the tradition of the evangelical elders. Reason and
experience are also important, for God has made us both rational and emotional
creatures. But the proper place of reason is not to stand in judgment upon Scripture,
but instead to sit in humility under it, seeking to elucidate and apply it; and the
experience of the burning heart is a major way by which the Holy Spiritsatitest

truth of his Word (Lk 24:32%°

Unfortunately, it appears that Shults utilizes philosophy to judge Scripture and
formatively structure his theology instead of humbly placing it underutieaty of

Scripture.

Evaluation of Shults’s Use of Scripture

Shults’s use of Scripture does not exemplify “a strong commitment to the

authority of Scripture,” which he says is a mark of evangelicalism. Thisssiee

%“Armstrong, “The Authority of Scripture,” 145-46.

%Stott, Evangelical Truth56-57.
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indicate that he is outside of the bounds or at great distance from the center of
evangelicalisn?® Not only does he say that to be evangelical one must have a high view
of the authority of Scripture, he also states that the interpretation of the Bijpetipé
leading role in his theological formulation:
Throughout the following chapters we will explore additional examples of this
philosophical turn to relationality. We will see how these philosophical riefhesct
are connected to developments in natural and social sciences, which have
increasingly thematized the importance of relationality for inteirggehe world
(e.q., “relativity” and “systems” theory). Our theological respongais “turn,”

howevershould not be guided primarily by these developments, but by our
interpretation of the biblical tradition’

Shults says that doctrine should not be guided primarily by the developments in
philosophy and science, but by the interpretation of the biblical witness.

In spite of Shults’s recognition that Scripture should be authoritative over
philosophy in theological method, his doing of theology reveals the opposite stance. In
practice, philosophy and science have pride of place over Scripture in Shults’s
theological project. In order to support the charge, it is helpful to summaiety tre
previous description of Shults’s use of Scripture and then evaluate his position to
determine if he indeed is strongly committed to the authority of Scripture.

First, the experience of the biblical authors and characters is the autheritati
aspect of Scripture in Shults’s theology. Second, it was tentatively propos&ihtitat
holds the experience of the biblical players to be the authoritative aspeciptfirgcr

because of the dialectical relationship between experience and belief anduistit

%F. LeRon Shults, “The ‘Body of Christ’ in EvangelicTheology,”Word & World22 (Spring
2002): 178-79. Mohler describes evangelicalisthath centered and bounded in “Confessional
Evangelicalism” (MohlerFour Views on the Spectrum of Evangelicalig&s-77).

9’Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Gp8-9, emphasis added. It was argued above thdtsSh
refers to the Bible when he uses the term “biblicadition.”
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limitations of human predication. Third, the interpreted experience behind Schpsire
a corroborative force in Shults’s theological method. Instead of serving as the
authoritative starting point for theology or the interpretive grid through which other
sources are viewed, Scripture functions to support philosophically-derived dactrines
Fourth, Shults does not use the biblical experiences as directly authoritative in the
development of his theology. Instead, he uses them to fill the content of his
philosophically-ordered doctrinal system. In short, the experiences of tieabghithors
and characters serve to corroborate Shults’s philosophically-derived doetnohes
provide some of the material content to supplement his view of epistemology, attics, a
metaphysics. If this description of Shults is accurate, then there are gnifieasit
problems with his contention that he has “a strong commitment to the authority of

Scripture.”

Authoritative Experience—Not “Evangelical”

Shults’s view that the authoritative aspect of Scripture is the experiétiee o
biblical authors and characters is guilty of the “Fallacy of Releyaor the “Fallacy of
Imported Biography.” An author-oriented hermeneutic was originally thettafdhis
type of critique, but the charge has been aptly answered by proponents of autitedorie
meaning. Unfortunately, in light of his view of Scripture, Shults does not have recours
to the same defense that has been used to fortify the position that the author is the

determiner of the meaning of a text.

The Intentional Fallacy

Osborne asserts that evangelical interpretation is author-orienteslg6Eh of

evangelical hermeneutics is quite simple—to discover the intention of the Aty
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(author=inspired human author; Author=God who inspired the text).” He immediately
follows this with the reality that “[m]odern critics increasingly delng very possibility

of discovering the original or intended meaning of a t&tOne objection that is

brought against this type of hermeneutic was famously proposed by Williamatfiand
Monroe Beardsley—“The Intentional Fallacy.”Stein summarizes the argument:

This objection, made famous by William K. Wimsatt Jr. and Monroe Beardsley
argues that it is impossible to climb in the mind of an author, such as Paul and
experience everything that was going through his mind as he wrote. A ceader
never relive the experience of the author. The innermost emotions, feelings, and
motives Paul had as he wrote are simply not accessible to the reader, unless the
author chose to reveal them in the text. As a result of such considerations, it is
argued that the meaning Paul willed in inaccessfBle.

Stein responds that this charge misses the mark since the goal of evangelical
interpretation is not to divine Paul’s internal experiences:

Rather the goal is to understand what Paul “meant,” what he consciously sought to
communicate to his readers by what he wrote. This objection confuses twendiffer
aspects of communication. The first involves the mental and emotional acts
experienced by Paul; the second involves what Paul wanted to communicate. The
careful distinction must be made between what Paul wished to convey in his text

%Grant R. Osbornéhe Hermeneutical Spiral: A Comprehensive Introiturcto Biblical
Interpretation 2nd ed. (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 20Q8),

W. K. Wimsatt and M. C. Beardsley, “The IntentioRalllacy,” inOn Literary Intentioned.
David Newton-De Molina (Edinburgh, Scotland: Theiwdmsity Press, 1976). Wimsatt and Beardsley
were actually referring to the criticism of poeayd made the caveat that “poetry differs from peatt
messages, which are successful if and only if weecty infer the intention” (2). Of poetry, theyrite,
“There is a gross body of life, of sensory and rakexperience, which lies behind and in some sense
causes every poem, but can never be and need kaobla in the verbal and hence intellectual
composition which is the poem” (8). So, though Watt and Beardsley’s “Intentional Fallacy” was feds
upon evangelical hermeneutics by some, it is qoieaktile whether that was their original targetis Hlso
interesting that what they are actually critiquiagarallel to what Stein refers to as lookingtfoe “mental
acts” of the author and which C. S. Lewis warnsragan his article, “Fern Seed and Elephants.e Se
Robert H. SteinA Basic Guide to Interpreting the Bible: Playingthg RulegGrand Rapids: Baker,
1994); and C. S. Lewis, “Fern Seed and Elephait$;érn Seed and Elephants and Other Essays on
Christianity, ed. Walter Hooper (London, England: Harper CslReligious, 1977).

1%stein,A Basic Guide to Interpreting the Bib23.
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and the mental, emotional, and psychological experiences he went through while
writing.*%*

The Intentional Fallacy is grounded on the truth that the readers cannot adequately
recreate the mental experience of the author. It falters in chdhgireyangelical
hermeneutic with seeking to recreate the mental experience of the autimodisderning
the author’s intended meaning. Stein recognizes the weight of this challengarasd w
his readers against committing this fallacy: “Although the patiémeaning that an
author willed to convey to readers is available through the text, his inner emotional and
mental experiences are not?

C. S. Lewis also recognizes the fallacy of seeking to reconstruct the
experiences or “mental acts” of the biblical writers in some of ey critics of his
day: “All this sort of criticism attempts to reconstruct the genesis otfttig it studies;
what vanished documents each author uses, when and where he wrote, with what
purposes he wrote, under what influences—the waitieim Lebemf the text.**?
Lewis is not calling for interpreters to abandon the study of the cultutatibéd

background of the text. Instead, his target of critique is the imaginatweestruction of

the mental acts and experiences that led authors to write what they weotis. L

pid. See a parallel argument given by Hirschybmm Stein is indebted for his overall
argument and vocabulary. His objection is the sé&Biace we cannot get inside the author's heas, it
useless to fret about an intention that cannotiiseiwed, and equally useless to try to reprodymévate
meaning experience that cannot be reproduced.8cHiconcedes that the author's experience is not
reproducible, but replies, “But as | suggest, theproducibility of meaning experience is not theng as
the irreducibility of meaning. The psychologicaéntification of textual meaning and meaning exgere
is inadmissible. Meaning experiences are priaéthey are not meanings” (E. D. Hirsch, Yalidity in
Interpretation[New Haven, CT: Yale University, 1967], 16). Sdso Anthony C. Thiselton,
Hermeneutics: An IntroductiofGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009), 26-29.

192Stein,A Basic Guide to Interpreting the Biblg2.

193¢, S. Lewis, “Fern Seed and Elephants,Fern Seed and Elephants and Other Essays on
Christianity, ed. Walter Hooper (London: Harper Collins Religgp1977), 113.
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illustrates the failure of this type of speculative proposal from persgpatience: ‘I
have watched reviewers reconstruct the genesis of my own books in just the same way
[and] my impression is that in the whole of my experience not one of these guesses had
on any one point been right; that the method shows a record of one hundred per cent
failure. . . . | can’t remember a single hit* Lewis observes that if someone who shares
the same language, lives in the same time period, is similarly educatenyeanaithin
the same cultural climate as an author cannot successfully reconstrexpénences
that influenced an author’s writing, then the chances are minisculethabee who
does not have these advantages will be able to successfully paint an accuratefortra
the author. He writes,
The superiority of judgment and diligence which you are going to attribute to the
Biblical critics will have to be almost superhuman if it is offset thetfzat they are
everywhere faced with customs, language, race-characteristg&scblaracteristics,
a religious background, habits of composition, and basic assumptions, which no

scholarship will ever enable any man now alive to know as surely and intimately
and instinctively as the reviewer can know mifre.

The flaw with which Lewis charges the scholars of his day is almostadétdiWimsatt
and Beardsley’s “Intentional Fallacy.” It is impossible to recreatexperiences and
mental processes of an author unless you are able to interact with thentiitese
details are given in the text. Since the former option is unavailable to baulualbrs,

they must rely on the latter.

bid., 114-15.

1%9hid., 117-18.
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Shults’s Intentional Fallacy

It seems that Shults is attempting the same type of imaginative rectinstru
of the experience of the author when he turns to Scripture. His method seems to show
indications of doing exactly what Lewis, Wimsatt, and Beardsley arqiasig A few
brief examples of this tendency will be given to illustrate the point.

Shults states in a few places that his concern is the experience of the authors
main characters of Scripture that lie behind the text. In one instance, digadisgie
infinitude, he states flatly that he is not interested in deducing a dofttsinghe
propositional statements found in Scripture. Rather, he is interested in “deatingstr
how the experience of an incomparable intensive presence underlies the devetdpment
the biblical understanding of God®® Shults’s stated goal is to reconstruct the genesis of
the authors’ concepts. This is not an isolated instance. Elsewhere, Shultstdaigs tha
goal is to demonstrate how the author’s reconstructed experience leadsitetsei
When arguing against the concept that God is a single subject, Shults writelni¢ar
purpose in this section, however, is to demonstrate how the early Cheigbamenceof
being redeemed through participation in the relation of Christ to the Father thineugh t
Spirit led naturally torobust explanations of the inherently relational life of God in
Scripture.*®” Arguing against God as first cause, he writes, “The theological isseie her
is not the causal order of the ‘last things’ butrile& understandingf temporal

existence thatmerged in the wake tvhnsformative religiousxperiencesf the

1%shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Gp86, emphasis added.

Ybid., 61. emphasis added.
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promising presence of the biblical Gad® Unless Shults’s theoretical reconstructions of
the biblical authors’ experiences are built on the withess of the authors inttHeetes
guilty of the Intentional Fallacy or the Fallacy of Imported Bayry.

Shults is clear that he is intentionally trying to avoid building his doctrine on
the “propositional statements found in Scriptuf®."Instead, he wants to recreate the
genesis of the writers’ concept of God behind the text. But where can Shults look to
discover these experiences except the propositional statements found in Scripture
Unless the experiences that led to the author’s concept of God are articu ke teixt,
Shults’s only resources for his reconstruction are one’s cultural background and
imagination.

It is conceded that, in some sense, the experiences of the biblical authors
influenced their writing. What is at question here is whether or not the author makes
reference in the text to that experience in such a way as to warrant thesmmscShults
draws. The determinative factor for whether or not Shults commits #meibral
Fallacy when describing the experience of the biblical authors or ohiarectvhether or
not the biblical texts actually discuss the experiences behind them.plishages are
straightforward explications of the author’s beliefs without referemtieet underlying
experience that led to the meaning of the text, then Shults is fallacioasgtiag the

experience that lies behind the text. It appears that Shults consitdstly

1%pid., 89, emphasis added.

1%9hid., 36.

191



demonstrate that the biblical authors are describing experiences thanhei ttneir
doctrine of God™

One of the clearest examples of Shults’s committing the IntentiorlatiFad
his discussion of “Biblical Experiences of Infinity” Reforming the Doctrine of God
Therefore, a short summary of Shults’s use of Scripture in this sectidrewiffered to
illustrate the fallacy** Shults briefly references passages from various parts of the Bible
to make his case, but he fails to demonstrate that the author is describing tleneape
that Shults argues led to the author’s doctrine. Instead, it appears that fsegepa
describe the author’s doctrinal concept of God and Shults makes the intelleaypuakle
it was an experience of the divine presence that led the author to that idea.

Shults begins his argument by asserting, “The authors of Scripture did not rely
on the categorical distinction between material and immaterial substeexpress their
experience of the biblical God. . . . Their experience of redemptive activitg diitblical

God was a being-encountered by a powerful presence that was wholly beyondaiteeir fi

"0There are a few instances where Shults appeassapjealing to cultural background in
order to reconstruct the author’s or characterfgeernce, which he proposes led to their doctridee
example is in Shults’s discussion of the developroéthe Israelites doctrine of divine sovereigntye
contrasts the Hebraic concepts of the hiding amdrehface of God with the Hellenistic categorids o
transcendence and immanence. In the context ofngnéie contrast, he claims, “The Israelites cannot
make God’s face appear through ritual magic orritat#gons. This experience led to the idea of @ivin
sovereignty” (F. LeRon Shults and Steve Sand&be,Faces of Forgiveness: Searching for Wholeneds a
Salvation[Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003], 109). Shults gineargument, biblical or otherwise, for the
proposal that the Israelite concept of sovereifpaty its genesis in their inability to use magic or
incantations to make God'’s face appear. This appeae pure speculation on his part.

Mt is conceded that the brevity and superficiatifyShults’s treatment of Scripture hinders
the reader from getting a complete picture of litididdlogy. Therefore, it is with limited certainthat
these assertions may be held. In spite of thigdiion, Shults does laud Scripture as an essequaidlof
his doctrinal formulation and references it enotgprovide a fair picture of his bibliology in brda
strokes. It should also be noted that the premeutiment is critiquing Shults’s use of the biblitait and
not his conclusions. Therefore, the discussiohhwellimited to Shults’s use of Scripture and his
committing of the Fallacy of Imported Biographyvdtiation of his conclusions is not within the pew
of this section.
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control.™*? Shults argues that the concepts of material and immaterial substances did not
serve to clarify doctrine but were instead problematic. In order to respdmal to t

problems arising from utilizing these categories, Shults argue$htieadependence on

the category of immaterial substance is underdetermined by the biblicaks/ito an
experience of God as an incomparable divine preséhtd=fom the beginning of his
argument, Shults’s concern is with the “experience of the biblical God,” tipefiexce

of the redemptive activity of the biblical God,” and “the biblical witness to aerence

of God.”

When turning to Scripture, Shults writes, “The Hebrew Bible expresses the
idea that God’s greatness cannot be defined in comparison to creatureigsgit He
guotes one brief passage (Isa 40:17-18) that makes no reference to theaoteal
experiences of the author. It declares the truth that God is incomparable in goasivisr
not a reference to the author’s experience of this pbeXext, Shults turns to the New
Testament, writing, “In the New Testament Paul declares that theisgéére has

experienced in his ministry ‘isot worth comparingvith the glory about to be revealed

M23hults,Reforming the Doctrine of Go85.
"3bid., 36
Mbid.

“%Brevard S. Childs is also tempted toward the litexai Fallacy as he proposes a potential
background for this passage. His proposal is rrearitive, but more closely tied to the text thawlg's.
He writes, “The continual and detailed controvesdtyr idolatry would seem to reflect an eyewitness
account of Babylonian practices, which viewed trekimg of idols partly as a ridiculous folly, butrfig
still as a threat” (Brevard S. Childsaiah, The Old Testament Library, ed. James L. MaysplC&ar
Newsom, and David L. Peterson (Louisville: Westrtéengohn Knox, 2001), 310. For more commentary
on Isa 40:17-18, see Gary V. Smikkaiah 40-66 The New American Commentary, vol. 15B (NashviBe:
& H, 2009), 102-75; Claus Westermarsgiah 40-66 The Old Testament Library (Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1969), 46-62; John N. Oswale Book of IsaighThe New International Commentary on
the Old Testament, vol. 20B (Grand Rapids: Eerdmb®@8), 56-64.
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to us’ (Rom 8:18). What he calls ‘this slight momentary affliction’ does not crush him
because he is anticipating ‘an eternal weight of gh@yond all measuir¢2 Cor

4:17).M°® In this mixture of passages, Paul is clearly referring to hisriexpes. The
problem is that Shults is seeking to illumine the author’s experience of divsenpee

and that is not the experience to which Paul refers in these passages. Paul tmentions
temporal experience of suffering, not his experience of divine presenceadmstPaul’s
experience of divine presence shaping his doctrine, his doctrine of eschatbisdype

of the future experience of divine glory—shapes his perception of his temporal
experience of sufferintf.’ Shults recognizes this truth on one level because he says that
Paul is not crushed by his adversity because of his anticipation of the glorious divine
presence. Shults, however, inverts the argument in his conclusion: “The experience of
this incommensurable redemptive presence transforms the way in which the people of

God interpret the conditions of finitud&'® In this passage, it is the hopeful anticipation

H18shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Go86.

"Commenting on Rom 8:18, Morris similarly notes tRaul interprets his present
experiences in light of future glory: “Contemplatiof the future privileges of the believer leadsiRa
think of the contrast this makes with the preséaies He shows that suffering is the path we teesade
move to blessing and glory” (Leon MorriBhe Epistle to the Romarihe Pillar New Testament
Commentary [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988], 318 déso Thomas R. SchreinBomansBaker
Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament, v¢Graind Rapids: Baker Academic, 1998), 432-41;
and Douglas J. Mod he Epistle to the RomariBhe New International Commentary on the New
Testament, vol. 6 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 199%,3%. Commenting on 2 Cor 4:17, Harris also says
that Paul’'s theology changed his perspective oexperience rather than the opposite: “The suffewas
real, not imaginary (cf. vv 8-11), and if it wereewedkato copka, with a purely human assessment, it
would seem burdensome and prolonged, but when disule specie aeternitatis light of eternity, the
suffering took on an opposite hue—it seemed skgpiak temporary. The light of faith creates a new
perspective” (Murray J. Harri3he Second Epistle to the Corinthiafitie New International Greek
Testament Commentary [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2668] See also Ralph P. MarthCorinthians
Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 40 (Waco, TX: Worth86), 81-95; and Paul Barneftie Second Epistle
to the CorinthiansThe New International Commentary on the New Trastat (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1997), 249-55.

185hults,Reforming the Doctrine of Gp@6.
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of the glory to come and not Paul’s current experience of divine presenadgahais his
interpretation of his present sufferings. In the passage following the one under
discussion, Paul states the following of his hope of redemption: “Now hope thanis se
not hope. For who hopes for what he sees? But if we hope for what we do not see, we
wait in patience” (Rom 8:24b-25). Shults is basing his argument on an authorial
experience that the text does not discuss and that actually contradictathegwd the

text. This is a clear example of the Intentional Fallacy.

Shults’s second argument in this section is similarly focused on the imagined
experiences of the authors. Shults begins, “The doxological expressions of tta bibli
authors indicate their experience of God’s greatness is qualitativedyedhifffrom
creaturely greatnes$® Immediately following this statement, Shults strings together
several biblical phrases regarding God'’s greatness and concludes that @ible'ssli
presence is “beyond extensive limit§* Again, Shults appears to be practicing textual
clairvoyance, as he peers into the mental experiences of the authors leitr hiv detail
from the authors regarding those experiences.

Shults continues his argument regarding the biblical authors’ experieree of t
qualitatively different greatness of God with a reference to Psalm 139:7 el Guritds,

“The Psalmist describes his experience of an intense presence that casstaissl
because it holds us togethéf™ Shults is half right on his conclusion from this passage.

This Psalm does appear to be a poetic reflection on the author’'s experience of the

19pid.
129hig.

2Yhid.
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inescapable divine presence, but it does not mention the biblical reality that “God holds
us together.” The biblical author is meditating on the inestimable divine knowledge.
God’s knowledge extends to every aspect of the author’s life from his iastingthis
thoughts and words (vv. 1-6). God’s penetrating knowledge is inescapable because his
presence extends to every part of the created realm (vv. 7-10). Darkness is ne tbstacl
God’s all-encompassing knowledge (vv. 11-12). God’s knowledge even extends to the
earliest stages of the author’s existence, for it is God who is additéhe fetal
development of the author (vv. 13-16a). In this Psalm, God is also said to have intimate
foreknowledge of the author’s life (v. 16). Simply stated, the psalmist confess&otha
knows everything about hifd? This meditation is linked to the author’s experience of
the presence of God in light of what the text says. The reflection is @sgral from
the beginning:
Oh Lord, you have searched me and know me!
You know when | when | sit down and when | rise up;
You discern my thoughts from afar.
You search out my path and my lying down
And are acquainted with all my ways.
Even before a word is on my tongue,
Behold, O Lord, you know it altogether.
You hem me in, behind and before,
and lay your hand upon me.
Such knowledge is too wonderful for me;
It is high; | cannot attain it (Ps 139:1-6).

In the last section of his reflection on God’s knowledge, the psalmist says K¢ aaval

| am still with you” (18b). In light of this, it is true that this Psalm reféection on the

124 eslie C. Allen,Psalms 101-150Nord Biblical Commentary, vol. 21 (Waco, TX: Word
1983), 248-63; Arthur Weisefhe PsalmsThe Old Testament Library (Philadelphia: Westrmens1962),
799-808; and Willem A. Vangemerdpsalmsin vol. 5 of The Expositor's Bible Commentasd.
Tremper Longman Il and David E. Garland (Grand iRspZondervan, Regency Reference Library,
2008), 958-65.
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author’s experience of divine presence. But Shults goes too far by claimingethat t
experience is “because [the divine presence] holds us togétfértiis statement is an
imposition on the text that the psalmist does not mention. Even here, Shults is reading
something into the author’s experience that is unwarranted.

Continuing his discussion on “doxological expressions,” Shults makes the
point that God’s presence cannot be contained and yet he is “present to all'fifgs.”
the former point, Shults refers to Solomon’s prayer of dedication (1 Kgs 8:27). Shults
uses God’s words in Jeremiah 23:23-24—“Do | not fill heaven and earth? says the
Lord"—to make the latter point. The divine pronouncement in Jeremiah 23:23-24 makes
no reference to the experience of the author; no discussion is needed to dispatch Shults’
interpretation as another example of his committal of the IntentioriacialShults’s
reference to Solomon’s prayer warrants more attention.

Solomon’s prayer comes in the context of a powerful experience of the
manifest presence of the Lord in the temple: “[A] cloud filled the house ofdite Eo
that the priests could not stand to minister because of the cloud, for the glory ofdhe L
filled the house of the Lord” (1 Kgs 8:10b-11). The witness of the text to Solomon’s
experience of the presence of the Lord is undeniable, but the phrase that Shults chooses
from this passage actually seems to speak of Solomon'’s belief in spite rahiesliate
experience. Solomon is witnessing the manifest presence of the glory of God in the
temple before him, but he testifies that he believes that God’s greatetdsestifar

beyond what he is experiencing at present. He sees God manifest his glorgmplee t

1235hults,Reforming the Doctrine of Go86.

29hid.
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yet confesses, “But will God indeed dwell on the earth? Behold, heaven and the highest
heaven cannot contain you; much less this house that | built!” (#*2Bhults uses the
passage to argue that Solomon’s experience of the presence of God was such that he
recognized the limitless nature of the presence of God. Ironically, Shedtshes

prayerful confession of Solomon, which contrasts the king’s current experience.

Shults concludes his discussion of what the doxological expressions of the
experience of God’s presence says: “The experience of being embyabeditensive
reality of YHWH was expressed not in terms of an immaterial substanees lant
incomparable presence that both contained and filled all thiiysdis point that the
biblical authors did not turn to categories of immaterial and material substance
express their experience of the divine presence is lost in the irony tlust alhof the
texts Shults discusses do not express “the experience of being embréoednibgnsive
reality of YHWH.”

Shults returns to the apostle Paul to argue that the “filling” of the divine
presence should not be understood in terms of spatio-temporal extension. In other words,
God’s presence does not “fill” space and time in the same way that afidtieire’s

presence “fills” space and time. Instead, Shults suggests that God iediibein which

\hile he identifies different sources for the te8sueggemann clearly articulates the
contrast between 8:10-13 and 8:27-30: “Whereaéttirgical utterance of vv. 10-13 had placed Yahweh
visibly and physically in the temple, vv. 27-30ussa protest against such a claim and offer amaltiee”
(Walter Brueggemanri, & 2 Kings Smyth & Helwys Bible Commentary, vol. 10 [Mac@/: Smyth &
Helwys, 2000], 110). See also Paul R. Hods&, Kings The New American Commentary, vol. 8
(Nashville: Broadman and Holman, 1995), 135-50; &imdon J. DeVries] Kings Word Biblical
Commentary, vol. 12,"3ed. (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 2003), 123-26.

1255hults,Reforming the Doctrine of Go86.
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[creatures] have their spatio-temporal becomitf§.Referring to Paul’s critical
appropriation of the Epicurean philosophical concept the God is the one in whom one
lives, moves, and has being, Shults writes, “Paul refigures their categolight of the
experience of Christ through the Spirit® Again, Shults is importing concepts into this
passage. Nowhere does Paul mention the Spirit; the only mention of Jesuseiseimceef
to his resurrection and coming judgment. One might argue that, in his sermors, Paul i
seeking to refigure the Athenians’ categories. One might also reaglily &airom other
passages that Paul preaches the gospel because of his experience dfrQingistie
Spirit. But Shults illegitimately links both ideas to this text. It does not apipaiar

Shults is simply practicingnologia fide(the analogy of faith) by reading biblical texts in
light of one anothef?® Instead, without making reference to any other text, Shults reads
Acts 17 as if Paul is making that connection between God’s nature and Paul’'smgeri
of Christ. Whether it is true or not, the present passage does not indicate that Paul’s
reference to God’s all-encompassing nature is in any way related to &qeéisence of
Christ through the Spirit® For Shults to say so is to commit the Intentional Fallacy

once again.

21pjid., 37.
128hid.

29Muller definesanalogia fideas “the use of a general sense of the meaningrigt6re,
constructed from a clear or unambigutnts, as the basis for interpreting unclear or ambiguents.”
Richard A. Muller Dictionary of Latin and Greek Theological Terms:aam Principally from Protestant
Scholastic TheologfGrand Rapids, Baker, 1985), 33.

13%For comment on Acts 17, see C. K. Barrélte Acts of the ApostlgBhe International
Critical Commentary (Edinburgh, Scotland: T & T Ka1998), 822-55; and Darrell L. Bockets The
Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testameht5v(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2007), 558-
74.
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While examples could be multiplied, the point has been made. Shults’s
emphasis on the experience of the biblical authors as the authoritativeadspatpture
has led him to commit the Intentional Fallacy. Authority is shifted from ttteofe
Scripture, which the inspired authors penned, to the imaginative reconstruction of the
mental acts and experiences of the biblical authors and characters, whit¢hrdethe
text. Itis difficult to see how Shults’s use of Scripture could be clearzet! as “a
strong commitment to the authority of Scripture” that he says is a mark of true

evangelicalisnt®!

Avoiding the Intentional Fallacy

As a second aspect of the description of Shults’s use of Scripture, it was
tentatively proposed that the motivation for Shults choosing experience asallesoloc
biblical authority was because of his view of the reciprocal relationship &etwe
experience and belief and because of his view of the limitations of human landguage
will withhold critique of this aspect of Shults’s use of Scripture for the follow&agons.
First, while the suggested description of this aspect of Shults’s bibliolegprepriate
in light of the connection between experience as the authoritative aspedpair8and
Shults’s inclusion of experience as a part of one of his postfoundationalist sptheet
connection is still tentative. The speculative nature of this connection makessitaant
to critique what may be a facile connection. Second, | thought it inconsistettigioecr
Shults’s proposed motivation because the proposal might be seen as committing the

Intentional Fallacy. Third, the aspects of Shults’s thought that would have begunedrit

135hults, “The ‘Body of Christ’ in Evangelical Thegip” 178-79.
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could fall under review in other sections of this evaluation where the connection is not as
tentative and the critique could therefore bear more weight. For theses,ehso
motivation for Shults choosing the experience of the authors and characterpufr&cri

as the authoritative aspect of Scripture will be left to stand as a temedpwesal.

Corroboration—Not a High View of Scripture

The third aspect of the description of Shults’s use of Scripture discussed in
chapter 2 was that Scripture has a corroborative force in Shults’s theologtbaldn In
Shults’s theology, Scripture functions as a support, buttressing the philosophically
derived doctrines rather than serving as the lens through which other soundewace
Scripture is not used to judge the appropriateness of the turn to relatianatigd, it is
brought as a witness to argue on behalf of his philosophical positions. In fact, at points,
Scripture sits as the defendant before the judges of philosophy and science. Thus,
philosophy and science become the ultimate authority in Shults’s theologitathsgnd
Scripture is relegated to a secondary status. His position is not in line witisttirécal
Christian or the evangelical position on the authority of Scripture. Shults&booative
view also contrasts with Scripture’s self-attestation.

It has been argued above that Scripture should be the ultimate source of
authority in theological formulation. Mathison summarizes the argument well

Scripture’s unique, infallible and final authority means that it stands as the

Church’s supreme norm. This was a primary element of early claBsataktant
formulations of the doctrine @ola Scriptura To Scripture alone can we ascribe
the termnorma absoluta—“absolute norm”—because it is Scripture alone that is
God-breathed. The supreme normativity of Scripture is the logical coroll#@sy of
inspiration, infallibility, and unique authority. If Scripture truly is the divinely

inspired Word of the living God; if it is therefore completely, absolutely, and
unconditionally infallible; if it does carry the very authority of God Himsiblén it
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is self-evident that Scripture is our supreme norm or standard. No other proposed
norm can claim these qualities for itsef.

Scripture’s self-attestation is that it is the Word of God. In light of ttnale nature of
divine authority, the Bible’s claim to be the Word of God carries with it a loglaah to
ultimate authority. The nature of this authority is such that all other ouatss of

authority should be rejected as having equal or greater authority that the daideiV
God. Tradition, creed, and church each play important but subordinate roles in
theological formulation. This reality is equally true of the proper placéitdgophy

within Christian theology. Philosophy is a useful tool for clarifying lagguand helping

to draw out implications, but it is a misuse of philosophy to place it as a judge over
Scripture. Natural reason should be seen as supportive of and secondary to the divine
revelation of Scripture.

Shults allows other sources to supplant Scripture as the ultimate source of
authority. What is important to note here is that Shults’s use of the Bible as a
corroborative source for theology is inconsistent with a high view of Scriptuteis
unbiblical in the sense that it is not in line with Scripture’s self-attest&d allow
another source to have pride of place over Scripture. Wellum voices a simidgrecoit
Grenz and Franke. While Grenz and Franke are more upfront about their bibliology and
differ with Shults on several points of their treatment of Scripture, Welluntiguz of

their devaluation of Scripture in their practice of theology is still releveiet observes,

13\lathison, The Shape of Sola Scriptyr266. For a more detailed argument for the unique
nature of the authority of Scripture, see Bavirleiglegomenal:463-65.

1335hults’s use of philosophy will be evaluated in tiext chapter.
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| am convinced, for a number of reasons, that [Grenz and Franke’s] view of
Scripture does not do justice to what the Bible claims for itself and therefore, it
greatly weakens the grounding for doing theology in any kind of normative fashion.
In regard to the Bible’s claims for itself, evangelical theology hasredtl that
Scripture is nothing less than God’s word written, the product of God’s action
through the Word by the Holy Spirit whereby human authors freely wrote exactly
what God intended without error. One of the entailments of this view of Scripture
for theology is that in order to be “biblical,” we must allow our theology to attend to
the language, shape, and form of Scripture as the “spectacles” by whicbluat |
the world. Scripture, then, given its divine inspiration, is first-order languade, ful
authoritative, infallible, and inerrant, and that being the case, it serves as ou
foundation by which all second-order reflection is grounded, evaluated, and
134
correct.
Shults’s view is not only unbiblical by Scripture’s own standards, it is also
inconsistent with his own standards of what it is to be evangelical. Shglts hggh
view of Scripture as one of the identifying marks of evangelicalism, atrdins
credulity to claim a high view of Scripture and then place Scripture in submiss
another authority, essentially denying Scripture’s claims regargirogvn nature. His
position is inconsistent with an evangelical view of Scripture.
To be fair, Shults does not outright deny the ultimate authority of Scripture. In
fact, he makes statements that seem to indicate that he views $apauthoritative.
For instance, when discussing the theological response to the turn to retst®malks
writes, “Our theological response to this ‘turn,” however, should not be guided ibyimar
by these developments, but by our interpretation of the biblical traditfdrShults

voices the position that biblical exegesis of Scripture should ultimately deéerm

theology, but when doing theology Shults is inconsistent with his proposal and, more

34V ellum, “Postconservativism, Biblical Authority, @fRecent Proposals for Re-doing
Evangelical Theology,” 188-89.

1355hults,Reforming the Doctrine of Gp8-9.
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importantly, he is inconsistent with Scripture. There are several asp&ttalts's

treatment of Scripture that lead one to the conclusion that his view of Scriptoodasv

to be considered evangelical or consistently biblical. Accordingly, Welltitas, “At

the heart of evangelical theology is the attempt tbibkcal, to ‘take every thought

captive to obey Christ’ (2 Cor 10:5)* Since Scripture is the ultimate authority in
theology, the goal of evangelical theological method should be to develop doctrine that
exemplifies biblical fidelity.

Shults is more concerned with exemplifying coherence to the philosophical
turn to relationality than biblical fidelity. Several aspects of this sbhoring in Shults’s
theological method will be discussed below. First, Shults’s philosophically ggdund
motivation for theological reform is contrasted with biblical priority. Secdmwi)l be
discussed whether or not Shults’s methodological use of philosophy and science to
determine the bounds of exegesis is consistent with a high view of Scripture. Third,
Shults’s anemic treatment of the biblical text and his unbiblical conclusidirtsewi

evaluated.

Philosophical Motivation

The problematic nature of Shults’s corroborative use of Scripture shows itself
in his motivation for theological reform. It has been argued above that Scrifgeife’s
attestation is that it is the very Word of God, and it yields an authorittues for the

Bible in theology. Therefore, conformity to Scripture should be the motivatinggoa

13V ellum, “Postconservativism, Biblical Authority, @fRecent Proposals for Re-doing
Evangelical Theology,” 161.
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the “final cause” of Christian theological methidd. First Timothy 3:16 reads, “All
Scripture is breathed out by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, fection,
for training in righteousness.” In light of this biblical truth, the inspired anubaiteative
Word of God should hold a primary place in motivating the teaching of doctrine, the
correction of theological error, and ethical training.

It is conceded that other factors may be involved in motivating theological
reform. For example, the Holy Spirit can use philosophical developments or
contemporary cultural challenges as a means of helping to reveal a lack of dyrtimrm
the Bible in a theological system. But conformity to Scripture should be the tiragiva
goal for theological reform. Rising heresy in the church also serves ppraprate
catalyst for theological reforfi® Although theological crises or philosophical trends
may contribute to a theologian’s reformative impulse, Christian reformdhe
motivated by a desire for greater biblical fidelity. A desire to contorthe latest
philosophical trend should not serve as one’s ultimate motivation. Fidelity piuseri

should be the goal.

37Aristotle divided causation into four causes—mateformal, efficient, and final. “The

material causg writes Miller, “is the matter, or stuff sometlgns made out of; thiermal causas its
essence, or whatness; #fficientor moving causés what brings the thing into being; and fimal cause
is the end, or purpose, of the thing” (Ed. L. Mill®uestions That Matter: An Invitation to Philosop&
ed. [New York: McGraw-Hill, 1984], 97). See Arisl®, Physicsin The Complete Works of Aristatled.
Jonathan Barnes (Princeton, NJ: Princeton UnivyePaiess, 1984), 1:332-34; and idévigtaphysicsin
The Complete Works of Aristgtied. Jonathan Barnes (Princeton, NJ: Princetomddsity Press, 1984),
2:1600-01. See also Moreland and Cr&igilosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldvie2d 8-19.

138This appears to be the part of the catalyst folPttmestant Reformation, but conformity to
Scripture was the ultimate goal of the Reformatidime state of the church and her doctrine wasgddxy
the Reformers to be in need of transformationghtliof the study of Scripture. The church’s laék o
conformity to the truth of Scripture motivated theall to reform, not the most recent developménts
philosophy and science of the day. Scripture sbagethe ultimate catalyst for change. Since Shaaleks
to claim the Reformers as part of his reformatimedge, he should pay heed to their biblical maeitva
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Something else appears to be the teleological motivation for Shults’s
theological reform. It was shown above that philosophy is the primary motivation for
Shults’s theological project. Conformity to the philosophical turn to relatioreality
contemporary science appear to be Shults’s goal or final cause. The steerth
weaknesses of Shults’s argument for the emphasis on the philosophical turn to
relationality will be discussed in the next chapter, but what is relevamtgautrent
chapter is that Shults’s reformative project was motivated primarigolbyething other
than Scripture. All rival authorities have been rejected as holding equaabeigr
standing than Scripture, but, in spite of this truth, Shults still allows philogopdywe
his theology.

In several places, Shults does claim that his theological reformation is not only
bringing theology in line with contemporary philosophy, but it is also a biblica
reformation. Shults holds that Reformed theology is always open to reform. He then
seeks to place his proposal within that context. Speaking of his reformation,project
Shults says he is attempting a turn to biblical fidelity: “This reforomagims to
transform the whole church and the whole world under the authority of God’s Word
through the power of the Spirit* He also writes, “As | argue throughout the book, the
turn to relationality offers theology a new opportunity to present the Christian
understanding of humanity in a way that upholds some key biblical intuitions that have

been obscured or lost® Shults believes that biblical interpretation and the Christian

theology of the past are shackled by outdated philosophy. But now, the turn to

139, LeRon ShultsReforming Theological Anthropolog@rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 4.

¥4%pid., 5.

206



relationality has provided the key to unlock “biblical intuitions” that have been held
captive by modern philosophical concepts. He also claims that his call tm refor
traditional formulations of doctrine is done in light of challenges that have come f
“research in biblical scholarship® Though Shults professes that his reform is an
attempt to elucidate biblical intuition and is based on biblical scholarship, he gives
indications that he is actually conforming to contemporary philosophy.

He bases his arguments on philosophical shifts and utilizes Scripture to
buttress the changes he argues for in his philosophical discussion. Unfoytunatel
engagement with Scripture is too anemic to justify his claim that exetyjess his
reformation. The lack of depth in Shults’s exegesis will be taken up below, but for now it
is sufficient to observe that philosophy plays the primary role in motivating Shults
reformation, not Scripture.

A few examples of Shults’s philosophical motivation are in order. First,
Shults’s says that contemporary biblical scholarship challenges trabtithensogy, but
his statement betrays the underlying philosophical influence on this scholakhi
writes, “Challenges to the traditional formulations come from researadblioab
scholarship, from discoveries in science, and from philosophical reflection on human
existenceall of which are linked to the shift toward relational categories in late
modernity”**? Notice that the last clause admits that all of the sources to which Shults
looks, including “research in biblical scholarship” are influenced by the philosophical

turn to relationality. Though the source of the challenge may appear as ftbiblica

“Yibid., 6.

2Abid.
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scholarship,” Shults confesses that one of the foundational influences of thissgupola
is “the shift toward relational categories in late modernity.” Thus, thikeolgas to
traditional theology that Shults says come via biblical scholarship ceciand
philosophy appear to be various permutations of the philosophical challenge posed by the
turn to relationality. Again, the philosophical turn to relationality is primaighults’s
theological method.

A second example of the motivational nature of philosophy for Shults’s
theological reform is seen clearly in his discussion of the need for refoecall Bhat
after he surveys the philosophical turn to relationality through the histpiyilosophy,
he asserts that the philosophical turn to relationality demands a reconsidargti
reform of doctrines in light of this new emphasis. Specifically, the turn toareddity is
a call “to a more critical evaluation of some traditional formulations that oxerly
shaped by substance metaphysi{é3.Shults’s argument is that classic Christian
theology is beholden to outdated philosophical concepts of substance, and now the
philosophical concepts have shifted away from substance to relatidhalifperefore,
theology must be reformed in keeping with philosophy’s relational emphasis. What is
relevant here is the clear indication that conformity to the philosophical turn to

relationality rather than conformity to Scripture is Shults’s motivatiag 4>

1435hults,Reforming Theological Anthropolog$5.
1%*The merits of Shults’s rejection of substance mejajzs will be evaluated below.

I the introduction tdReforming the Doctrine of Gp&hults writes, “I will suggest that the
best way to conserve the gospalgngelioi is to liberate it from categories that hindertesentation for
illuminative and transformative dialogue in our tamporary context” (Shult®eforming the Doctrine of
God, 12). His philosophical motivation for theolodicaform is reminiscent of Fredrick Schleiermachker’
attempt to answer the intellegensia of his daye fitte to one of his classic works is telling3s Religion:
Speeches to its Cultured DespiseBee Richard Crouter’s introduction of FriedrithleiermacheiOn
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Philosophy Setting the Limits

Another aspect of Shults corroborative use of Scripture is that it allows secular
philosophy and science to set the limits of biblical interpretation. Singa8eris the
authoritative Word of God and all other sources of authority are rejected as equal to or
above it in authority, Shults’s use of philosophy and science to set the boundaries for
Scripture is inconsistent with a high view of Scripture. A few examplesanlie to
bring clarity to how Shults allows philosophy to hold hermeneutical authority over
Scripture.

First, Shults allows contemporary science to determine the exegetical
parameters in theological anthropology. His rejection of substance dualism has
implications for the anthropological concept of the dualism or existence of aahddy
soul. He suggests, “In light of contemporary neuroscience a hard dichotomy between
soul and body and a classification of separate faculties of the soul are no ¢oradpe.t.

.. These sciences still allow for a weak sense of duality; i.e., a distinctivedet

biological and mental events, but not flialism in the sense of two separate

Religion: Speeches to its Cultured Despisétsed. (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996},
Elsewhere, Crouter mentions five response3ridReligionranging from appreciative rejection to full
embrace. See Richard Crouter, “On Religion asgitels Classic: Hermeneutical Musings after Two
Hundred Years,” ifkFriedrick Schleiermacher: Between Enlightenment Rodhanticism{New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2005), 250-64. Brummeuses Schleiermacher of embracing a philosophy
that is identified with mysticism in such a wayttitavas detrimental to Christian revelation. $Hwistine
Helmer, “Mysticism and Metaphysics: Schleiermacimad a Historical-Theological TrajectoryThe

Journal of ReligiorB3 (October 2003): 517, 525-31. As will be shawthis chap., Shults, similarly
embraces a philosophy that is detrimental to hesaisScripture. Barth also criticizes Schleiernedor

his misuse of revelation, but expands his critigdemes E. Davison summarizes Barth’s concerngdrou
three foci—"the relativisation of revelation; thegkrsonalisation of God; and the anthropologising o
theology” (James E. Davison, “Can God Speak a Woidan? Barth's Critique of Schleiermacher's
Theology,” Scottish Journal of Theolo@7 [1984]: 200-11). While some adjustments waedd to be
made to apply Barth’s critiques of Schleiermache8hults, Shults shows some of these same tendencie
that Barth found troubling.
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substances™® In Shults’s proposal, it is not biblical exegesis that disallows substance
dualism, but it is neuroscience that limits interpretation.
Second, the scientific theory of biological evolution is also determinative for
how the creation account and the origin of sin are interpreted for Shults. Shults shows a
pattern of allowing evolution to disqualify a literal interpretation of thiyehapters of
Genesis. He writes that a literal interpretation of the early clsapté€enesis is
irreconcilable with the theory of evolution: “The idea of a first couple conmitag
existence in a state of perfection sometime in the last ten thousand ygayscsinmot be
reconciled with evolutionary sciencé® Instead of considering the possibility that
scientists might have interpreted the data wrongly in light of irrecdreitiifferences,
Shults assumes that the scientific theory is correct and that bibliegdretiation must
yield to scientific certainty. He continues,
The sciences of embryology and genetics demonstrate the continuity of human
organisms with the rest of organic life as it has emerged and becomeampmiex
over millions and millions (not merely thousands) of years. Analysis of the
mitochondrial deoxyribonucleic acid of contemporaoynosapiensndicates that
human populations never consisted of fewer than several thousand indivffuals.
Paleological evidence shows that death and suffering were in the world long before

the emergence of human beings. Augustine’s reading of the first part dfisSene
also runs afoul of other contemporary sciences, including geology and astrfiomy.

Since, Augustine’s interpretation “runs afoul” contemporary science, itisoje¢d

without any argument for the validity of the scientific theories to which Sutaposes

14%Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropology79.

“IIbid., 208.

1“®This is an interesting point for Shults to make.hé suggesting that evolutionary develop
occurred in an entire population simultaneouslys, isthis theory, “no less than several thousand

individuals” experienced the same beneficial genetutation within a single generation.

149Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropologg08.
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it. The issue of Shults’s uncritical acceptance of contemporary scielhte waken up
in the next chapter, but what is of import for this chapter is that it is a patteshutis to
take science as authoritative when contemporary science and biblicaletatom
conflict.**°

Scientific challenges are not the only ones that hold sway over interpgretatio
Shults’s theological project. He also sees philosophical challenges asidatie for
the plausibility of interpretations. Discussing the philosophical chaketmthe doctrine
of original sin, Shults says that each permutation of the doctrine has failegrimiésy
objective of “explaining the origin of sin in a way that defends God from the charge of
causing evil.*** Shults illustrates the intellectual gravity of this challenge:

If God created the first parents perfectly righteous and set them in asgaitzati

provided all their needs, it is incomprehensible that they would choose evil. A
perfectly good will would (by definition) will the good. In Augustine’s thetirgy

130shults’s privileging of evolutionary science ovéblizal exegesis has broad implications. It
impacts theological anthropology, hamartiology, deetrine of death, and Christology. Embracing
evolutionary biology has obvious implications foetdoctrine of creation, but to Shults it alsosaito
guestion the historicity of Adam and Eve and aditéall. With the dismissal of the historicity 8dam
and Eve comes the jettisoning of the biblical actai the entrance of sin into the world, and thatt
that resulted. By allowing philosophy and scietcpidge theology, Shults denies the clear biblical
teaching that death “entered” the world through site writes, “The science of evolutionary bioldwgs
shown that death has always been a natural ptitea&@mergence and development of life” (F. LeRon
Shults,Christology and Sciendérand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008], 41). The imgheet of Shults’s
embrace of evolutionary theory also reach to tlearimation of Jesus Christ. He continues, “Thedasi
philosophical challenge that we face in this sectias to do with the fact that a particularly ieftial way
of linking the doctrine of the incarnation to afil reading of the story of Adam and Eve in thed8n of
Eden has lost its plausibility in light of discoies about the process of human evolution within the
cosmos” (38). He looks to Arthur Peacock as atpasexample of the interdisciplinary dialogue beéem
evolutionary science and the theology of the ingaom. Regarding the concept of Jesus’ incarnation
Peacock writes, “His particular embodiment of valuaveils the consummation of the creative and
creating evolutionary process” (45). In Peacoelsmation, Jesus is the ultimate product of the
evolutionary process. Peacock further states‘Hijfthis [emergence out of the process of evabudi does
not apply to Jesus, then he is not truly human’.(45volutionary biology drives the interpretatiofithe
incarnation so much so that if Jesus is not thelyrbof evolution he cannot truly be categorized as
human. This is a radical reconstruction of thetidioe of incarnation. Instead of the divine cormasling
to take on the form of man, it is man who ascendake on the form of the divine.

31Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropologg10.
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did indeed “fall” from this paradise, and this implies that God created tiksr w
with an inherent capacity to choose €vAl.

It is the intellectual incomprehensibility of how these truths are relategakas a
problem for Shults. It is not biblical interpretation that excludes the possdfilihe

Fall. Instead, the concept is called into question because Shults cannot wrapdhis mi
around how these truths relate. Shults also seems to equate God’s provision of the
capacity to choose evil with God’s responsibility for man’s sinful use of thaticgpac

He never makes the argument that God’s creation of man’s capaciyetotgils divine
culpability for Adam utilizing that capacity. Shults simply statesitrsgems to fly in

the face of logic that the perfectly righteous Adam and Eve would choose evil.’sShults
argument raises the questions, “Is someone to be held accountable for another’
misdeed?” and “Does not all sin fly in the face of logic in light of the gesatof the

Creator?”

Poor Exegesis of Scripture

Another significant shortcoming of Shults’s corroborative use of Scripgure i
his inadequate treatment of the biblical text. While the corroborative natureusiehis
Scripture does not demand that Shults neglect thorough exegesis, the seconany stat
the text probably contributes to the lack of engagement. No matter the reason for
Shults’s lack of serious exegesis, it reveals a lower view of Scripturestiaarrianted in
light of the Bible’s authority. There are several aspects of his teaatoh Scripture that
are troubling. First, the brevity of Shults’s engagement is troubling in lighteafcope

of his proposed reforms involving some of the major tenets of the Christian faith and the

B2bid.

212



central place Scripture should play in the formulation of Christian doctrinean&ec
Shults’s exegesis of the biblical text is surprisingly superficiabint lof the import of his
proposed theological emendations. Third, Shults consistently neglectaliitis that
would challenge his proposals. Finally, based on his facile exegesisteflli@xts,
Shults jumps to unfounded theological conclusions that often contradict the teathin
Scripture and the traditional understanding of the doctrine. A few case siti8ieslts’s

use of Scripture will be offered below to illustrate these shortcomings.

Historicity of Adam, Eve, and the Fall

The first case study involves the historicity of Adam and Eve, the Fall, and the
subsequent entrance of death into the world. There are a few places wheren8kes
his biblical case that Adam and Eve and the Fall were not historical. limtghgste
never clearly articulates a theory to replace the historical vidws Chse study
exemplifies Shults’s failure to spend adequate space articulabibical case, his lack
of depth in exegesis, and his exclusion of relevant passages.
Shults denies the historicity of Adam and Eve when making a case against the
doctrine of original sin. His section on exegetical considerations fatirgjeoriginal sin
is extremely limited in scope. It is only four pages in length, and he focusesom
undercutting Augustine’s exegesis than on determining the meaning of timempterti
biblical texts. Shults limits his examination to brief statements oe$®&l and Romans
5.
Shults begins his treatment of Genesis 3, noting that “scholarly consensus

holds that the Augustinian idea of a ‘fall’ from a state of original perfecsioot present
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in Genesis®* Shults claims that the genre of the creation account in Genesis 3 will not
support Augustine’s interpretation. He contends that Genesis 3 cannot be readals a lite
chronological account of a historical event. As evidence, he compares and sdh&rast
dual creation stories:

That the two creation stories in their redacted form were not understood as a
journalistic chronology should be evident from the obvious differences between
them as they lie side by side. For example, in the first story (1:1-2:4jalptite
and animals were created before humankiadaim), male and female, while in the

second story (2:4b-3:24) the particular man named “Adam” is created before the
plants and animals and Eve comes after theri“all.

As further evidence of the non-historical nature of the Genesis account ofl{lfehkis
raises questions regarding the apparent contradiction of charging Adam andiEsia
because, in his estimation, they lacked knowledge of good and evil prior to bating t
fruit. He writes, “The text states that only after Adam and Eve ate freriothidden

tree did they ‘become like one of us, knowing good and evil’ (3:22).” He then asks,
“How then can we speak of the first parents as choosing between good and evil before
they had eaten from the tree that would bring them ‘knowledge of good and evil'? How
could they be responsible for this choice if their eyes were “opened” to this knowledge
only after they ate from the treé? In light of these questions, Shults concludes that
Genesis 3 supports neither the Augustinian view of Adam and Eve’s originadfstate

perfection nor a “fall” from that state.

53bid., 202. Shults refers in a footnote to N. Allims, The Ideas of The Fall and Original
Sin(London: Longman, 1927) and W. Sibley Towner, éhptretations and Reinterpretations of the Fall,” in
Modern Biblical Scholarshiped. Francis A. Eigo (Villanova, PA: Villanova Wersity Press, 1984), 53-
85. See also Tennafithe Sources of the Doctrine of the Fall and Ori¢jifim, for a similar view.
1%4Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropologg03.

B9bid.
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Shults next argues that Augustine’s doctrine of sin was “propped up” on the
pillars of a mistranslation of Romans 5:12 and a traducian view of the origin of ¥ouls.
He points to Augustine’s mistranslationegh’ v in Romans 5:12. Augustine’s
translation of the phrase “in him,” implies that all of humanity was somehowdam”
when he sinned. Shults suggests that Augustine’s interpretation of the emtopgef
Romans 5:12-21 rises and falls on this mistranslated phrase and therefodebghoul
discarded: “Only on the presupposition that all infants are ‘in Adam’ (and senpigs
the rebellion in the garden) could Augustine argue that they accrue thefdidihm at
the same time. On this hypothesis, infants are born guilty, not innocent or neutral. This
is because they were ‘in Adam’ when he sinned; humanity as a whole sinned and is now
massa damnat®’

Shults turns for a moment to consider other early church interpretations of
Romans 5. He points out that Augustine’s interpretation was not universalptextae
his day. Examples of those who do not align with Augustine include Cyril of Alexandria
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret of Cyrus, and St. John Chrysostom. The variations
on original sin proposed by these scholars included universal imitations ofAsiam
inherited nature rather than inherited sin, condemnation for personal sin alone, and the

inheritance of mortality without the inheritance of sin.

1%*The proposal that Augustine held a traducian viéthe origin of the soul is contested by
some scholars. See John M. Rist, “Traducianisrattynism and the Transmission of Original Sin,” in
Augustine: Ancient Thought Baptizggiambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994)-20.7
Traducianism is the theory that “the soul of acatlisl transmitted to it (along with original sin) lig
parents. The doctrine avoids the problem thabidl Greates every soul afresh, He would do well &den
them free of sin” The Oxford Dictionary of Philosophg™ ed. [New York: Oxford University Press,
2008], s.v. “Traducianism”).

15’Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropolog803-04.
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Shults briefly returns to exegetical considerations and argues that te&tcont
of Romans 5:129 focuses on the abundance of God’s grace received through Christ
rather than on the issue of the spread of sin and death. He says that the death to which
Paul refers is “bigger than the dissolution of our current organic embodim@rnig
finally claims that Paul is drawing a comparison among three people—AdarasMuosl
Christ—rather than just between Adam and Christ. He says that Paul’s gbatt is
“[t]he fullness of life and righteousness does not come through controlling thernzsask
the flesh (represented by Adam), or by obeying the law (represented bg)Mtise
through Jesus Christ that we now have both righteousness and life (8%21).”

Another example of Shults’s brief exegetical support for the rejection of the
historical account of the fall of man is foundGhristology and Sciencdn Christology
and SciencegShults’s intentional focus is on the impact of philosophical and scientific
shifts on the reformation of classical Christology and not on exegetinaiderations®°
In this context, science and philosophy are given greater attention and carsidiian
the biblical text. In fact, the biblical text is nearly ignored. In spitd@fclear emphasis
of this work on philosophy and science rather than biblical exegesis, what Shultaydoes s
regarding “exegetical reasons” and the radical conclusions he drawthonare
informative. He offers one brief paragraph in which he mentions some of hgetmead

reasons” for his theological reformation of the doctrine of the creation cdimtyrand

Abid., 205.

Ibid.

105hults writes, “As we will see, these [outdatedhanpological assumptions play a powerful
role in many traditional Christological formulatin Although these categories are problematic for

exegetical reasons as well, in this context we fwidlus primarily on the philosophical and scientifi
developments that have rendered them implausiletl¢s,Christology and Scienc@2).
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the virgin birth. Shults passes over these exegetical reasons for hisaleetarmation
without any significant treatment. He never expands on these challengessbedoe
provide adequate resources to support his claim that there are “exegeticattdar
rejecting traditional Christology. This is surprising in light of the auth&@hults says
the biblical text has in his discussion of theological metfibdsrom this anemic
treatment, he reaches some bold conclusions. Shults’s discussion of theiCakeget
reasons” is quoted in full to illustrate the brevity of his treatment:

It is important to note that there are also exegetical reasons to loosen
Christology from a literal reading of Genesis and a particular biological
understanding if the virgin birth. There is no reference to Adam and Eve anywhere
else in the Hebrew Bible, which has led most scholars to the conclusion that the
story was added relatively late in Israel’s history in response togh&am myths
of its ancient Near Eastern neighbors.

A similar argument is made with reference to the virgin birth. The story doe
not appear in the earliest Gospel (Mark), and appears to register naoafisEgus’
self-identity or teaching. Moreover, it seems strange that neithen®adibhn
make any appeal to Jesus’ unique biological origin in their defense of the Gospel.
Clearly it ispossibleto articulate the doctrine of the incarnation without depictions
of Jesus ontogeny that require a “virgin birth” or models of human phylogenesis that
presupposes a historical “Fall.” Systematic theology will have to engagefully
the findings of biblical scholarship that illuminate the origin and redaction s¢ the
stories (e.g. Ludemann, 1998, 139; Brueggemann, 2003, 38), but our focus in this
case study is on facing tkeientificchallenges to (and opportunities for)
formulating the doctrine of the incarnation today, which are embedded within the
philosophical shifts we have been discussfig.

The brevity of Shults’s treatment of Scripture is almost breathtaking indfghe
theological significance and inflammatory nature of rejecting tliktivaal views of a

literal Adam and Eve and the virgin birth. Even in a book in which the main focus is on

1t is interesting to note that if, as Shults pragmsis project is one of interdisciplinary
exercise in which the dialogue partners are brougbtreciprocal relationship with one another rfie
light of the absence any substantive exegeticalraemt for theology, it seems that the reciprotyguite
one sided between Christology and science.

182Shults,Christology and Sciencd3.
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the scientific and philosophical aspects of the issue, more needs to be said to defend the
bold assertion that there is exegetical warrant for such a radical degesturclassical
Christian theology. This is especially true in light of Shults’s position thaitile
should play a primary role in the formulation of doctrine. Even his more extended
biblical treatment of this issue Reforming Theological Anthropology only four pages.
Unfortunately, the above examples of the brevity of Shults’s treatmeme oflilical text
are not the exception; they are the norm.

A few more examples illustrate the lack of space that Shults’s desltcaltes
reformulation of such an established doctrine of the Christian faitReflorming
Theological Anthropologyhe spends less than four pages on the biblical evidence for his
rejection of dualism. In his chapter on reforming the doctrine of the image of God, he
scatters a few biblical references throughout the chapter, but only on@agan
approaches anything resembling an explanation of the biblical teReftmming the
Doctrine of God Shults closes each of his first three chapters, attempting to recover some
of the biblical resources for his reformative project. Chapter 2 includeh&esfive
pages on God’s infinity; chapter 3 includes five and one half pages on the Trinityyrchapte
4 includes six and one half pages on God’s eschatological nature. In comparison, the
traditional and theological resources for reconstructing each of these eecaoeived
their own separate chapters. In the introduction to his WibekHoly Spirit Shults
spends seven and one half pages on the biblical text. He admits that is treatmeft is
but says that he will return to the biblical texts introduced here as he dstusse
traditional developments of Pneumatology. Unfortunately, one struggles to fied mor

than a few scattered biblical references in the remainder of the book. Itlveould
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accurate to characterize the remainder of his book as a historical thebtbgyHoly

Spirit with little attention paid to the biblical text. To his credit, in thisanse, Shults

does provide adequate reference to other resources to supplement his discussion in an
annotated bibliography. [fransforming Spirituality: Integrating Theology and
Psychologyeach section on the biblical withess—“Longing for wisdom in Scripture,”
“Longing for justice in Scripture,” and “Longing for Freedom in ScriptureS-r@ more

than four pages in length.

The only exception to Shults’s pattern of overly brief treatments of Scrigture
found in one of his earliest workBhe Faces of Forgiveness: Searching for Wholeness
and Salvation But as will be shown in a later section on God, wrath, and forgiveness,
there are still significant problems with his exegesis in that workpd€e limitation or
editorial restrictions caused this exegetical shortcoming, then, agthéeast, Shults
should have provided more references to resources where the exegeticahctsslys
made for the position that he proposes. Unfortunately, with the exception of his book,
The Holy Spirit references to ample resources are not offered.

Another troubling aspect of Shults’s use of Scripture that is closelydetate
the brevity of his biblical engagement is the lack of depth in the exegesis oftthbdex
engages. The case study on the rejection of Adam and Eve is a good example. The two
texts that he briefly discusses are Genesis 2-3 and Romans 5:12-19.

In his treatment of Genesis 2-3, Shults does not propose a positive
interpretation of the creation narrative; rather, he sets out to undermimstthreity of
the narrative and Augustine’s doctrine of original sin. Shults attacks tbeidas

veracity of the Genesis account on several fronts. Though he argues @ogains
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historicity of the creation and the Fall throughout his works, the crux of whatibedsel
appears to be that the Genesis account is a creation myth which the Jewish community
added during exile as an apologetic against the creation stories of their neighimsors
proposal is based on the belief that references to Adam and Eve are lackinQloh the
Testament outside of Gene$i3. This proposed late date casts doubt on the historical
veracity of the passage. Shults offers further evidence of his position byipgppos
textual reasons why the creation account was not meant to be seen ashistoric

Every aspect of this part of Shults’s argument against the literal reafding
Genesis is flawed. First, Shults’s foundational premise that there arkeremoes to
Adam and Eve in the Old Testament outside of Genesis is mistaken. Evidence to the
contrary is provided in the section below in the discussion of Shults’s exclusion of
contradictory texts.

Second, Shults’s argument is an example of an argument from silence or, more
accurately, an argument from partial silen®eOne cannot build a positive case based
on the absence of evidence. From the supposed silence of the post-Genesis Old
Testament, Shults concludes that the story of Adam and Eve must have been added later
due to socio-religious pressures. In Shults’s mind, this later addition seeatisritoc

guestion the historical veracity of the creation story. The problem is kaeit af an Old

1833hults,Christology and Sciencd3. In his discussion about teago Dej Shults makes
the exact same argument for the late addition®f3knesis account of Adam and Eve: “That the ssory
not repeated elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible suppddtdius Wellhausen’s] suggestion that it was
compiled at the culmination rather than the begigrof Israel’s ancient history” (ShultReforming
Theological Anthropology231).

184This could be characterized as an argument frartial silence because Shults only
mentions the lack of reference in the Old Testaptaitthe does not address the references in the New
Testament and the implications that the way Jesdgle apostles use the creation and fall accaugtses
for their historicity.
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Testament reference to Adam and Eve does not prove or even imply that the creation
narrative was a late addition. Drawing a positive conclusion from the lackdeinea is
fallacious, and the conclusion is pure conjecture.

Further, there is no evidence that this supposed omission was a result of the
Genesis account being a late addition. There are other possible reasonsciancttyeas
references to the first parents in the Old Testament. It might justigsbeagssumed
that the account was already included in the Torah and was well known so there was not
a reason to recount the story. Another possibility for the scarcity of re¢eietiat the
occasions of the writing of the later books did not warrant mention of Adam and Eve.
Even if Shults is correct in his assertion that references to Adam and Eve were
completely missing from the post-Genesis Old Testament, there is no cogpedison
to think that the biblical authors felt the necessity to include copious refetterites
Genesis account of Adam and Eve. Collins rebuffs an argument similar to Shults’s:
“Does not the presence or absence of allusions depend on the communicative intentions
of the biblical writers and their perceptions of the needs of their audiences%, Eha
later writer may not find an echo of this passage useful to what he is wyaogwtith his
later text—which means that the (perceived) rarity of citation hardlyies\gtat this
story has no bearing on the rest of the Hebrew BiSfe.’Also arguing the weakness of
an argument from silence, Mathews writes, “It is better to explain the padficit
patriarchal references as the result of the different settings @&nests of the prophets.

Theirs was a call back to the Mosaic faith when Israel was formed déism@ tlaus the

185C. John Collins, “Adam and Eve in the Old Testanieftie Southern Baptist Journal of
Theologyl5 (Spring 2011): 15.
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ancestral stories that antedate the Sinai-wilderness-conquest nanaieenot central to
their purpose® None of these possibilities can be conclusively argued from silence,
but the point is that there are other potential reasons for the paucity of Old dmtstam
references to Adam and Eve outside of the Genesis account.
A third part of Shults’s logic is that the late addition of the creation account
was the Israelites’ theological response to the pressures of the surrocurlting.
Shults makes the point that the Genesis narrative must be understood in light of the
Israelites’ cultural context. Shults specifically mentions the Babatoaieation story
Enuma Elishas a part of this socio-religious context. Referencing the origin of the
creation story in his discussion of the image of God, he writes,
The discovery of the Babylonian creation mituma Elish . . shed new
light on the genre of the Genesis texts that use the terms “image’ikameys.”
The striking similarities between the Babylonian story and the accourtniesis
(which both include watery chaos, separation of heaven and earth, prevalence of the
number seven, and the phenomenon of light before the creation of the sun and

moon) led to the claim that this material similarity was due to a response by
Babylonian Jews to the creation myth of their conquéfdrs.

In Shults’s estimation, the text that resulted from Israel’s resgoritecaptors is
thoroughly theological. Shults asserts that “[t]he early chaptersrd<izeare
theological documents that serve specific theological purpd&eshults, then, holds
that the historicity of the text is irrelevant to this theological point. Thigs;laim is that

the Israelites in Babylonian exile responded to the creation myths of dipgirs by

1% enneth A. MathewsGenesis 1:1-11:26The New American Commentary, vol. 1
(Nashville: Broadman and Holman, 1996), 78.

1%’Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropologg30.

1%8hid., 202.
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crafting a creation myth of their own. For Shults, the historicity of the sveabunted
is irrelevant to the text’s theological purpose.

The first part of this argument is an egregious example of the Fallacy of
Presupposition in which the writer presupposes one or more unproven and debatable
propositions within a statement. Shults has several undefended and debatable
presuppositions that he assumes as a foundation for his argument. First, he tegumes
the writers are in Babylonian exile where they are influenced by th@ddaén creation
myth. He calls them “Babylonian Jews” who are responding “to the aneatyth of
their conquerors.” This statement excludes Moses as the author of Genesissufiyss
biblical authority because it contrasts the biblical witness to Mosaic anijhavih the
Pentateuch. Mathews argues, “The ascription to Moses of a written legal ‘torpks
of the law’ was thus accepted early (e.g., Josh 8:31; 23:6; 2 Kings 14:6) and found
widespread in the post-exilic period (e.g., 2 Chr 34:14; Neh 8:1) as well as dccepte
among the Jews (e.&ir, Josephus, Philo, Talmud ) and by Jesus and the early church
(e.g. John 1:45; Luke 20:28; Acts 3:225> Mathews does qualify his claim, saying that
the Pentateuch is not exclusively written by Moses but that “the Five Boeks [ar
essentially Mosaic.” The possibility of the Pentateuch being Mosaic isdedctif one
accepts Shults’s assumptions.

Shults’s assumptions regarding the Babylonian location and exilic social
setting of the author of the Creation narrative also implies a lateadtesfwriting of
Genesis 1-3. In keeping with these presuppositions, Shults embraces Wellhausen’s

documentary hypothesis and with it the argument that the Genesis 1 accouimvesefr

1890\athews,Genesis 1:1-11:2679-80.
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very late “priestly” sourcé’® Rendtorff gives a striking example of why Shults cannot
presuppose the Wellhausen proposal without defense. Rendtorff writes, “I believe the
documentary Hypothesis is dead. . . . The Wellhausen paradigm no longer serves as a
commonly accepted presupposition for Old Testament exedésiSHults smuggles
these much-debated propositions into his argument without explanation or défense.
Traditional evangelical theologians, along with some critical scholardgwiate the
creation narrative much earli&f

Another assumption in Shults’s argument is that the influence flows from the
Babylonian creation myth to the Genesis creation story. Shults fails t@leonsier
potential reasons for the parallels. Another possible reason for thargigslbetween
Ancient Near Eastern myths and Genesis is that the pagan creation orytig fioom
the Genesis account. Both accounts could have also arisen independently on tife basis

another account or as a result of the universal memory of actual historical’&Vértie

1%Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropolog®31.

Rolf Rendtorff, “The Paradigm is Changing: Hopes-&ears, Biblical Interpretationl
(1993): 44.

" Mathews argues that Gen 1-11 is best dated inetbensl millennium B.C. See Mathews,
Genesis 1:1-11:2676.

3For discussion of some of the debate over the ityalid the documentary hypothesis and
the dating of Genesis, see Mathe®enesis 1:1-11:2@&nd Gordon J. Wenha@enesis 1-15Vord
Biblical Commentary, vol. 1 (Waco, TX: Word, 198%¥Xiv-xlv. For a brief argument against the
documentary hypothesis, see Derek Kid@anesisTyndale Old Testament Commentaries, vol. 1
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2008), 18-24; aBdCharles Aalder&enesisBible Student's
Commentary, trans. William Heynen (Grand Rapidsad&rvan, 1981), 5-20.

Eor a brief discussion regarding the misuse andogpiate use of Ancient Near Eastern
literature in relation to Genesis, see Mathe@snesis 1:1-11:26886-90. Wenham also says that the
influence between the ancient myths and the bibtiaerative need not be thought of as direct bitaiaas
reflective of the contemporary cultural malaiseegRrding the parallels betwettre Epic of Gilgamesh
and the flood narrative of Gen 6-8, Wenham notesstimilarities but adds, “This is not to say thu t
writer of Genesis had ever heard or read the Giggdnepic: these ideas were just part of the ircteide
furniture of that time in the Near East, just ashpeople today have a fair idea of Darwi@sgin of the
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Ancient Near Eastern myths could be the result of generations of traditidachdown
while the biblical account could be considered by Christians to be the divinelethspir
account of creation. By arguing for a late date of the production of Geémesaction to
social pressures, Shults separates the narrative from the actual &listettiog and
therefore undermines the historical veracity of the Genesis account. Reodsanf¥es,
“The late dating of texts is an indication of the loss of confidence in theiribator
credibility. The later the texts are, the farther remote they ane thie events they are
talking about, and the less they can be expected to provide historical inforntation.”

Another aspect of Shults’s argument is that Genesis 1-3, which he thinks was
produced in reaction to the cultural malaise of the exile, was a thoroughly tleablog
text. He writes, “The early chapters of Genesis are theological docithahserve
specific theological purpose$’® Shults does not draw out the implications in the
immediate context of this statement, but elsewhere the implications forteéhgretation
of a theological text become clear. So, Shults suggests, “We can acdepbtbgical

points of the early parts of the book of Genesis and Matthew without accepting the

Specieghough they have never read it"(12). Regardirgréiationship, he goes on to say, “However these
similarities between the biblical and non-biblitlsihking are overshadowed by the differences”(14fter
listing many significant dissimilarities, he condés, “The ancient oriental background of Gen 1Hdws

it to be concerned with rather different issuesrfithose that tend to preoccupy modern readets. It
affirming the unity of God in the face of polytheishis justice rather than his caprice, his poveer a
opposed to his impotence, his concern for manliatider than his exploitation. And whereas Mesop@am
clung to the wisdom of primeval man, Genesis resdiid sinful disobedience. Because as Christians w
tend to assume these points in our theology, wendttil to recognize the striking originality of G&-11s
message and concentrate on subsidiary points whdghwell be of less moment” (Gordon Wenham, “The
Perplexing Pentateuchyox Evangelicd 7 [1987]: 12-15).

1™Rendtorff, “The Paradigm is Changing,” 45.

17%Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropolog02.

225



ancientscientificcosmogony and gynecology of the original authors and redacférs.”
He seems to want to give the biblical text theological authority withoutigggint
historical reliability or scientific accuracy. This argument a@ppdo be aon sequitur
The conclusion does not follow from the premise of the argument. The fact thaitsa tex
theological with a theological purpose does not entail that it is of necassitystorical.
Much of the Bible is historical narrative and all of it is theological. Faamte, the
Gospel of John is clearly theological with the stated theological purposeinf) gbple
to believe in Jesus Christ in order to have eternal life (John 20:30-31). At tharsame t
it is a historical narrative of a real person who existed in history. In taiijrfg the
theological purpose of the book entails that the reader believe the historitigy of
Gospel. The seven signs that John described were historical acts of Jesassigrises
pointed beyond themselves to the greater theological reality of Jesusyiddihtis
theological description of historical acts is presented by John in order to corngnce t
reader that Jesus is the son of God. John’s statement of purpose indicates that he
intended people to believe these historical events along with their theological
implications. If the reader denies the historicity of the narrative bet¢hadext is
theological, then he or she undermines John’s intention for writing.

The same could be said of the Genesis account of the creation and the Fall.
The theological weight is dependent on the historical veracity. It will be clzglew
that Paul reads the text as historical as well as theological. His thorahgblogical
argument in Romans 5:12-21 is dependent on the historicity of the Genesis account.

Caneday argues against juxtaposing a symbolic reading of Genesis agjaenat

’Shults,Christology and Sciencd3.
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historical reading of the creation narrative similar to Shults’s arguntde calls this

situation a “false polarity”:
This antithesis entails the tendency to suppose, speciously, that things portrayed in
the creation-fall narratives cannot be simultaneously corporeal and symbolic.
People often proceed on the incorrect assumption that if a narrative bears
representational significance, those features should be understood not as actually
existing but simply as literary devices. If held consistently, thisdthpolarity
would render nearly all in Scripture, certainly the Old Testament gisen i

typological or foreshadowing nature, little more than literary syrmaboWithout
real existencé’®

Consider just a few of the Old Testament corporeal realities that aegl wagh symbolic
or theological significance; the Exodus, the tabernacle and temple, the dlevitic
priesthood, the sacrificial system, the ark, David. Caneday goes on to argheaimat
was a type of Christ and that “Scripture invariably presents all of thgses'tas
corporeally existing as they foreshadow greater things to cbtéiist as the symbolic
nature of Old Testament realities do not mitigate their historicity, salastheological
nature of the Genesis account does not demand that the narrative be less tharlistorica
true.

Shults not only assumes that the Genesis narrative is a late theolegatedn
to the exilic Babylonian culture, but he also claims that the text bears tke@ma
contradicting itself if read as historical. There are two ways that Sdrgltes for this
thesis. First, he notes differences between the chronology of the supposied crea
accounts of Genesis 1 and 2. Second, he protests that the account of the Fall does not

allow for a literal reading of the text because it would be unjust for God to hold Adam

178, B. Caneday, “The Language of God and Adam's Gisrand Historicity in Paul's
Gospel,"The Southern Baptist Journal of Theolddy(Spring 2011): 37.

"bid., 38.
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and Eve accountable in light of the fact that Adam and Eve choose to sin before they
gained the knowledge of good and evil.

Shults’s first argument against a literal reading of the creatiarmighlights
three “obvious differences” between the two supposed creation accounts relhged to t
order of creation event&® First, he proposes that in the first creation account plants
were created before man and, in the second creation account, plants wedeafterate
man. Second, animals were created before man in the first account and anmmals we
created after man in the second account. Third, in the first account, maiakiad)(’
was created male and female together while in the second account a singledavari “A
was created first followed by woman. Each of these issues will be taken in turn
following a few general observations.

Shults makes bold claims regarding the genesis of the created order with very
little argument and without even referring to potential challenges to his vibe
condescending tone of his comments is troubling. Note that Shults claims h@npesit
“evident” and the differences in Genesis 1 and 2 are “obvious.” What he does not
mention is that his position that there are two distinct contradictingamestories in
Genesis 1-2 is not so “evident” until a little over a century ago, following tag Gr
Wellhausen proposaf’ Thus, in Shults’s scheme, commentators missed the “obvious”

differences for the greater part of Christian history. Shults appears ngdgeel in a

180shults,Reforming Theological Anthropolog03.
B\While the multiple-source theory was not origiralulius Wellhausen, it was not widely

accepted in the academy until he presented theopabpersuasively. See Allisadistorical Theology
114n70 for a brief summary of the origin and depeient of the multiple-source theory.

228



sort of chronological snobbery; his statements discourage serious engagémére
topic because the facts are so “obvious” and his conclusion so “evident.”
Still, Shults’s position is not as evident as he claims. The dual creatign stor

position is coming under increasing scrutiny as exegetes argue for theontary

nature of the narrativé§? Mathews writes,
Although there are some differences between chaps. 1 and 2. . . there is a growing
recognition that these differences can be attributed to reasons other than two
original, competing creation stories. At 2:4 the author has joined the account of
universal creation (1:1-2:3) and the singular story of human history (2:5-4:26).
Studies in rhetorical features of 1:1-2:3 and 2:4-25 have shown that they are two
complementary descriptions that present a congruent narrative, the second picking
up on the skeletal telling of the former . . . chapter 2 is a thematic elaboration of the
key feature found in 1:1-2:3. . . . We conclude that 1:1-2:3 and 2:4-25 are
compatible, and the latter is an expansion on the former with special attention on
what became of the human famtf.

Shults sees differences that sever the link between the pericopes, whiesethenarks

of complementarity and unity. Several scholars describe parallels orctionsehat

link Genesis 1 and 2. Doukhan finds multiple parallels that point to complementary unity

between the accounts. First, both passages are built in seven sections. Sembnd, “G

said” in 1:1-2:4a appears the same number of times as “Yahweh said” in 2:7-22. Third,

both narratives have three parallels present in the text: (1) days 1 and 4, (2) 2 and 5, (3) 3

182S0me authors also point to the parallel literarycttire of creation myths of surrounding
cultures to support the argument that Genesis begiih a broad sweeping account of creation folldwe
by a more detailed description of a part within fing account. See MathewGenesis189; Isaac M.
Kikawada, “The Double Creation of MankindBEmki andNinmah Atrahasisl 1-351, and Genesis 1-2,”
Iraq 45 (1983): 43-45; Isaac Kikawada and A. Quidefore Abraham Was: The Unity of Genesis 1-11
(Nashville: Abington, 1985), 38-40. Cassuto poinis not only parallels within other ancient neastern
documents, but also detects the pattern of a hyeaxsiew followed by a detail account elsewheréhim
Pentateuch. See CasswEoom Abraham to Noah, Genesis I-1.VACommentary on the Book of Gengsis
trans. Israel Abrahams (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1961929 It is interesting that Shults highlights timé
between Genesis and these creation myths in suppbig thesis, but fails to note that the very sam
resources can be used to undermine his argumetwdorontradictory accounts. This is an example of
Shults’s selective, prejudicial use of resourcesaifl be discussed below.

183\lathews,Genesis188-89, 191.
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and 6 for 1:1-2:4a and (1) dust and death, (2) garden of man and compassion of man, (3)
dominion over garden and dominion over the animals in 2:5-20. These parallels indicate
a substantial unity between Genesis 1 and 2. Cassuto likewise sees connectiars betwe
Genesis 1 and 2 that argue for unity. The first account highlights the creation of ma
while the second narrative highlights his complement, woman. Theasarbr “make”
is used identically in both narratives. In the first account, God’s authorggimsis his
naming of the parts of creation and, in the second account, Adam names the animals ove
which he has been given authority in the first narrative. The second accourihgives
reason for the existence of evil in the world despite the divine declaratioh¢hat t
creation was “very good” in the first text. And finally, speaking of the secects,
Cassuto writes, “A clear indication of the unity of the section . . . is to be seen in the
numerical symmetry based on the nundmrerthat we find in this section just as we
encountered in the story of creation [in the first te}f."He lists five different groupings
of seven or multiples of seven as evidence of the unity.

Other scholars point to the fact that the second passage is actually not a
creation story. Referring to the second passage, Hughes writes, “It is nohd se
creation account because it centers on a localized scene, moving from the cosmos to
garden in Eden, in the east’ (v. 8). Everything here happens in EdeMAthews cites

Stordalen: “The story of Eden is not a creation story, but a story about what bécame o

184CassutoGenesis92-94.

18R. Kent HughesGenesis: Beginning and BlessjiRyeaching the Word (Wheaton, IL:
Crossway, 2004), 50.
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heaven and earth some time after their creatihAalders likewise argues that the
second passage under discussion is not a creation story: “[I]t is certaoesido call

Genesis 2:4b-3:24 a second creation narrative. The contents of this sectigrbelea

such designation'®’ There appear to be reasons to think that Shults’s conclusion that

there are two contradictory accounts of creation that cannot be taken asdilgtori
reliable is not as obvious as he thinks.

Not only are there evidences of unity between the two texts, Shults’s apparent
contradictions between chapters 1 and 2 disappear when exposed to the light of closer
scrutiny. Aalders summarizes a few arguments against Shults’s proposetiictions:

Now it is true that Genesis 2:9 refers to various kinds of plants after theonrehti
human beings. But when we consult the context, it immediately becomes clear that
2:9 is not referring to the formation of plants in general, but only to the plants which
were used to adorn the Garden of Eden (v. 8). And if our interpretation of verse 6 is
correct, the creation of plants is mentioned before the creation of man herejtjust as
was in chapter 1. As far as the creation of the animal world is concerned, the whole
guestion of when it took place depends on how 2:19 is translated. It is possible to
translate it either as “when the Lord God had formed” or as “then theGautd

formed.” The Hebrew will permit either translation. How it must be tegedlin

this specific instance depends entirely on the context. Maybe we should say that i
depends on what presupposition we make before we approach the text. Our
translation will be determined by whether we consider Genesis 1:1-2:3 andsGenes
2:4-3:24 to be in agreement with each other or in conflict with each other. There is
then no substance to the claim that the latter passage clearly prediffieteat

order of creation and therefore disagrees with chapt®r 1.

Shults’s presuppositions regarding evolutionary science cause him tograsaidections

and a symbolic interpretation instead of a literal translation of Geness2. an

189bid., 188.
187palders,Genesis79.

188hid., 80-81.
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Regarding the matter of the chronology of the creation of plant life and the
creation of man, the creation of “vegetation” before the creation of mankind ini&S&nes
does not contradict the lack of “shrub of the field” and “small plant of the field” until
after the placement of Adam in the Garden of Eden. There is a distinctiorebetivat
types of plant life is said to be created in Genesis 1 and 2 as well as the locti®n of
plants. Genesis 1 refers to vegetation at large while Genesis 2 refershisaheesof
two specific types of plant life and God’s growing of plants in a specificitotat
Genesis 1 speaks of the location of the vegetation as the “earth” while Gersdlsgi#c
locale “the field.” Mathews and Cassuto see the terms “bush of the field’savadl
plant of the field” as referencing post fall “thorns and thistles” (3:18) anwvatdt crops
respectively. Regarding the type of plant to which the 2:5-6 refers, Mattéte's,

“Since ‘plant’ is best defined by its recurrence in the judgment oracle (3sh&)p’

probably parallels Adam’s ‘thorns and thistles,” which are the by-product of Gads ¢

on the ground (3:17-18). Thus 2:5-6 does not speak to the creation of overall vegetation
but to specific sorts of herbage in the world to folld®?.”

The growing of plants in 2:9 also need not be seen as contradicting the order of
creation in Genesis 1. Wenham and Westermann agree that this growgettion is
limited in scope. It is a description of God planting the Garden of Eden, notdti®icre
of all plant life as Genesis 1:11-12. Wenham writes, “As Westermann observes, the

establishment of the garden for man more closely parallels the provision of fooghfor hi

189%\lathews,Genesis194; Cassutdzenesis101-03.
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in 1:29 than the creation of plants in 1:12-18'garden’ is an enclosed area for
cultivation (cf. vv. 5, 15): perhaps we should picture a park surrounded by a h&dge.”
Shults also sees the order of the mention of animals in Genesis 2:19 as
conflicting with the creation of animals in Genesis 1:24-25. Briefly, tae¥eseveral
viable options for seeing these texts as complementary rather thantoanfl©one
option is to read the verb in 2:19 as a pluperfect, which would be translated as “had
formed.™®* This would indicate that God had already formed the animals prior to the
creation of man thus paralleling the account of Genesis 1. Mathews argues that the
pluperfect translation is possible but unnecessary to maintain consistenc\ebecier
2 has a topical rather than a chronological otdfelCassuto seeks to maintain harmony
by positing that

[one] must understand the creation of the beasts and flying creatures iraa simil

sense to that of the growing of the trees in v. 9, to wit, that all of the species of beast

and flying creatures had already been created and spread over thiettaceasth

and the firmament of the heavens, the Lord God now formed particular specimens

for the purpose of presenting them all before man in the midst of the Garden. If
[one] approach[es] the text without preconceived ideas concerning the existenc
two cosmogic accounts, this exposition will appear simple and'¢fear.

It appears that there are several viable options for harmonizing the accountsesis@

and 2. Shults fails to mention any of them.

19%\enham Genesis61; CassutaGenesis108-09: Mathews3enesis200 n 51.

¥alders,Genesis80, 94-95. This translation is also the rendgdhthe ESV and NIV
translations.

199\lathews,Genesis215n114.

19CassutoGenesis129. Interestingly, Shults takes this as an @tamf an “obvious”
difference, while Cassuto sees the complementagygretation as “simple and clear.”
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Shults also contrasts the creation of mankind in Genesis 1 and the creation of
an individual man named “Adam” in Genesis 2. Shults fails to consider that this anomaly
would be consistent with the fact that Genesis 2 is a detailed expansion of tlen@kati
mankind that was briefly described within the broader creation account in Génesis
Cassuto’s answer to a similar objection will serve as an apt backgroiemsieering
Shults’s objection:

In the [Genesis 1] story of creation man is referred to as one of mamyressand
his creation is mentioned only as a link in a long chain of created beings; hence it
was not possible to enter into details there without impairing the symmelry of t
narrative. By statinghale and female he created thehe Bible merely records the
fact that both sexes were created, without indicating the order of theatformwe
are not told whether they were brought into existence simultaneously or
successively. In the second section, where the Bible speaks of the creation of ma
at greater length, the details are explained, and we are informed thiiefinsan
was made out of the dust from the ground and afterwards the woman was formed
from the rib. In accordance with the prevailing method, a general statement is
followed by a detailed description. . . . [A]fter recounting the whole story of the
birth of the world to the end, Scripture returns to the theme of man’s genesis, which
is of particular significance, and gives us a detailed description théfeof.
It makes sense that in the context of a general account mankind is mentionealtjgneric
while in the detailed account the individual man is named along with the woman. There
is no contradiction here.

As is evident by this brief survey, there are viable options for seeing the
accounts of Genesis 1 and Genesis 2 as complementary parts of a cohdrent crea
account rather than two contradictory non-historical accounts. Shults does not consider

any of these options. Instead, he posits a presumptuous, simplistic surfacg oé#uke

text that supports his presupposition about the origins of mankind.

%4bid., 89.
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Shults’s second major objection to the literal reading of Genesis 3 is that a
literal reading of the text is illogical in light of the fact that Adand Eve were held
accountable for choosing evil before they had the facility to know the differervedret
good and evit®® Again, Shults is guilty of a simplistic surface reading of the text and his
lack of depth leads him to an imagined contradiction. The alleged contradiction hangs on
his flat interpretation of what “knowledge of good and evil” means. If “the kn@eled
good and evil” is not simply the capacity to discern between moral good and evil, then
Shults’s argument falls apart.

Kidner recognizes the absurdity of thinking that Adam and Eve did not have
the mental acuity to know the difference between right and wrong in light of the
requirements God places on them within the garden account: “The phrase [“the
knowledge of good and evil’] can stand for moral or aesthetic discernment (egg. 1 K
3:9; Isa. 7:15); yet Adam and Eve are already treated as morally resp¢2giblel7)
and generally percipient (3:6) before they touch the tr€eAalders likewise sees a
problem with interpreting the phrase “the knowledge of good and evil” as a
straightforward moral discernment:

We certainly cannot conclude that human beings in their paradise state were devoid
of all knowledge of good and evil. In 2:15 we are told that man was commended to
‘take care of’ the Garden. This certainly required a certain abilitystoidiinate

between what is good and evil, beneficial or harmful. We must therefore think of a
specific kind of discrimination between good and evil as it relates to thiS free

19Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropologg03.
19idner, Genesis67-68.

19%palders,Genesis88.
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Wenham'’s language is even stronger regarding this view. Speaking of the tdba tha
phrase “the knowledge of good and evil” means moral discernment, he fasis,
advocated by Budde (1883), this interpretation is not taken seriously by modern
commentators, because, given the narrator's assumptions it would be absurd to suppose
that man was not always expected to exercise moral discretion or tlwafured such a
capacity through eating the frut® Blocher, who believes “the tree of the knowledge of
good and evil” is figurative, rejects the moral discernment interpretasiavell. He
asks, “Why would God have waited before granting it? Does not the actual command
suppose this [moral discernment], since it invites the man to limit himself tothk @
the will of the LorD?"**° Unlike Shults, Kidner, Aalders, Wenham, and Blocher each
reject the simplistic reading of “the knowledge of good and evil” as moralrdisation
and consider instead other viable interpretations of the text that avoid thetissue
Shults proposes.

While there are several proposed interpretations of what “the knowledge of
good and evil” refers too, the most viable interpretation seems to be that infeating
“the tree of the knowledge of good and evil” Adam and Eve pursued a wisdom that was

reserved for God, thus exerting their moral autonomy from*&otathews, who

19%¥yenham Genesis63.
Henri Blocher In the BeginningdDowners Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1984), 128.

2For a brief survey of some of the proposals fagrpiteting “the knowledge of good and
evil,” see Mathews(enesis204-06; Blocherln the Beginning126-33; WenhanGenesis63-64; and
CassutoGenesis111-14. Aalders has an interesting but unsupdgstoposal that “the knowledge of
good and evil” actually came througbt eating the fruit: “It should be carefully notedthhe ability to
distinguish between good and evil was not to beliaed byeatingof that tree, but precisely mot eating
ofit. ... Itis our opinion, then, that the wiaywhich this tree specifically taught man thefatiénce
between good and evil was by forcing man into édehte, conscious choice between good and evil . .
Man was to be placed before a conscious, deliberatiee of the good in contrast to the evil. Thtiman
obeyed the prohibition of God, he would acquirdeai conscious capability to distinguish good from

236



likewise rejects the moral discrimination view, describes the wisdom adallaws:

“[T]here is a knowledge that God possesses that man should not seek apart from
revelation (Job 15:7-9; 28:12-28; 40:1-5; Prov 30:1-4); to obtain this knowledge is to act
with moral autonomy. By obtaining it through disobedience, the first couple eggress
their independence of God and obtained wisdom possessed by God through moral

201 \Wenham states similarly, “The temptation to eat from ‘the tree of the

autonomy.
knowledge of good and evil’ was to seek wisdom without reference to the word of God.

It was an act omoral autonomy—deciding what is right without reference to God’s

revealed will.?°> Thus, in rebellion, Adam and Eve reached out for moral autonomy,

“the ability to decide for oneself about good and eiif."Blocher notes the various

lexical options for the Hebrew term for “know”: “Know’ in Hebrew covers a whole

range of meanings: to know with the mind, to experience, to discern, to choose, to
determine.?®* This lexical flexibility opens the possibility of interpreting the phréise
knowledge of good and evil” as the determination of good and evil. It appears that Adam
and Eve did not gain basic knowledge of what was right and wrong and instead sought to
autonomously determine what was right and wrong.

Under closer scrutiny, Shults’s proposal that there are contradictiona thhi

Genesis accounts that are inconsistent with interpreting Genesis 2-3 asdhistdhe

evil” (Aalders,Genesis92). See also Blocher’s critique of a similawiby Keil in Blocher)n the
Beginning 127-28.

2\athews,Genesis205-06.
203n/enham Genesis64.
293BJocher, In the Beginning130.

24pid., 126.
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sense that Adam and Eve were real historical people who really fell intosparnous.
Aalders asserts that to conclude otherwise is inconsistent with a high viasmtiure:
“For us the Bible is the Word of God and therefore cannot contain essential
contradictions. If there really were contradictions in the Pentateuch thid wotul
merely imply that there was a possible basis for the four-source theoryyowdak
actually call into question the divine authority of the Pentatetfehif Shults is right
about the contradictions and inconsistencies in Genesis 1-3, it not only undermines the
creationist position or the doctrine of original sin, it undermines the authority of
Scripture.

Romans 5:12-19 is another pericope that is relevant to the topic at hand that
Shults briefly discusses. In his discussion, Shults refutes the Augustinigmatagon
of the passage as a part of an extended argument against the doctrine of orjdnal s
his discussion of the passage is still relevant for two reasons. First, imtleeliabe
context of his discussion, he denies the historicity of Adam, turning to a passagehn w
Paul uses the historical sin of Adam as a foil for the justification tha¢sdinnough the
historical obedience of Jesus Christ. Second, Paul's argument in this passag¢ose
prove the opposite of what Shults has just argued. Paul assumes the historicitjmpf Ada
which Shults denies. Interestingly, he is almost silent on the implicaifd?sul’s use of
Adam in a way that demands his historical reality. Shults makes one passmgrmom
this regard: “Paul’s primary intention is not to tell his readers about @#érsnht and the

beginning of mortality, but to point them to the abundance of grace and righteousness and

2°palders,Genesis11.
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life for those who share in the victory of Chriét® Shults fails to realize that Paul's
argument depends on the historicity of Adam.

Shults targets Augustine’s understanding of the text in his treatment of
Romans 5:1f. Here, in an attempt to undermine Augustine’s work, he makes two points
that are relevant to the discussion: (1) Augustine’s mistranslation of Rom&ns&s a
fatal flaw in his interpretation and (2) the broader context of Roman#f &rgjRes
against Augustine’s reading of the text.

Shults suggests that Augustine’s doctrine is singularly dependent on his
interpretation of Romans 5:ff2 He begins his attack on Augustine’s exegesis by
pointing out that he mistranslategh’ hoas “in” rather than “because.” It seems that, to
Shults, the Augustinian conception of being “in Adam” comes from the mistranslation of
one phrase in Romans 5:12 alone, but this is not the case. Couenhoven observes,
“Augustine’s Scriptural evidence for the doctrine does not stand or fall witlortleat
verse. In particular, 1 Corinthians 15:22, ‘For as in Adam all died’ . . . is of first
importance for Augustine?®’

Augustine’s doctrine is also supported by the whole pericope of Romans
5:12f, not just one phrase. Shults appeals to the context of Romans 5:12-21 to make his
case against original sin:

An examination of the broader context of the enigmatic Roman#f pdssage,

upon which Augustine built his theory of inherited sin, suggests that Paul’s primary
intention is not to tell his readers about the first parent and the beginning of

2%5hults,Reforming Theological Anthropologg05.
7jesse Couenhoven, “St. Augustine’s Doctrine of iBaigSin,” Augustinian Studie36

(2005), 362-63. As will be expounded on below, I&wsilence on 1 Cor 15:22 is a glaring oversight
his exegesis. Again, the limited treatment of gtéle passages by Shults seriously weakens hisregu

239



mortality, but to point them to the abundance of grace and righteousness and life for
those who share in the victory of Christ over Sii§.”

Shults again fails to recognize that Paul’s comparison and contrast betder@naAd
Jesus rely on the historical reality of both Adam and Jesus to bear the weight of hi
argument. First, in contrasting Adam and Jesus, Paul makes an argument fiesaehe |
to the greater, saying,
But the free gift is not like the transgression. For if by the transgressiba ohe
the many died, much more did the grace of God and the gift by the grace of the one
Man, Jesus Christ, about to the many . . . for if by the transgression of the one death
reigned through the one, much more those who receive the abundance if grace and
of the gift of righteousness will reign in life through the One, Jesus Chast (R
5:15, 17).
This argument from lesser to greater assumes the reality of thettesséablish the
argument. Otherwise, the comparison is meaningfésSimply stated, Paul argues, “If
the lesser is true, how much more the greater.” If the readers could stnetlestser is
not true—if by the transgression of the one the manydidie—then what confidence
could they have that the greater will be true—that the grace of God and thieggéte
abounded to the many. But this is exactly the point that Paul is trying to makes-just a
Adam’s sin lead to death for all who are under his headship, so also Jesus’ obedience
leads to life for those under his headship. To deny the reality of Adam debk&oys t
weight of Paul’s argument.

Second, Paul concludes his argument by drawing a direct parallel between the

participation of mankind in Adam’s sin and the participation of mankind in Christ’s act of

2%85hults,Reforming Theological Anthropologg05.

29siott highlights the contrast that Paul is makiegaeen Adam and Christ in verses 15-17,
but he concedes that, “[e]ven while painting thetrasts in verses 15-17 (between the trespassifind g
condemnation and justification, death and life)JIfdoes] not forget the comparison (the one aiffgcthe
many)” (Stott,Romans156).
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redemption. He repeats the parallel of the two events for emphasis in Romans 5:18-19:

Therefore

as one trespass led to condemnation for all men, (Event A)

so one act of righteousness leads to justification and life for all men.t(Bven

For

as by the one man’s disobedience the many were made sinners, (Event A)

so by the one man’s obedience the many will be made righteous. (Event B)
Again, the apostle’s argument assumes the reality of the prior event tasbdtiad|
reality of the latter. Paul is using the Fall—the application of Adam’toshis
progeny—as justification for the application of Christ’s righteousness to men. |
difficult to understand the meaning of the parallel if Paul does not believe in the
historicity of the Fall.

In concluding his treatment of the pericope, Schreiner asserts, “Thetle is lit
doubt that Paul believed [Adam] was historical”If Paul does believe in the historicity
of Adam and, more importantly, base his argument in divinely inspired Scripture on the
historical Adam, then to deny the historicity of Adam is to undermine the aytbori
Romans. By implication, this would also call into question the Pauline corpus and the
gospel it presents. Stott, who actually embraces an evolutionary thegugs similarly
for the historical reality of Adam and Eve:

Scripture clearly intends us to accept the historicity of the original huaianfor

the biblical genealogies trace the human race back to Adam. . . . Paul'slgareful
constructed analogy between Adam and Christ depends for its validity on the equal

2195 chreinerRomans292.
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historicity both. He affirms that Adam’s disobedience led to condemnation for all,
as Christ’s obedience led to justification for all (5:18).

So, in Stott’s estimation, if Adam were not an historical figure, then Panglisnent for
justification would come undone. In Romans 5:12-19, Paul juxtaposes Adam and Jesus
in a way that demands the historicity of both. Excluding the reality of Adam and
mankind’s participation in Adam’s sin would make Paul’'s comparisons nonsense and
undercut his intention to “point [his readers] to the abundance of grace and righésousne
and life for those who share in the victory of Christ over §if.”

Another of Shults’s exegetical weaknesses exemplified in his rejectibe of t
historicity of the Genesis narrative is closely related to the breviiisaxegesis. In his
brief biblical sections, Shults shows a consistent pattern of only discussiagHhat
support his position and neglecting texts that might undermine his theological proposals
Carson labels this sort of practice the fallacy of “selective and prejudsaaof
evidence.” Carson clarifies: “I am referring to the kind of appeal totsedezvidence
that enables the interpreter to say what he or she wants to say, withguistesling to
what the Word of God say$™® Shults might choose not to cite explicitly all of the
biblical passages to argue for his formulation of a doctrine, but, as a responsible
theologian offering a proposal for reforming major Christian doctrinesjntumbent
upon him to address at least some of the most significant passades/thheen used to

develop the doctrine throughout history. Academic integrity demands that egilaeol

#Hstott, Romans 163.
#25hults,Reforming Theological Anthropologg05.

23D, A. CarsonExegetical Fallacie$Grand Rapids: Baker, 2003), 54.
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discuss how problem texts be interpreted in a way that supports or at least does not
conflict with his reconstruction.

Shults’s comments regarding the omission of Adam and Eve from the post-
Genesis Old Testament illustrates the fallacy WéllShults’s claim that there is no
reference to Adam and Eve in the Old Testament after Genesis is pattsatlyFirst,
there are a few direct references to Adam in the Old Testament. Adareddihst in
the royal genealogy in 1 Chronicles '1.Hosea also compares Israel’s covenant
breaking rebellion to Adam’s sin: “For | desire steadfast love and nofisactine
knowledge of God rather than burnt offering, but like Adam they transgressed the
covenant; there they dealt faithlessly with me” (Hos 6:8-7)Gordis argues that there is
similar reference to Adam’s sin in Job 31:33. Gordis opines, “It is inexplicalyle wh
references to Adam outside of Genesis are generally eliminated by muepneters.

Is it conceivable that the Adam motif which played so far-reaching and funddraent

2YSee ShultsChristology and Sciencd3; idemReforming Theological Anthropolog®31.

ZThere is no indication that there is a transitiamf a mythical figure to an actual historical
figure in this genealogy. Thus, it would be an asition from outside the text to see Adam as an
ahistorical figure in this passage. Also, notd this genealogy follows the genealogy in Gen Scéyan
name and order.

Z9cComiskey and Keil also se@dam in Hos 6:7 as referring to the first man, Adam,
transgressing the covenant as opposed to a plaae e people rebelled. See Thomas Edward
McComiskey,The Minor Prophets: Hosea, Joel, and Ani@sand Rapids: Baker, 1992), 95; C. F. Kell,
Minor Prophets Commentary on the Old Testament, vol 10 (Graagis: Eerdmans, 1977), 99-100.
Rodas notes that the translationdfam as a personal name has a long history, but faniswhat
ambivalent as to whether “Adam” refers to the fir&tn or a place since he judges that it does fexttahe
overall meaning of the passage. See M. DanielocCRwdasDaniel-Malachi in vol. 7 ofThe Expositor's
Bible Commentaryed. Tremper Longman Il and David E. Garland (@r&apids: Zondervan, Regency
Reference Library, 2008), 259. Garrett proposattosea utilizes a pun to refer to both the irdiii
Adam from the Genesis narrative as well as theigitgrael: “It appears that Hosea singled outsiene
at Adam not because of some peculiarity aboutdiva t but because of its namesake. The prophet has
made a pun on the name of the town and the narthe afriginal transgressor. His meaning is, ‘Like
Adam (the man) they break the covenants; theyaitigldss to me there (in the town of Adam)™ (Duake
Garrett,Hosea, JoglThe New American Commentary, vol. 19A (NashviBeoadman & Holman, 1997),
162-63. Shults’s imaginative recreation thus appeabe based more on speculation than evidence.
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role in postbiblical thought should have left few or no traces elsewhere in the Hebrew
Bible? . . . Our passage is to be rendered ‘Have I, like Adam, concealed my
transgression®’ Gordis also sees Psalm 82:7 as referring to Adam rather than man in
general. While this reading might be more tentative, it is plausible. Mulleesgiith
Gordis that Psalm 82:7 refers to Adam. He suggests that the text should betead as i
stands without amending it in order to highlight a parallel in the text:
We suggest that the reading of the MT [Masoretic Textlzm) be maintained and
read as biblicalzdam. By this reading we retain the concept of a revolt by the first
man in the biblical mythology/history (cf. Gen 3). Hetdam rebelled against God
by accepting the fruit of the “tree of the knowledge of good and evil,” for which the
punishment was death (Gen 2:17). For his*goiim was driven out of the Garden
of Eden (Gen 3:24; cf. Ezek 28:14-16), and the Garden was then protected by
cherubg’’®
While parts of Mullen’s full proposal are without biblical warrant, the pointsglhds
that references to Adam and Eve outside of Genesis in the Old Testament are not
completely absent as Shults asserts. According to these Old Tespassages, Adam

not only existed and fathered Seth, but he also rebelled against God as Genesis 1-3

describes. For someone with a high view of the authority of Scripture, one occufrence

Z'Robert GordisThe Book of JolNew York: The Jewish Theological Seminary of Aioar
1978), 353. Interestingly, Gordis feels similaiSioults regarding his expectation to see moreeatss to
Adam in the Old Testament, but his expectationedrikim in a different direction. Gordis reintetgréhe
Hebrew terms within their semantic range insteackadifng into question the historical veracity bét
biblical account of Adam and Eve. See David JChnes,Job 21-37 Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 17
(Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 2006), 1030; Norman @bé&l, The Book of JokPhiladelphia: Westminster,
1985), 438; Meredith G. Klinglob, The Wycliffe Bible Commentary (Chicago: Moody, 196282;
Marvin H. Pope,JJob, The Anchor Bible, vol. 15 (Garden City, NY: Doubéad 1965), 238; Edgar C. S.
Gibson,The Book of JogbWVestminster Commentaries, (London: Methuen, 19183. Robert L. Alden
tentatively allows for the possibility of translagi>adam as “Adam,” but is less certain than Gordis. He
notes, “The NIV footnote give the option of readindam as the name of the first man, Adam, rather than
the generic term ‘men’ in the text. A case camiagle for either because Adam did ‘conceal’ higGian
3:8-12), but people in general are also loath tdfess their transgressions (Ps 32:3-5; Prov 2& Idhn
1:8-10)" (Robert L. AldenJoh, The New American Commentary, vol. 11 (Nashvilleo&tman &
Holman, 1993), 308.

218 Theodore Mullen, JrThe Assembly of the Gods: The Divine Council ina@aite and
Early Hebrew Literatur§ Ann Arbor, MI: Edwards Brothers, 1980), 243-44.
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a story in the biblical text should be enough to settle a matter as true, bur¢hatréeast
three places in the Old Testament where there is a direct reference tts Addarical
existence and transgressfon.

In addition to the direct references to Adam in the post-Genesis Old Testament,
many allusions and patterns in the Old Testament are dependent on the storjin whic
Adam and Eve appear. Collins argues for the unity of Genesis 1-11, commenting, “The
literary unity of the current text of these chapters (as already ldegrgives us warrant
for qualifying the claim of rarity: after all there are numerous refes to creation (e.g.,

Ps 8, 104) and to marriage (e.g., Mal 2:15; using Gen 2:24). Human rest on the Sabbath
imitates God'’s rest after his work of creation (Exod 20:11, echoing Gen 2°%3).”
Following the work of Beale, Collins also makes the observation that the Gardderof E
plays a major role in the united storyline of the Bible. Beale traces takefmbetween

the Garden of Eden and the Israelite temple, making the argument that ttee gar

Eden was the first archetypal temple in which the first man worshiped&odtie

paradise lost in Genesis 3 serves as the paradigm for the goal of a battexepagained

in Revelation 21. The whole of the Bible is the story of God moving creation toward the

restoration of a greater Eden. Collins summarizes Beale’s point: “Tdgeiof the

#There are also several Old Testament referencethén features in the Gen 2 account of the
creation of Adam and Eve. For instance, the Gaaddtden is seen as the idyllic setting by seveféhe
prophets (Isa 51:3; Ezek 31:9, 16, 18; 36: 35; el 2:3). Ezek 28:13 is especially interesting as
includes not only the garden of Eden, which Eze&kigb calls “the garden of God,” but also includes
precious stones, and gold as well as a referenttbeéalay that you were created,” which all appgaahe
Gen 2 account of creation.

220Collins, “Adam and Eve in the Old Testament,” 1See the rest of Collins’s article and his
works for more detailed descriptions of Old Testan@lusions to the early Genesis narrative.

221G, K. BealeThe Temple and the Church's Missidtew Studies in Biblical Theology, ed.
D. A. Carson, vol. 17 (Downers Grove, IL: InterVitys2004), 66.
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sanctuary from Genesis 2-3, from which humans are exiled and to which they need to
return—a return God provides purely by his grace—is a controlling image of the enti
Bible story.”#

Dempster also sees the account of Adam and Eve as indispensable for
understanding the flow of the Bible. There are a few significant difesefitom Beale’s
discussion. Dempster limits his focus to the Old Testament canon while br@adenin
themes he discusses to the dual themes of dominion and dynasty from Genesis 2-3 t
Chronicles, the last book in the Hebrew ordering of the Old Testament. He deeries t
recent demotion of the doctrine of creation in theological studies and lauds the vita
importance of the doctrine taught in Genesis 1-3. He writes,

Although the doctrine of creation has been demoted to secondary status in the
recent history of scholarship, it has literary pride of place in the Bible tekhe
announceshe beginning, which commences a narrative leading up to Abraham,
Israel, Sinai, conquest, kingship, temple, exile, and return. It is indispensable for

understanding the Bible, sketching out an understanding of what it means to be
human, namely to bring the world under the dominion of the image of&od.

Dempster goes on to observe that the hermeneutical importance of Genesalhas w
the fall of Adam and Eve: “The rest of the [biblical] story recounts thenason of the
relationship through the twin themes of geography (dominion) and genealogy
(dynasty).?**

Goldsworthy likewise sees the Genesis account as paradigmatic festloé r

the Bible. In a few of his works, he traces the theme of the kingdom of God from

222ZCollins, “Adam and Eve in the Old Testament,” 15.

?Zstephen G. Dempstdbominion and Dynasty: A Theology of the Hebrew &illew
Studies in Biblical Theology, ed. D. A. Carson,. vt (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2003), 58.

22%pid., 49.
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Genesis to Revelation. While the term “kingdom of God” is not found in some sections
of the biblical text, the concept appears to be pervasive. Goldsworthy sumrtiagizes
three aspects of the kingdom of God as God’s people, in God’s place, under God’s rule.
He says that the Genesis narrative establishes this pattern of the kinddrtunately,

the pattern of the kingdom did not last and was marred by Adam’s rebellion. The
remainder of the Bible records the divine plan to restore the kingdom of God.
Goldsworthy summarizes,

We first see the Kingdom of God in the Garden of Eden. Here Adam and Eve
live in willing obedience to the word of God and God'’s rule. In this setting the
Kingdom is destroyed by the sin of man—and the rest of the Bible is about the
restoration of a people to be the willing subjects of the perfect rule of God. . .. The
description of the Garden of Eden does not tell us everything about the Kingdom of
God, but it does provide the essential framework for understanding the nature of the
Kingdom as: God'’s people (Adam and Eve) in God’s place (the Garden of Eden)
under God’s rule (the word of God). We shall see this pattern emerge over and over

as the goal of all God’s activity. As it was in creation, so it will be in the
redemptive process which leads to the new creatton.

Again, the Genesis account of the creation and fall of man is essential fortandieg
the flow of the rest of the biblical text.

Shults’s claim that Adam and Eve appear nowhere outside of the Genesis
account ignores several direct references to Adam as well as allasmbpstterns in the
Old Testament and the Bible as a whole, which depend on the Genesis account. Shults
not only neglects these references, allusions, and patterns in the Oldérgstarhalso
neglects a number of important references to Adam and Eve in the Apocrypha and the

New Testament, which support the historicity of the Genesis account.

?2Graeme GoldsworthyGospel and KingdortColorado Springs, CO: Paternoster, 2007), 60;
and idemAccording to Plan: The Unfolding Revelation of Godhe Bible(Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity, 1991).
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The Apocrypha does not function as an authoritative part of the biblical text for
the evangelical theologian, but it is relevant to the discussion at hand becauaarike m
in which Shults uses it highlights a few significant concerns regardingdassistent
use of sources. The first concern regarding Shults’s use of the Apocryphanisrher
in which he cites the Apocrypha. He cites it as if it were equivalent toedsporipture.
There are multiple occasions when Shults uses the Apocrypha in a biblical argume
without qualifying or distinguishing it from the authoritative biblicaltte$hults’s
discussion of the concept of the fear of God serves as an apt example of his unqualified
use of these deutero-canonical works. Shults writes, “We see thisSoapture for it
is precisely the (theological) fear of God that overcomes the worldly (pegital) fear
(e.g., Exod. 20:20; Ps. 27:1; Isa. 8:12-18h 4:21).%?° Shults refers to Tobit as
“Scripture” alongside Exodus, Psalms, and Isaiah without any qualifiers.isTimot an
isolated incident. In the same discussion of the fear of the Lord, Shults quotes an
apocryphal work alongside the biblical text in his discussion of the Hebrew Bible.
writes, “In the Hebrew Bible, the concept of ‘fearafe’) functions as a comprehensive
and summary description of the proper relation to GGd.5Shults immediately quotes
Deuteronomy and then writes, “The fulfillment of the law is tied to this fé@&e whole
of wisdom is fear of the Lord, and in all wisdom there is the fulfillment ofahe’ Sir
19:20; cf. Sir 21:11; Ps 2:11; 1 Sam 12:24; 2 Chron 18%)He also references 2

Esdras, the Wisdom of Solomon, 4 Maccabees, and includes an extensive quote from

22°Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropology0, emphasis added.
*Mpid., 71.

228 pid.
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Sirach. All of this occurs within a three-page discussion of the biblical cootcty

fear of God. This unqualified use of the Apocrypha alongside the Old Testantent te
gives one the distinct impression that the apocryphal writing bearsnigeasdhoritative
weight as the Bible. This placing of the Apocrypha alongside Scriptureys trul
problematic for a high view of Scripture.

Shults, in one instance, distinguishes between an apocryphal work as wisdom
literature of ancient Israel and the Christian canon, but he then usesnaimar that
appears to grant it the same authority as the Christian canon. In his discuds&n of t
image of God, he remarks “Although the phrase ‘image and likeness of Godiatoes
appear again in the Christian canon of the Old Testament, we do find in the wisdom
literature of ancient Israel that Wisdom is materially linked to the adehe image of
God.” Shults quotes the Wisdom of Solomon and utilizes it to make a connection
between wisdom and Christ. Next, he links Christ to the image of God in the New
Testament, making a proposed connection between wisdom and the image of God. The
apocryphal work serves as the crucial piece of evidence in his argument.

This use of the apocrypha raises the second concern about Shults’s inconsistent
use of sources—he uses the Apocrypha authoritatively only when it proves his point and
neglects to discuss it when it proves problematic for his thesis. In the wdgaist
hand—the historicity of Adam and Eve and the Fall—there are numerous apocryphal
references that would argue forcefully against Shults’s rejection of tioeitity of
Adam and Eve and the entrance of sin and death through them, but Shults ignores

them??® This argument is inconsistent with his use of the Apocrypha above, especially

22%3ee Collins, “Adam and Eve in the Old Testameri;19. Also see 2 Esdr 3:4-7, 10, 21,
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related to his discussion of the image of God. Recall that one of Shults’s few atgume
against the historicity of Adam and Eve is the scarcity of Old Testamerdneés to the
pair outside of Genesis. He admits the same is true of the “image of Godsteaidi of
seeing that as problematic for the concept, he pushes forward with his ar¢paseshon
the apocryphal writings. Consistency would demand that Shults either utilize the
apocryphal evidence with equal weight in both cases or dismiss them as irrelevant on
both cases. Shults does otherwise and commits the fallacy of speciahgleadi

The New Testament contains much evidence regarding the historicity of Adam
that Shults does not discuss. There are numerous passages in the New Tdstament t
refer directly to Adam and Eve as historical figures and there are dihéradke
reference to other aspects of the creation account in which the story of thencaedti
fall of Adam and Eve is set. If one holds a high view of Scripture, this New Testament
testimony is striking evidence for the historicity of the first couple.ight lof the
evidence, unless one is prepared to argue that Jesus and the inspired authors of the New
Testament were mistaken, there is no recourse but to embrace the histbAclam and
Eve.

One argument from the New Testament evidence that supports the historicity
of Adam is the direct genealogical references to him. First, Adastesl las the son of
God in the genealogy of Jesus in Luke 3:38. In light of the carefully-studied ¢astori
nature of the Gospel of Luke (see Luke 1:1-4), the inclusion of Adam in the linage of
Jesus implies that Luke embraces the historicity of Adam as the first rtein.nfakes

plain the implications: “Luke (like Paul in Rom 5:12-21; 1 Cor 15:22, 45-49) obviously

26; 4:30; 6:54-56; 7:11, 46-48; Tob 8:6; Wisd 2f23:2ff.; 10:1ff.; Sir 15:14; 17:1-4; 25:24; 40:49:16.
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thought of Adam as a historical perséi”Murray takes Luke’s comments a step

further, saying, “The genealogy goes back no further than Adam, and whileeati ate

said to be the son of the forefather in each case, Adam is said to be the son of God; he did
not come by human generatiofi™” Caneday goes so far as to stake the credibility of the
gospel on the truthfulness of the verse: “If Adam was not the first human and progenitor

of all humanity, as Genesis and Paul affirm, then the gospel of Jesus Chcapaieg

falls suspect—because the Gospel of Luke unambiguously traces the genédies)ys

Christ back through Joseph all the way back through Enos, to Seth, then to Adam, and
finally to God (Luke 3:184ic]).”*** In another New Testament genealogical reference in
Jude, Adam is also mentioned as the ancestor of Enoch (Jude 14). The text seems to

indicate that Jude, like Luke, thought of Adam as a historical figure. He astestor of

#%Robert H. Steinl.uke The New American Commentary, vol. 24 (NashviBeoadman,
1992), 142. Stein gives several reasons for Lutkatsng of the genealogy back to Adam. Firstrehie
his universal perspective of the saving work otides'Jesus is the fulfillment not just of Jewisiphs but
of the hopes of all people, both Jew and Gentilg?2]. Second, in tracing the genealogy back toda
and finally to God, a typology is set up betweerads and Jesus’ divine sonship. God created Adam
without a human father and “similarly God througb 8pirit was the creative power who gave lifei® h
Son, Jesus’(142). Bock sees the connection osXesan important emphasis for Luke in some of the
same ways. First, by the placement of the lisivben the baptism and the temptation in which Jesus’
divine sonship is emphasized, the genealogy sugdeste sonship mediated through Adam. Second,
tracing Jesus’ genealogy back to Adam is in lindhWwike’s gentile audience because Jesus’ is coedec
to the whole of humanity. Third, the placemenfdaim’s name last in the genealogy places it diyectl
before the temptation of Jesus serves to draw @asirbetween Adam'’s failure in Gen 3 and Jesus’
victory. See Darrell L. Bock,uke The IVP New Testament Commentary Series, voD@nners Grove,
IL: InterVarsity, 1994), 79-80n3:23-38. Fitzmeyédmilarly sees the potential emphasis on divineshgn
and the universal implications for Jesus’ minisbyt doubts the Adam/Jesus parallel that Bock drebes
Joseph A. FitzmyeiThe Gospel According to LukEhe Anchor Bible, vol. 28 (New York: Doubleday,
1981), 491, 498. See also Norval Geldenhiiig, Gospel of Luk&he New International Commentary on
the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1953), 1

#130hn Murray, “Adam in the NT,” ifthe International Standard Bible Encyclopedd.
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, rev. edGrand RapidsEerdmans, 1986), 1:50.

Z2Caneday, “The Language of God and Adam's Genedisi@toricity in Paul's Gospel,” 27.
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Enoch seven generations removed, which coincides exactly with the ggniealog
Genesis 5.

There are other direct references to Adam and Eve in the New Testament that
also argue for their historicity. Some of the most notable direct referéméelam and
Eve in the New Testament, which Shults ignore, flow from the pen of the apostle Paul. 1
Corinthians 15:21-22 echoes Paul's argument in Romans 5: “For as by a man céane deat
by a man has come the resurrection of the dead. For as in Adam all die, so alsstin Chri
shall all be made alive.” In 1 Corinthians 15:45-49, Paul articulates théthaliddam
was the first man, that he was created from dust, echoing the Genesis nahnaiive
passage, Paul draws a parallel between Adam and Christ, noting how those ddentifie
with Adam possess a physical nature while those who are now identified with Chris
possess a heavenly nature. Similar to Romans 5:12-19, Paul’'s arguments in these
passages presuppose and depend on the historical reality of both sides of the comparison.
Murray states, “The parallelism and contrast demand for Adam as thadinsa
historical identity comparable to that of Christ himself. Otherwise the bési
comparison and contrast is lo§t*

Paul makes other arguments that not only necessitate the historicalatality
Adam and Eve, but are grounded on some of the details of the Genesis account. Paul’s
argument in 1 Corinthians 11:2-16 is dependent on the order of creation as explained in
Genesis 2. He writes, “[M]an was not made from woman, but woman from man” (v. 8),
“neither was man created for woman, but woman for man” (v. 9), and “woman was made

from man” (v. 12). Paul clearly references Genesis 2:18 and 22 in such a way that to

Z3Murray, “Adam in the New Testament,” 1:50.
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deny the historicity of the event of creation in these verses would desity P
argument®* Paul argues similarly for the subordinate role of women in church
leadership based on the details of creation. He grounds his argument in 1 Timothy 2 on
two details described in Genesis 2 and 3—the order of creation and the fact thaisEve w
deceived. Murray observes, “1 Tim. 2:13 alludes to Gen. 2:7, 20-23 and assumes the
temporal sequence there indicated, a sequence that presupposes histdnitiefdyet
and after.** Based on the New Testament evidence, Bromiley concludes,
Reviewing the use of “Adam” in the NT, one cannot fail to observe how Paul
assumes that Adam is a historical personality, and that the record in Geaesis
record of facts, that sin and death were introduced into the world and affected the
entire race as the penalty for the disobedience of one ancestor. . . . Paul clearly

believed that physical dissolution was due to sin, and there is some causal
connection between Adam and the human race in regard to physicatGeath.

While what Bromiley says is true as far as it goes, it appears thatey s
the New Testament reveals that Paul is not the only New Testament abhthassumes
the historicity of Genesis 1-3. There are references to major aspectsdatien
account found on the lips of Jesus as well. In Matt 19:4-6 Jesus bases his discussion of
divorce upon details of creation taken from Genesis 1 and Genesis 2. When asked about
divorce, he responds by asking, “Have you not read that he who created them from the

beginning made them male and female, and said ‘Therefore a man shall |dattechis

#“Some object that Paul was arguing for a practiaertost contemporary Christians no
longer see as binding, but this is irrelevant ®gbint. The fact still remains that Paul basessahjument
on the historical order of creation, and a deniahe historicity of the creation account undernsiés
argument.

ZMurray, “Adam in the New Testament,” 1:50. Seedt 6:16, Eph 5:31 for examples of
Paul's reference to aspects of the creation nagatbee Acts 17:26 for Luke’s record of Paul’svsam in
which he confronts the Athenians with the messhge®od is the creator and that “he made from oae m
every nation of mankind to live on all the facettud earth.”

23%G. W, Bromiley, “Adam in the New Testament,”Tihe International Standard Bible
Encyclopediagd. W. H. G. Thomas and G. W. Bromiley (Grand RapEerdmans, 1979), 1:49-50.
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and his mother and hold fast to his wife and the two shall become one flesh?” (19:4-
5a)%*" Jesus, Matthew, Mark, Luke, Paul, and Jude all either reference Adam and Eve
directly or use the Genesis narrative as the basis upon which to found important
arguments. To call into question the historicity of the Genesis account tibrcrea
undermines their reliability and thus the reliability of the gospel that theyaproc

Shults’s view on this matter is inconsistent with a high view of Scripture.

The Forgiveness of God

Shults’s treatment of the Genesis account of creation has provided an example
of his unwarranted brevity in treating the biblical text, superficial esisgand exclusion
of relevant resources. Another flaw in Shults’s use of Scripture can be seen in his
discussion of the wrath and forgiveness of Godllie Faces of ForgivenessThis case
study will provide an example of how Shults leaps to unwarranted and unbiblical
theological conclusions. These flawed conclusions are based on his commission of at
least some of the other flaws in his use of the Bible mentioned above, but thikidgise s
will focus mainly on the conclusions Shults draws to serve as a stark exarhple bis
conclusions go wrong.

In The Faces of ForgivenesShults discusses the biblical concept of divine
forgiveness. His discussion is one of the few instances where he actualty inves
significant space to the biblical witness. In the chapter under discussiors, §leritds

15 of 64 pages on the biblical evidence—nearly 25 percent. In spite of this more

Znterestingly, Jesus bases his argument on thesBeteat, and he seamlessly referred to
aspects of the narrative from both Gen 1 and Geithdut any hint of contradiction (cf. Mark 10:7).
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extensive treatment, after his survey of the Old Testament on the theme of the
forgiveness of God, Shults comes to a troubling conclusion:
We have seen a trajectory in the Hebrew Bible that moves from an early
interpretation of God as not at all forgiving, to a picture of God as eagigrech
but open to forgiving, to a vision of an essentially merciful, gracious, and a loving
God who promises the blessing of full forgiveness. This trajectory is taken up and

transformed in the New Testament texts as they witness to the mdiufesfa
divine forgiveness and Jesus Christ through the power of the%irit.

Shults says that this pattern of transformation continues: “If we exaher®oks of the

New Testament in roughly chronological order, once again we find a trgjélctor

moves toward imagining forgiveness in ways that transcends purely legarmriél

metaphors**° He concludes his biblical survey of the forgiveness of God as follows:
Forensic applications of forgiveness are illuminative, but they are slolbused
by (not destroyed but taken up into) a more robust and dynamic understanding of
salvation. Overall then the whole of Scripture leads us toward an understanding of
divine forgiveness as manifesting grace and of human forgiveness as siahneig i

grace. This trajectory provides a new opportunity for presenting and living
forgiveness in ways that can transcend the limits of legal and financigihmes&*

Shults’s line of argument seems to follow this basic pattern: The conceptlah@e
Old Testament moved from unforgiving to open to forgiveness to essentiallyuherci
The New Testament moved from a more forensic view of forgiveness to a broadly
relational view of forgiveness.

Shults’s conclusion that the biblical portrayal of divine forgiveness has
changed from the beginning of the Old Testament to the end of the New implies one of

two things—either God’s character is mutable and he has changed from tetynple

283shults,Faces of Forgivenes4 33.
“9pid.

29pid., 139.
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unforgiving to merciful by nature, or the inspired biblical authors were wrong &uulit
at the beginning of the Old Testament and their view was corrected by \etiation.
The former is theological heterodoxy and the latter destroys a high viewiotiuge
Either option is inconsistent with evangelical Christianity and a high efeScripture. In
order to develop this point, | briefly describe Shults’s treatment of the tdxireny
limited evaluative comments followed by a discussion of the two optional implications
Shults introduces his biblical survey by stating that, “[ijn both the Hebrew
Bible and the New Testament we can trace a trajectory in the development of the
understanding of God**! He traces this trajectory to the ultimate conclusion thati§od
love with the caveat that “divine justice is not opposed to divine mercy, but encompassed
within and fulfilled by it.**? Unfortunately, Shults never clarifies how justice is taken up
or subsumed into divine love as he proposes.
He begins the survey in earnest, asserting that “[i]n the early chapter
Genesis, the possibility of divine forgiveness is hardly considéféde states that after
their sin of eating the forbidden fruit, Adam and Eve are summarily cast dwg of t
garden, without thought of mercy. During the days of Noah, God regrets that he made
man because of their wickedness. Shults notes, “Noah alone is righteous befarel the L
(7:1) but in contrast to later spiritual leaders, he apparently does not even think to ask

God forgive the peoplé®** He continues, “The story of the tower of Babel (11:1-9) does

2ipid., 125.
29 pjid.
2 pid., 126.

2 bid.
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not indicate that God had any hesitation once the attempt of the people to ‘make a name
for [them]selves’ was perceived?® Shults says that these instances show that God was
perceived as “not at all forgiving.” Instead, God’s character was sqgaarallel to the
pagan deities of the people surrounding the Israelites. His argument isdipatrtrayal
of God changed significantly by the end of the Bible. He suggests, “Israpés@xce
of YHWH over time challenged these presuppositicii.”

Shults’s characterization of the early biblical portrayal of God is troubling.
God is portrayed as unforgiving, anxious, regretful, and destriféfivehis picture is
contrary to the orthodox Christian understanding of God. Again, Shults’s shallow
exegesis leads him astray. He neglects several aspects of the biddmahts that reveal
the underlying gracious character of God. For instance, Adam and Eve aedaitow
live and have children even though immediate death was the stated punishment for thei
sin. They are blessed with clothing when they are cast out of the gatdenah and his
family are delivered through the flood and a gracious covenant is establighéduaimv
following the flood. In the account of the tower of Babel, God could have justly wiped
mankind from the face of the earth, but instead he confuses their languageti@nsl sca

them abroad. While God’s mercy is not as clearly seen in the early chafpBasesis

2bid.
29 pid.
2 pid.

248G, K. Beale sees the giving of the skins as a rAdivine graciousness. See Bedlbe
Temple and the Church's Missj@0.
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as it is in later passages, Shults misrepresents the initial portraoticddsdess than
gracious and mercifdf*®

Shults locates one of the major transitions in the biblical portrayal of divine
forgiveness in the Abrahamic Covenant:

With the call of Abram (later called Abraham) in Genesis 12, we have alradica
new development. The covenant of Abraham is couched in the legal language of
that era, but the material promise of faithfulness to the covenant introduces a new
understanding of God. In several different genres of the Hebrew Bible, the Lord’s
grace and compassion toward the people of Israel (despite their sing)landyex
connected to God’s promise of covenant faithfulness (e.g., Micah 7:18, 20; 2 Kings
13:23; Deuteronomy 9:27§°

The transition is in the biblical understanding of God. Apparently, he sees Godeas mor
gracious and compassionate than earlier portrayals of God.

The next transitional account that Shults highlights follows the initiation of the
Abrahamic covenant closely. Itis Abraham’s interaction with God over thengrlgof
Sodom and Gomorrah. Shults rightly says, “Abraham comes near and interceles for t
city, urging forgiveness.” But then he makes a misstep in saying thai&tabn]
appeals to a sense of justice to which God ought to be obligated; ‘what is just’ should
outweigh divine anger. . . . Abraham holds God morally accountable, and eventually the
Lord agrees not to destroy the city if ten righteous people are found’ih i\braham

does appeal to justice, but he appeals to the divine character, not justice somelsalv locat

outside of God.

#9There are other examples of God’s grace in the @antions of Genesis. Mathews writes,
“The grace of God shows itself even with evil Caifno benefits from the resolve of God to keep hisdy
human life will flourish. Cain receives protecti¢hi16) and experiences fruition” (Mathev@@enesis
187).

20Shults,Faces of Forgivenes4 26.

Slpid., 126-27.
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Next, Shults points out that Moses petitions God to forgive the people of Israel

after the golden calf incident at the foot of Mount Sinai: “After they mhakeagblden calf
at Sinai, God is ready to destroy them, but Moses pleads for divine forgiveness.”
Immediately following this forgiveness, Moses requests to see Godis dlarring the
encounter, God proclaims,

The Lord, the Lord,

a God merciful and gracious,

slow to anger,

and abounding in steadfast love and faithfulness,

keeping steadfast love for thousands,

forgiving iniquity and transgression and sin,

but who will by no means clear the guilty,

visiting the iniquity of the fathers

on the children

and the children’s children,

to the third and fourth generation (Exod 34:6-7).
For Shults, this text appears to be key in the trajectory toward the doctringieéf@ss
and the conclusion that “God is love.” He observes, “Many biblical scholars consider
this to be the most important statement of forgiveness in the Hebrew Bible. One of the
reasons for this judgment is that the influence of the formula may be tracagdhbut
the rest of Israel’s testimony, which suggests that it expresses sogrietindamental
about their view of God** Shults sees the passage as foundational for the later concept
of divine forgiveness. He proposes that later biblical authors pick it up, making

significant modifications. First, he gives an example of Moses’ use a ttham writes,

“Even after the return from exile centuries later, Ezra appeals to theltoin the

B3pid., 127.

B3 pjid.
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context of recounting God'’s faithfulness despite the people’s disobedfghdee’
implies that Ezra adjusts the formula to emphasize forgiveness: “Whenathegts
appropriate the Exodus 34 proclamation, they too feel free to emphasize mercgamd gr
expressing divine forgiveness in new poetic w&y3.He then observes, “Already in
Deuteronomy 24:16 the second part of the Exodus 34 formula was being challenged. The
iniquity of the parents should not be passed on to their childP&rShults also suggests
that there are changes in the book of Jonah: “The author of Jonah also illustrates a new
understanding of the nature of God when he appeals to the Exodus 34 formula, but gives
it a significant interpretive twis®’ So, God is now seen as gracious as opposed to
completely unforgiving. He concludes, “The point, however, is clear: thditesae
increasingly came to view God as essentially graci6tisShults then briefly discusses
the essential part that repentance plays in forgiveness in the Old Tigstame

Following his Old Testament survey, Shults concludes, “We've seen a
trajectory in the Hebrew Bible that moves from an early interpretatiorodfas not at all
forgiving, to a picture of God as easily angered but open to forgiving, to a vision of an
essentially merciful, gracious, and a loving God who promises the blessing of full
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forgiveness.”” What he proposes is not simply a complementary clarification or

**bid., 128.

Ibid.

*Ybid., 129. See also Ezek 18:14-20 and Jer 31:30a.
bid.

“8pid., 130.

9Ypid., 133.
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unfolding revelation of the divine character as Scripture is penned. Instead, he proposes
that later Scripture challenges and contradicts earlier biblical palsraf God.

Shults says that the transition continues in the New Testament: “Thiddrgje
is taken up and transformed in the New Testament texts as they witness to the
manifestation of divine forgiveness and Jesus Christ through the power of the?Spirit.”
The transition in the New Testament is more related to the nature of foegs/than the
nature of the divine forgiver. Shults proposes that there is a shift from a forensic
understanding of forgiveness to a more relational understanding of it. Shcdis tinis
transition throughout the New Testament. When discussing forgiveness, Matkeise
Greek wordaphiemi almost exclusively, according to Shults: “In the New Testament the
semantic range @&phiemi, especially when it occurs in the phragphesis @n)
harmation (forgiveness of sins), generally covers what we call ‘forensic’ forgisg/f®
Shults says that the other Synoptic Gospels see fellowship as the cgrec|at
forgivenes€®? Shults then turns to Paul:

Paul in particular prefersharizomaiwnhich literally means ‘to manifest grace.’ . . .
Paul occasionally uses the teaphiemi, but his main concern is to testify to the
reality of divine grace, which actually transforms personal life in comiygnithat
righteousness and justice are manifested in practical ways. Paul’'s tetmlenc
eclipse pharisaic emphasis on judicial or transactional forgiveness maguisare
out of his experience of the deleterious effects of religious life under thdriaw.
Pauline writings, juridical concepts of forgiveness are subsumed into apeee

of life ‘in Christ.” . . . Forgiveness in Pauline literature has primarily to db wi
relationships?®

29 pid.
2Ypid., 134.
2hid.

*Ipid.
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Shults concludes his discussion of forgiveness in the New Testament by covering
Johannine literature that only uses forgiveness three times. Here, Shultheates of
the concept of forgiveness in relation to the much-debatedhiégasmos In another
example of a terse treatment of a significant theological discussions §uas a brief
argument for translating the term as “expiation.” He writes,
If one thinks ofhilasterionas something primarily directed toward the offended
party (i.e., God), it will be translated “propitiation.” If one thinks of it asatied
by God toward that which blocks reconciliation (i.e., sin), the translation

“expiation” makes more sense. The Romans passage clearly states gfifaothe

grace was put forward by God and 1 John 4:9-10 speaks of God sending the Son “so

that we might live?®*

Again, the brevity of Shults’s treatment is shocking in light of the importamteaacor
of the debate over the definition of this term.

After surveying the concept of forgiveness through the Bible as a whole, Shults
concludes that a forensic view of forgiveness, while helpful, should not selve as t
central metaphor within the doctrine of the atonement. Instead, he seeks foroh vie
forgiveness that transcends legal and financial categories and plguesses on shared
grace®® Thus, Shults proposes a trajectory of biblical revelation that transforms from
portraying God as totally unforgiving in the early parts of the Old Testam@aiinting
God as essentially characterized by love in the New, and the concept ofriesgive

transforms from a forensic form to a relational form. Relationalityrimétive in

Shults’s theological method.

24pid., 139.

29 pid.
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As mentioned above, Shults has unwittingly placed himself on the horns of a
dilemma by making the argument that the biblical portrayal of God’s naturgexghan
from “not and all forgiving” to “essentially gracious.” Either the euwder of God
changed from unforgiving to forgiving or the biblical authors were mistaken in thei
concept of God. The former option contradicts the traditional and biblical e ofri
divine immutability and the latter contradicts a high view of Scripture.

If Shults opts for the first horn of the dilemma and posits that God’s character
actually changed from “not at all forgiving” to “essentially graciotis¢h he must
jettison the concept of divine immutability. In his discussion of immutabilitydeeg
catalogues six ways that a person might change and then discusses whichtgpésese
of change might apply to GE& He concludes that there are ways that God cannot
change and others where God can change: “God must be immutable in his person,
purposes, will (decree), and ethical rules, but he can change punishments for kigsobeyi
his commands without changing anything else about himself that must reaisen™S’
God may also change the administration of his programs or purposes—salvation after the
incarnation is through explicit faith in Christ but still by grace through+aand in
relation to others—God changes from anger to forgiveness when a sinners repents.

Feinberg goes on to show how his nuanced definition of immutability aligns with biblica

#°The six ways that a person may change listed hybieeg include: (1) in the attributes of
one’s constitution, (2) in one’s purposes or go@sjn one’s mind about what one intends to ddjr{4
ethical rules, (5) in the method of accomplishingpal, and (6) in one’s relationship to anotheee Sohn
S. FeinbergNo One Like Him: The Doctrine of Gotlhe Foundations of Evangelical Theology, ed. John
S. Feinberg (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2001), 267-68.

%|bid., 271. Frame’s conception of divine immutipiparallels Feinberg'’s with a few
adjustments. Frame lists four ways God is immetalibod is unchanging in hesssential attributes. .
unchanging in higlecretive will. . . unchanging in hisovenant faithfulnegand] . . . unchanging in the
truth of his revelatioh(John M. FrameThe Doctrine of GodPhillipsburg, NJ: P & R, 2002], 568-70.
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teaching. First, passages that indicate that God does not changereiateerson

(nature and attributes), purposes, decretive will, and ethical rules. Sdumsel, t

passages, which seem to indicate a change in God, are either anthropomogrRisons

be understood as changes in relation to his people—God’s relenting from wrath agains

his people in light of the petitions of the people, leaders, or prophets—or changes in the

administration of his purposes and plans—the new covenant. Frame argues that God’s

change in relation to his people in response to repentance is actually in keeping with hi

immutable nature: “Relenting is part of [God’s] very nature as Lord. He isottiewho

relents.?®® Thus, there is a plausible accounting for both sides of the biblical texts.
Relevant to the topic at hand is whether or not God changes in his nature.

Feinberg clearly says no: “At the heart of Christian theology is the IleietGod does

not change in his person (being and attributes), will (decree), or purgdsésdame

agrees: “God is unchangiig his essential attribute¥’® Shults’s suggestion contradicts

the biblical arguments of both Feinberg and Frame. He writes that the bparaayal

of God'’s nature or attributes change from unforgiving to gracious and aierkeiis

argument implies that God’s nature changes. Shults does not even acknowledge this

%%rrame shows that several times in Scripture Godlgiras impending judgment only to
relent at the repentance or petition of a persgressons related to the situation (Gen 18:16-38dE32:9-
14; Num 23:19; 1 Sam 15:29; Amos 7:1-6). He ardbasthere is a tacit condition attached to these
prophetic condemnations. He notes that thoughRismandemnation of Nineveh had no explicit
conditions, Jonah seemed to expect divine clemapown the people’s repentance. He also says thét Go
articulates this principle in Jer 18:5-10: “If atyatime | announce that a nation or kingdom is &loibe
uprooted, torn down and destroyed, and if thabnatiwarned repents of evil, then | will relent amat
inflict on it the disaster | had planned” (vv. 7-8rame, then, concludes, “Some prophecies, thay,
appear to be straightforward predictions, but @y according to the principle of Jer 18:5-10llyea
warnings with tacit conditions attached” (Framibe Doctrine of Godb61-66).

2%FeinbergNo One Like Him270.

2"%rame,The Doctrine of Godb68.
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implication, so it is little wonder that he neglects biblical evidencewtbatd contradict
his view.

Shults’s view that the biblical portrayal of God changes from unforgiving to
forgiving contradicts Scripture’s teaching on immutability as wellsatestimony to the
consistently merciful character of God. First, there is biblical evideaté&sihd’'s
character does not change. Psalm 102:25-27 contrasts the temporal, changealdé nature
creation with the eternal, unchangeable nature of the Creator:

Of old you laid the foundation of the earth,

and the heavens are the work of your hands.
They will perish, but you will remain;
they will all wear out like a garment.

You will change them like a robe, and they will pass away,
but you are the samand your years have no end.

Creation may change and cease to exist, but God does not change and exadig ete
Malachi 3:6 clearly states, “For | the LORD do not change; therefareQahildren of
Jacob, are not consumed.” In this passage, God directly links his unchangeabl®nature
the endurance of the Israelites and their need for repentance. Verse 7 nesashé-

days of your fathers you have turned aside from my statutes and have not kept them
Return to me, and | will return to you, says the LORD of hosts.” Here, repertathce
immutability are closely related. It is because of God’'s immutableentat the

Israelites have not been swept away and now the immutable God calls thiessiae

return to him, and he will return to them. James 1:16-17 similarly portrays God as
unchanging and links it to his gracious nature: “Do not be deceived, my beloved brothers.
Every good gift and every perfect gift is from above, coming down from tieiFaf

lights with whom there is no variation or shadow due to change. Of his own will he

brought us forth by the word of truth, that we should be a kind of firstfruits of his
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creatures.” In this passage, the unchanging nature of God is relateditongi®gery
gracious gift and regenerating believers.

Elsewhere, Scripture is more specific about the attributes of God ¢hat ar
unchanging: his truthfulness, his purposes, his promises, and hi§’mibiectly
undercutting Shults’s proposed transformation, Psalm 103 declares that Gog/ssmerc
immutable. In this Psalm of praise, the Exodus 34 formula is taken up to express God’s
merciful character as a reason for praise (vv. 8-10). In Shults’s schenferitiuga was
a turning point for the concept of God’s merciful character and served asemcefe
point for later biblical expressions of God’s mercy. As the Psalmist pdgitaborates
on God’s merciful nature, he juxtaposes the brevity of man’s existence with the
everlasting nature of divine love.

As for man, his days are like grass;

he flourishes like a flower of the field;
for the wind passes over it, and it is gone,
and its place knows it no more.

But the steadfast love of the LORD is from everlasting to everlasting on those

who fear him,

and his righteousness to children's children,
to those who keep his covenant
and remember to do his commandments (Ps 103:15-18).
The Psalmist is pointing from eternity past to eternity future. Unlike man sihere
today and gone tomorrow, God’s steadfast love is everlasting, immutabled’'# G

steadfast love is “from everlasting to everlasting” how could his clearelsange from

completely unforgiving to essentially merciful? Scripture teachesxbdls

21iNum 23:19; Deut 32:39; 1 Sam 15:29; Ps 33:11; 88B4110:4; Isa 43:13; 54:10; Jer 4:28;
20:16; Ezek 24:14; 2 Cor 1:20; Heb 6:17-18.
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immutability also applies to the merciful, loving aspect of his nature. tithls
contradicts the core of Shults’s proposed trajectory.

Therefore, if Shults opts for the first horn of the dilemma upon which his
argument hangs, then he contradicts the Bible’s teaching on the immutaiéeaia®od.
This not only undermines the biblical doctrine of immutability, but it would levea
problematic view of the authority of Scripture. Though his argument might itmaiyhe
jettisons divine immutability, he never makes a clear argument agamsitability.
Therefore, Shults could easily escape the problems related to this horn oéthealiby
asserting that he holds to divine immutability in some sense, but, in light of hmemg
to do this would entail admitting that the biblical witness to the divine nature erred, thus
placing Shults upon the other horn of the dilemma.

If Shults desires to maintain the biblical doctrine of immutability andIsaty t
God'’s nature has not changed from “not at all forgiving” to “essentiallyifugtt¢hen
his argument implies that the biblical authors were mistaken about theiypbdfahe
divine character. Shults’s language indicates that this might be closer tbhenisat
saying in his argument. Notice he says that he is tracing “a trajectttrydevelopment
of the understandingf God.”?’? He also says that there is “a cldavelopment of
Israel’s understandingf God’s justice and mercy*® Shults even refers to an earlier
text as a “false belief” that “is corrected.” In his conclusion to his discussion on the

Old Testament trajectory, Shults writes, “We have seen a trajectorylietirew Bible

272Shults,Faces of Forgivenes4 25.
“pid., 126.

2" pid., 129.
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that moves fronan early interpretatiorof God as not at all forgivingo a pictureof God
as easily angered but open to forgivingatasionof an essentially merciful, gracious,
and a loving God who promises the blessing of full forgiven&sslt appears to be the
“interpretation,” the “picture,” or the “vision” of the biblical authors that cleanigstead
of the nature of God. While this option might remove him from the mutability horn of
the dilemma, it places him squarely on the horn of a lower view of Scripture. The
implications of Scripture contradicting Scripture are devastating teliabitity of
Scripture and, therefore, significantly undermine the authority of the Blilollee early
biblical author’'s were mistaken regarding the nature of God, then how can alraaeler
confidence regarding anything else they taught in the text? If later suth&cripture
correct missteps inscribed in earlier passages, then why would the otddreexewed
as anything more than historical relics—flawed, irrelevant steppingsstomthe way to
the greater truth of the New Testament. This view is not the Bible’s sél&ipoilf
Shults opts for this second horn of the dilemma, then he must surrender any pretense that
he holds a high view of Scripture.

Shults might seek to sidestep this challenge by claiming that what he presents
is simply an example of progressive revelation. Ramm gives an elemegfiariyah of
progressive revelatioriBy progressive revelation we mean that the Bible sets forth a

movement of God, with the initiative coming from God and not man, in which God Inizugs

up through the theological infancy of the Old Testament to the maturitye dew

2 pid., 133.
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Testament®® Henrichsen speaks directly to the relation of progressive revelation and the
immutable nature of God:
God does progressively reveal himself as history unfolds. But this does not mean
that God’s standards become progressively higher or that God changes along the
way. Rather it is our understanding of God and His revelation that progresses. God
never changes. . . . God’s character in the Old Testament did not change by some

process of moral evolution. . . . God’s revelation of himself is progressive as you
read through the Bible, but his character is uncharfging.

Unfortunately, Shults cannot retreat to this concept of progressive revelateursbéis
argument is that the earlier concept contradicts the later belief, ntdtdratoncepts
develop naturally from earlier concepts in a way that is consistent with thésmot a
progressive unfolding or clarifying of earlier teaching. Instead, théretis
contradiction and correction of earlier teaching.

There are two instances that indicate Shults believes the early and late
portrayals of God are contradictory. First, in his discussion of the expansion and
adjustment of the Exodus 34 formula, he writes that “[a]lready in Deuteronomy 24:16 the
second part of the Exodus 34 formula [that children would face punishment for their
parent’s sin] was beinchallenged’?”® He goes further, saying that the earlier statements
were contradicted by God and considered false: “Later in the prophecy oéEtdeki
Lord explicitly contradictghose who think that the son should suffer for the iniquity of

the Father (18:14-20)This false belief is correctday the Lord’s insistence that one

2*Bernard RamnProtestant Biblical InterpretatiofBoston: W. A. Wilde, 1956), 102.

Z"\nalter A. Henrichsen and Gayle JacksBhydying, Interpreting and Applying the Bible
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1990), 207-08.

2’85hults,Faces of Forgivenesd 29.
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person should not be punished for another’s sins (cf. Jeremiah 312308htilts does

not say that this “false belief” that is corrected is a misinterpretatiéxadus 34.

Rather, it is, according to Shults, the “second part of the formula” from Exodust34
challenged, explicitly contradicted, and considered false. A secondatlastexists for

why Shults thinks earlier portrayals of God contradict later portrayadswrites that the
Hebrew Bible “moves from an interpretation of God as not at all forgiving . . . to a vision
of an essentially merciful, gracious and loving G8t."According to Shults, the early
portrayal of God contradicts the later portrayal of God. This view is sometihiag ot

than progressive revelation.

Shults’s view that Scripture contradicts Scripture in the area of Godtgymer
undermines the authority of all of Scripture. | argued above that Scripture’s self
attestation is that it is the inspired, infallible, authoritative Word of God. \(psearthat
to view the progressive nature of Scripture as Shults does is inconsistetttenbtblical
portrayal of its own authority:

The truth of revelation, if it is to retain its divine and absolute character ettt

be perfect from the beginning. Biblical Theology deals with it as a product of a
supernatural divine activity, and is therefore bound by its own principle to maintain
the perfection of revealed truth in all its stages. When, nevertheless, Biblica
Theology also undertakes to show how the truth has been gradually set forth in
greater fullness and clearness, these two facts can be reconciled in noagther w
than by assuming that the advance in revelation resembles the organic process,

through which out of the perfect germ the perfect plant and flower and fruit are
successively produced®

29 pid.
29 pid., 133.

BlGeerhardus Voghe Idea of Biblical Theology as a Science and @kevlogical Discipline
(New York: Anson D. F. Randolph, 1894), 16.
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Vos goes on to describe the organic process as an unfolding of revelation in which the
latter revelation is contained in embryonic form in the prior revelation,siibtealatter
contradicting and correcting the former. According to Vos, if the earlyative were
flawed, it would impugn the veracity of all of Scripture.
Murray expresses a similar sentiment regarding the implicationsdaviiole
of Scripture when one attempts to posit error in its parts. Murray is arguingtdgase
who propose the fallibility of Scripture regarding historical and scierfafits based on
the limitations of human authorship. He warns,
Those who thus contend should, however, be aware of the implications of their
position. . . . If such instrumentality involves fallibility, then such fallibihtyst be
attached to the whole of Scripture. For by what warrant can an immunity from e
be maintained in the matter of “spiritual content” and not the matter of historica

scientific fact? Is human fallibility suspended when “spiritual triglasserted but
not suspended in other less important matt&rs?

Murray'’s critique might be applied directly to Shults’s discussion of AdathEve

above, but it is also relevant for the matter at hand. A few differencesidf®uobted
between those Murray is critiquing and the current case study. In thistoay, Shults

IS not proposing that Scripture errs in scientific or historical matters.the early

biblical portrayal of God’s nature that is in question. Also, instead of foistinkjlia/l

upon the humanity of the authors, it appears that Shults blames their cultural siesatedne
for their limitations or errors. Recall that Shults mentions the parallelebetthe pagan
deities of the surrounding peoples and Israel’s early conception of God ag, “angr

regretful, destructive, but not at all forgivin§* Similar to Murray’s target, Shults

Z2\urray, “The Attestation of Scripture,” 4-5.

235hults and SandagEaces of Forgivenes426.
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proposes that certain parts of Scripture are in error and that other patthardadive.

If Shults posits error in the early parts of Scripture because of cultugtictions, then
what justification is there for overlooking the cultural restrictions t&fr lauthors? He
gives no account for the distinction. He simply claims that the later auttpasdand
correct the conception of the earlier authors. It appears that in this ardgbinodstis
guilty of special pleading—one cannot exempt one party from a critique thatwabate
another without plausible justification. Therefore, since Shults proposesiartioes
writings of one biblical author, it is implied that there might be errors imvtiigngs of

others. Biblical authority is thus significantly undermif&t.

#4Another problem arises if Shults opts for this hofithe dilemma and proposes that the
biblical portrayal of God’s nature changed fromargfving to merciful through the Old Testament—
internal inconsistency. Not only is this view imsistent with the Bible’s self attestation and dla¢hority
of Scripture, it also conflicts with Shults’s vies'the development of Scripture. If Shults embsageat
least is amenable to the multiple source theoth@fPentateuch, as was shown above, then he nayst sh
that the progression of the view of God’s naturedssistent with the development of the variougcesi
In places, he seems to indicate that the developaighe biblical authors’ views are impacted bgith
socio-religious contexts. This proposal becomeblpmatic, however, if there is significant docadin
transition within the same source, unless it cashmvn that there is an equally significant stifthiese
contexts. In a brief survey of the texts that 8hubes from the Pentateuch, almost all of them are
proposed to be from the Yahwistic source, whicsuigposedly the oldest of the multiple sources (Gen
3:22-24; 6:7; 11:1-9; 12:1-4; 18:24-25; Exod 32:3D; 34:6-7; Num 14:17-18). Shults must posit a
significant transition of the view of the nature@bd within a single document. Even more problémat
for Shults’s proposed progression is the intrusibthe Priestly source, one of the latest of theees into
the flood story (Gen 6). He makes much of the itiea Noah did not even consider asking God toiverg
the people for their sins, yet major portions @ tliccount are much later than Gen 12 and Exod 34,
passages that Shults points to as proposed tupoings in the progress toward a view of God as
essentially merciful. Another inconsistency carfdaend in one of the later sources as well—the
Deuteronomic source. Shults proposes that thedbeubmist challenges the end of Exod 34 where the
iniquities of the fathers are visited on the chalir See Shults and Sandageces of Forgivenes§29. A
problem in Shults’s theory of development arisegmvbne considers Deuteronomy 5:9, where the
challenged portion of the Exod 34 formula is echo&tlis verse raises serious questions about whethe
one can propose that the same author who cites Ekdalvorably would then challenge it a few chapter
later. Another explanation must be offered. Swlew closer examination, one would have to propose
significant shift within the Yahwist source from G2 to Exod 34 and the Deuteronomic source frontDeu
5 to Deut 24:16. Also, one would have to includeaacount for how the Priestly source would tacitly
approve of the vengeful view of God by participgtin portraying him as such in the flood narrative.
These inconsistencies seriously undermine the dradehe nature of God developing over time from
unforgiving to merciful. This also appears to bether example of Shults ignoring texts that would
challenge his conclusions and basing his conclasionshallow exegesis. For proposals of whiclstext
belong to which sources, see Anthony F. CampbeliMark A. O’Brien,Sources of the Pentateuch: Texts,
Introductions, AnnotationfMinneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1993) and RicHaldtt Friedman,The
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Returning to the main thrust of this section, | have shown that Shults’s
corroborative view of biblical authority is inconsistent with a high view ofpffare.
This is seen in Shults’s philosophical motivation for transition as well as pohis
exegesis. It is difficult to see how one could consistently claim thait®eiis the
ultimate authority in theological development and then allow philosophy to talesathe
Shults’s exegesis reveals the true value he places on the biblical tesonsigtently
gives little attention to the Scriptures, rarely engaging in an extendeetieatg
argument. When he does engage the text, it is done in a surprisingly superinciat.ma
He also ignores biblical texts that prove problematic for his philosophicailyede
conclusions. Based on this terse, shoddy, and incomplete treatment of the text, Shults
arrives at unwarranted and unbiblical conclusions. His corroborative use of &criptur

reveals that, in reality, his bibliology is unbiblical.

Philosophical Fill-in-the-Blank

The fourth aspect of Shults’s use of Scripture described in chapter 2 was the
way Shults utilizes Scripture to justify his theological proposals. | drthe Shults
uses the biblical narrative of experiences as a source to flesh out the conceptual
framework of his proposals related to knowing, acting, and being. It was furtven s
that Shults directly links the triad of knowing, acting, and being with the piplosal
triad of epistemology, ethics, and ontology. It appears that the major dissipline

philosophy serve as the overarching superstructure for Shults’s theologyotiiation

Bible with Sources Revealed: A New View into thve Books of Mosgdlew York: HarperCollins, 2003).
| reject the multiple source view that Shults seémmsmbrace. The above argument was to show
inconsistencies within Shults’s argument, not tprage of the multiple source theories embraced by
contemporary critical scholarship.
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for this structure reveals the centrality of philosophical concepts even inetloé¢ us
Scripture. Regarding the thematic organization of his theology around knowing, act
and being or, more accurately, epistemology, ethics, and ontology, he writganiZdmng

the themes in this way is intended to shed light on the conceptual patterns within
theology that have been obscured by some of the formal and material decisions that
structure presentations of the doctrine of God in many early modern theological
projects.®® Shults’s motivation for structuring his theology this way is derived from his
desire to undo some of the perceived mistakes of early modern theologians, whish Shul
argues were rooted in modern philosophy. He intentionally organizes his theology
around philosophical concepts in order to facilitate his polemic against modernism and
the influence it had on theology. For two reasons, this subject belongs in the following
chapter on philosophy. First, in this chapter, philosophy’s appropriate place of tguthori
is dealt with. This discussion is directly related to the way Shults usesqtiiy as the
formative grid for theology. So, by showing that philosophy’s rightful plage is i
subjection to and in the service of Scripture, Shults’s use of philosophy over Scspture i
undermined. Second, a critique of Shults’s epistemology and ontology will also serve a
an apt critique of the foundation that he lays as the framework of his thedtogther

words, if Shults’s philosophical grounding is found lacking, then his use of it as a
formative grid for discussing Scripture will also be shown to be wanting.efdner a

critique of Shults’s use of Scripture as filler for his philosophical concefiteevneld

until chapter 5.

2°Shults and Sandageaces of Forgivenes206.

274



Conclusion

In this chapter, | showed that Shults’s use of Scripture is neither eaaigeli
nor biblical. In a brief survey of the evangelical position on Scripture, | shtve¢ a
high view of Scripture is a recognized characteristic of evangsiicalirhis high view of
Scripture is derived from the Bible’s testimony about itself. The Bilaliens supreme
authority for itself. Many rival authorities have been proposed throughoutniheries
in an effort to dethrone Scripture as the supreme authority in the church and ofiéhlee
believer, but under close scrutiny all have been found lacking. Scripture msitgai
rightful place over all other sources of authority. Unfortunately, Shults fails ervabs
this evangelical belief in his use of Scripture. Ultilizing the descriptiomoltSs use of
Scripture based on Kelsey’s four questions, | showed that Shults’s uséptdirgavas
not evangelical because he exhibited little regard for the Bible and lgsstxevas
unbiblical. First, by looking behind Scripture to the experiences of the authors and
characters, Shults commits the Intentional Fallacy. Instead of lookihg text for the
biblical message, he seeks to develop his doctrine based on an imagined experence of t
biblical players. This fails to treat Scripture as the ultimate autherityhaglects an
evangelical reading of the Bible. Second, Shults’s exegesis was found liac&ingst
every aspect. In his corroborative use of Scripture, he conducted brief, fadile, a
incomplete exegesis, which led to unbiblical conclusions. Again, Shults allowed his
philosophy to drive his theological formulation. It is to Shults’s philosophy that this

dissertation now turns.
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CHAPTER 5

EVALUATION OF SHULTS'S USE
OF PHILOSOPHY AND SCIENCE

Introduction

The overarching argument that Shults makes for the need for theological
reform can be summarized with three simple, yet pregnant statemessts hé&argues
consistently that classical theology is heavily influenced by anaehtredern
philosophy. Second, he argues that philosophy has changed over the course of history.
Specifically, Shults focuses on a proposed evolution from a substance metaphysic
relational ontology. Third, he concludes that doctrine should change to match tiné curre
philosophical trend—relationality. There are a few underlying questionshbhs $ails
to address in his argument. What is the appropriate role for philosophy to play in
theological development? Does a shift in philosophy demand theological trartgiafima
How much influence should philosophy have on theology? What if the dominant form of
philosophy contradicts the teachings of Scripture?

Various answers to the question regarding philosophy’s relation to theology
were described abovel argued that Shults’s use of philosophy in his theological

method shows marks of two of the positions. In some ways, he allows philosophy to be

The views are (1) philosophy is disjointed fromalogy, (2) philosophy elucidates theology,
(3) philosophy establishes theology, (4) philosopluges theology, and (5) philosophy supplies aante
for theology. For a fuller discussion of this tarony, see pp. 79-103 above.
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the judge over theology and philosophy, in some ways, has a formative influence on the
content of theology. Shults proposes that the philosophical shift demands theological
reform, but he does so without making the case that this is how theology should be done.
In what follows, | show that Shults gives too much authority to philosophy in the way he
uses it in theology. First, | briefly sketch the appropriate place of philosophy i
theological method. Second, | evaluate Shults’s motive for reform. Finallg, abtine
conclusions in the realms of metaphysics and epistemology, which are basedhakis s
historical foundation, will be evaluated. Shults’s proposed relational ontology and the
resulting doctrine of God will be called into question, as well as his treatment of
foundationalism. In all, Shults’s use of philosophy will be shown to hold philosophy in
too high an esteem and his arguments will be shown to be poorly supported and

inconsistent.

The Role of Philosophy in Theology

As mentioned above, philosophy is one of the pretenders to the throne of
ultimate authority. Unfortunately, Shults allows philosophy to dethrone Sifrom
its rightful place of authority in theological method. Philosophy certdiat/a useful
place in theological method, but it is a poor substitute for Scripture as thensupre
authority for developing a theology. The position that | articulate beldvais t
philosophy elucidates theologyThis view is that philosophy plays the role of useful
handmaiden to the queen of sciences. What follows will be a brief description of the

benefits, limitations, and dangers of using philosophy in theology.

See pp. 85-91 above.
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Philosophy can play a useful role in theological method. Frame cleady stat
this belief: “There are points at which discerning theologians, operatindplocabi
presuppositions, can profit from the insights of non-Christian philosophers. . . . I see no
reason why we should not ‘spoil the Egyptians’ by making use of their able minds.”
Horton recognizes part of the usefulness of philosophy is to clarify theolcgicpldge:
“[A]s the Reformed scholastics said even before Wittgenstein, the purposéosbphiy
is merely to clean up our language and let us say more effectively andspasiyuahat
it is that we are claiming®” Moreland and Craig likewise recognize the clarifying
function philosophy can play in theology, but also see other facets of philosophy’s
theological usefulness: “[P]hilosophy permeates systematic theataygerves as its
handmaiden in several ways. Philosophy helps to add clarity to the concepts of
systematic theology. . . . Further, philosophy can help to extend biblical teattaning i
areas where the Bible is not explicit.The controversies over the Trinity and
Christology in the early church are examples of philosophy’s clarifyingtion. The

immorality of drug use and various issues in biomedical ethics are exarhiples o

philosophies potential to extend the implications of biblical teachings. In bédinces,

3John M. FrameThe Doctrine of the Knowledge of Gghillipsburg, NJ: P & R, 1987), 318.

*Michael S. HortonCovenant and Eschatology: The Divine Drathauisville: Westminster
John Knox, 2002), 126.

®J. P. Moreland and William Lane CraRjilosophical Foundations for a Christian
Worldview(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2003), 15-161 the context of this passage, Moreland and
Craig offer a list of seven reasons why Christigimsuld study philosophy, but the above exampledastm
closely related to the relationship of philosophg @éheology.
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philosophical language may be employed to help clearly communicate whatings be
said in the biblical text.

Frame illuminates still more facets of philosophy’s merits in theological
method. He lists six features of the elucidating function of philosophy withitotie

From philosophy (both Christian and non-Christian) we can learn a number of
useful things.

(1) The history of philosophy shows the futility of trying to find a solid basis for
knowledge apart from the God of Scripture, whether through rationalism,
empiricism, subjectivism, idealism, or some other method.

(2) Philosophers have argued well, nevertheless, that we need norms, facts, and
subjectivity if anything is to be known.

(3) They have presented good cases for the interconnectedness of knowledge, in
particular for the interdependence of metaphysics (theory of being), epistgmol
(theory of knowledge), and the theory of the value (ethics, aesthetics).

(4) They have shown (either by admitting or by trying and failing to escape the
conclusion) that human thought is dependent on presuppositions and thus on
circular argument.

(5) They have developed useful systems of logic and mathematics.
(6) They have developed a number of distinctions that are useful in the analysis of

the language, causality, priority, experience, ethical values, and otherswudt
importance to theology.

®For a brief survey of the history of the debatearding the Trinity and Christology, see
Gregg R. AllisonHistorical TheologyGrand Rapids: Zondervan, 2011), 231-53; 365®8&garding the
place of philosophical language in the Arian comirgy, Robert Letham says, “[T]o say that the Son i
indivisible from the substance of the Father, alsvaythe Father (and the Father always in the Sba),
bishops were forced to use extrabiblical termsotavey ‘the sense of Scripture,’ realizing that ioigl
language alone could not distinguish it from thHedaeaching they were combating” (Robert Leth@ihe
Holy Trinity: In Scripture, History, Theology, aMdorship[Phillipsburg, NJ: P & R, 2004], 116, 89-200);
and G. C. Berkouweifhe Person of ChrisStudies in Dogmatics (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans)) @®-71.

"Frame,The Doctrine of the Knowledge of G&18. For other lists of the positive
contributions of philosophy to theology, see Mitlal. EricksonChristian Theology2™ ed. (Grand
Rapids: Baker, 1998), 59-60; Moreland and CrBigjjosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview
14-17; K. Scott OliphintReasons for Faith: Philosophy in the Service ofoltgy (Phillipsburg, NJ: P &
R, 2006), 27-35.
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Philosophy has an important, though limited, role to play in theological method. & serve
to aid in the clear communications of biblical theology. Also, it serves to show ithat
futile to attempt to build knowledge on man-centered foundations. In short, philosophy
serves the important role of elucidating theology.
Unfortunately, philosophy often does not respect the rightful limits of its
authority. Stated more precisely, those who use philosophy in their theolngiteldds
often allow it too much authority. Since the Enlightenment the place of reason has been
elevated from servant to master in relation to theofodhis role is one for which
philosophy is unsuited.
It is apparent from Frame’s list of six facets of the usefulness of philosophy
the theologian that he recognizes the warrants of utilizing philosophy tdagici
theology, but he also recognizes the danger of allowing philosophy too much authority in
theological formulation. He warns,
We must beware of “philosophical imperialism.” The comprehensiveness of
philosophy has often led philosophers to seek to rule over all other disciplines, even
over theology, over God’s word. Even philosophers attempting to construct a
Christian philosophy have been guilty of this, and some have even insisted that
scripture itself cannot be understood properly unless it is read in a way prescribed
by the philosopher! Certainly, philosophy can help us to interpret scripture;
philosophers often have interesting insights about language, for example. But the
line must be drawn: where a philosophical scheme contradicts scripture or where it

seems to inhibit the freedom of exegesis without scriptural warrant, it must be
rejected’

8See the discussion in the sections “Philosophyemidipeology” and “Philosophy Supplies
Content” on pp. 94-103 above.

°Frame,The Doctrine of the Knowledge of G@&5-86.
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What Frame warns against is exactly what Shults does with philosophy anae scienc
Shults sets the limits of exegesis and develops his theology around the philogophical
to relationality and the scientific constructs of late modernity.

Armstrong also warns of the dangers of allowing human philosophy to play an
authoritative role in theology. He juxtaposes the suitability of philosophy and Seriptur
as sources of authority:

The influence of human philosophy opposes the authority of Scripibee.

gospel owes nothing to human wisdom. It is a revelation of God. The Scripture is
not a product of human opinion, but the opening of God’s thought to us. We should
understand how men think (i.e. philosophy) but we must not force the Word of God
to fit into a human philosophy. We must intentionally allow it to judge our fallen
philosophies.

Philosophy seeks after truth. It originates with a man and is alwaysuentat

and relative. It is powerless to save. Scripture proclaims truth. It is agbkit
final and saving power of God in Christ. It humbles men before the sovereign
God?®

Armstrong’s recognition that philosophy seeks after truth leaves the door open
for a useful place in theology, but only as a means to assist clear communication, not as
an authority that stands as judge over the reasonableness or viability otheged
the Bible.

Oliphint similarly highlights the benefits and dangers of philosophy in
theological method. He follows Turretin in his concerns. First, he warns against

illegitimately applying philosophical principles to theology: “Though pdolohy is

correct in it general affirmations, we dare not allow those affirmatmngle out the

%30hn H. Armstrong, “The Authority of Scripture,” 8ola Scriptura! ed. Don Kistler
(Morgan, PA: Soli Deo Gloria, 1995), 140.
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plain truth of God’s Word* The second closely related danger Oliphint warns against
when relating philosophy to theology is introducing false teachings of philosoghy t

deny Scripture. The third error is “when philosophy assumes to itself the robestdrm

in articles of faith, not content with that of servant (as done by the Scholastics wéo pla
Aristotle upon the throne; and by the Socinians who would not admit the doctrines of the
Trinity, of the incarnation, etc. because they did not seem to be in accordandewith t
principles of philosophy)** The final error Oliphint lists is related to introducing
philosophical language and concepts into theology in a way that can lead to obfuscation
rather than clarity and precision. When one considers Shults’s use of philosophy and
Scripture in his theological method, it seems clear that Shults is guikyerfad of these
errors. A summary of Shults’s use of Philosophy in theology will highlight a few o

these errors.

Shults’s Use of Philosophy in Theology

The central role that philosophy plays in Shults’s theological method was
described in chapter 3, but a brief review of that description will serve tioesstiaige for
the evaluation of Shults’s use of philosophy. Three aspects of Shults’s use of philosophy
were described. First, the philosophical turn to relationality is the mativedr Shults’s
theological reform. Shults surveys the historical transition in philosophy fnom a
emphasis on substance to an emphasis on relationality in metaphysics. Imtasaesti

this philosophical development has serious theological implications for many of the

"0liphint, Reasons for Faith33.

2Francis Turretin, as quoted in Oliphifeasons for Faith33. Oliphint does not offer the
source of the Turretin quote.
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traditional doctrines that were based on substance metaphysics. Inyhhuks

allows contemporary philosophical developments to drive his theological reformsand al
allows philosophy to judge theology in his theological method. This use of philosophy
fails to heed Oliphint’'s warning against philosophy acting as masterdnstdging

content with its role as servant.

Second, the philosophical concept of relationality that is now in vogue forms
the methodological foundation of Shults’s theology. Much of Shults’s theology is his
attempt to apply relationality to various aspects of theology. He brings qubstnism
and modernism, foundationalism and non-foundationalism, epistemology and
hermeneutics and much more into reciprocal relationships with one another. These
concepts and epistemological systems, which were once seen as contradieting
another are now conceived by Shults as reciprocally related to one anotheruiBg arg
that relationality should play these central roles in theological method, &galts
judges any theological system that does not valorize reciprocal relati@asal
inadequate.

Third, Shults organizes his theology around the philosophical disciplines of
epistemology, ontology, and ethics, which impacts the content of his theology. In this
sense, philosophy is formative for his theology. Shults also allows the dialoguerpart
of theology in his interdisciplinary engagement to set the bounds of possibility in
doctrinal formulation and thus allows those disciplines to have formative influertbe on
content of his theology. He fails to heed Oliphint’'s warning against ilegigly

applying philosophical principles to theology. Indeed, he “allow[s] those affonsajof
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philosophical principles] to rule out the plain truth of God’s Wdrd Shults lets the
emphasis on relationality drive him to deny any sense of a substance rastapicythe
incorporeality of God. He also allows his embrace of evolutionary theory to exclude
some of the biblical teachings related to Adam and Eve, death, sin, and Christology.

In sum, the turn to relationality provides the motivation for reform and is
methodologically determinative. Epistemology, ontology, and ethics formrtiatustl
outline of Shults’s theological proposals. In addition, Shults allows philosophidtal a
scientific disciplines to determine the bounds of biblical interpretation and tlyedkog
appears that philosophy and science have priority on almost every front of hisyheolog
This dissertation now turns to evaluate several of these aspects of Shults’s use of
philosophy to reveal that Shults allows philosophy too much authority in his theological
method.

The argument that Shults allow philosophy too much authority will be divided
into two parts. First, | show that Shults’s survey of the historical tranditbm
substance to relation in metaphysics does not provide an adequate basisdgrddieol
reform. Second, | address the philosophical conclusions that Shults derives from the
emphasis on relationality. These concepts are related to his proposedtramsiti
metaphysics and epistemology. Relative to metaphysics, Shults aggirest substance
metaphysics in favor of relational metaphysics. His argument fordmsition as well
as the resulting metaphysic will be evaluated and shown to lack solid reasons for
embracing a relational metaphysic. Concerning epistemology, Shultssday a

postfoundationalist epistemology that seeks to bring together foundationalism and

30liphint, Reasons for Faith33.
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nonfoundationalism in a reciprocal relationship. This attempt to reform episigyrin
light of the turn to relationality will be evaluated below, showing that Shultsifzes

nonfoundationalism over foundationalism.

Historical Argument for Relationality
In chapter 3, | showed that Shults lays out a clear and concise historical
progression from the birth of substance metaphysics in Greek philosophy, to its coming
of age in the modern period, to its degeneration and replacement with relationialiey i
modern thought. Further, Shults sees this new emphasis on relation as a call for
theologians to transform theology in order to keep in step with the turn to relayionalit
The importance of Shults’s historical argument cannot be overstated.
Weaknesses or flaws in this aspect of Shults’s argument threaten to underramednis
project. Wisse also sees Shults’s historical argument as vitally mpéothis program.
Regarding flaws in his historical argument, Wisse writes,
This is not merely of external relevance to historians of philosophy, but atiects
tenability of Shults’s project as a whole. Shults aims at reforming thealogic
anthropology because philosophy and science in late modernity had somethiing

to offer, even more specifically, something which theology up to the present was
unable to see on the basis of its internal resodfces.

The importance of this aspect of Shults’s argument is related to the ralelgtianality
plays in his theological reformation. As was shown above, relation is cenkial
project and the historical turn to relationality is his main argument for his emspia
relationality in theology. If there are problems with Shults’s foundatiém-eannot be

proven, for instance, that the turn to relationality should take priority and if the
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progression is not as clear and decisive as he makes it seem—then it canimoth&usta
edifice he attempts to build. To a great degree, Shults’s entire project depeinels on t

strength of his historical survey of the philosophical turn to relationality.

Why Relationality?

It might be helpful to discuss a preliminary issue related to Shults’s emphasis
on relationality before turning directly to Shults’s historical survey. Thetgureat hand
is why Shults chooses relationality as a focus instead of another theme. Tloe turn t
relationality is certainly not the only significant philosophical shift thes occurred.
Wisse similarly questions the logic behind Shults’s choice: “Whereas | docambtov
deny that relationality is an important issue in contemporary culture. ki ttigh our
culture, science, and society are at least as much dominated by suistaatid
individualism.™® A theme that also might vie for attention in theology is the turn to the
subject or another option, proposed by Ferré, is the dual biblical themes of Spirit and
love. Ferré’s is “a suggestive attempt to identify the opposite inadequasigisstdnce
and process and present the fulfilling capacity of Spirit and Love as catefgoroar

total framework of thought**

“Maarten Wisse, “Towards a Truly Relational Theoldgyrs Disputandi4 (2004), 1 [journal
on-line], accessed 15 October 2004; available fintiyt//www.arsdisputandi.org/publish/articles/O0016
article.pdf; Internet.

5Shults makes similar historical arguments in a é¢fer places. See F. LeRon Shults, “The
Philosophy of Time: The Turn to Futurity in Late Bern Philosophy,Studia Theologic&1 (2007): 47-
60; idem, “The Philosophical Turn to Alterity in @i$tology and Ethics,” irfChristology and Ethigsed. F.
LeRon Shults and Brent Waters (Grand Rapids: Eendn#2010), 179-211.

®Maarten Wisse, “Towards a Truly Relational Theolddy.

YNels F. S. Ferré, “Beyond Substance and Proc&sgdlogy Todag (July 1967): 161.
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In his published writings, Shults fails to articulate why he chooses to éocus
relation instead of another major philosophical idea. Shults briefly lists sone of
reasons for his interest in relationality in a blog post. First, Shultdlsatysis interest in
relationality is because of the expansive nature of relationalityigeimée—it touches on
many theological and philosophical loci. Hints of this reason are seen in his canment
regarding why he felt compelled to expand his initial intention for this profgietilts
writes,

I'd originally intended to write a single book that would explore the implicatbbns

the turn to relationality in philosophy and science for both the Christian doctrine of
anthropology and the doctrine of God. . . . However these themes shape not only
each other but every Christian doctrine; as a result, | found myself pulled tdward t

implications of late modern relational categories for Christology, Prislogg,
soteriology, eschatology, and just about everything*&lse.

In philosophical thought, relation touches issues of order, nature, world, soul, gausalit
guantity, quality, good and evil, beauty, and space and time to name a few. Shults
mentions a parallel turn in science and psychology and mathematics and lagind,Se
he says his interest in relationality is related to the role it plays ireimding the

subjective categories of thought: “My interest [in relationalityjges | realized not only
the expansiveness of the subject, but also the depth of the way in which is affects our
subjectivity itself.*® He goes on to explain that he is referring to the way in which “our
categorizing itself is already con-figured by the way in which we ‘holdmn’

relationality.”™ Third, Shults says that relationality offers a way of resolving thembgi

8¢, LeRon ShultsReforming Theological Anthropolog@rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), xii.

¥ eRon Shults, “Questions on RelationalitygRon Shults Typepahfiay 18, 2008 [on-line],
accessed 9 November, 2011; available from httpRéreshults.typepad.com/my_weblog/2008/05/
guestions-on-re.html; Internet.

Dpid.
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issues that have long-haunted theologians who embrace substance metdjmysics:
opinion, the turn to relationality opens up new opportunities for solving theological
conundrums that have plagued the western tradition for centuries, and this is cenainly
of the main reasons for my interest in4t."Fourth, Shults writes, “This is another reason
for my interest in relationality; it provided a way of embracing anduefng the
transformative resources of the mystical tradition without giving up on theatieal
rational argumentation in theolog$”In sum, Shults chooses to emphasize relationality
because it involves many realms of theology and philosophy, it is alreadycd part
individual's subjective construct, it provides pragmatic help in resolving theological
problems, and it makes room for using theological resources from a negladigdrtr
While each of these reasons might be a potential defense for his imtesdationality,
none of them provides an adequate explanation for why he chooses to emphasize
relationalityinstead ofother very important and expansive options. While it might be
conceded that relationality is an important theme to consider, Shults does not give
adequate justification for re-ordering theology around the theme of reldtiortdis is a

call to reform theology in light of the philosophical turn to relationality. At thg ve
least, one should expect a clear indication of why this theme should have werity

other viable alternatives.

“pid.

2bid.
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Brief, Facile, and Incomplete Arguments

Shults’s only sustained argument for the theme of relationality comes in th
form of an historical survey of the transition from substance metaphysielstional
metaphysics in philosophy. Unfortunately, his historical survey has soine séme
shortcomings as his treatment of Scripture—it is too brief, lacks adequateatepth
too incomplete to justify the conclusions he draws.

First, Shults’s historical survey is too brief. He even concedes the cursory
nature of his comments: “Any attempt to treat such a broad and complex issuegie a Si
chapter must inevitably be cursory.” He continues, “[M]y goal is a modestmne
identify and explain the importance of some of the key turning points in this hiétory.”

But Shults does not simply identify and explain key turning points. He paints atportra

of an evolutionary transition from substance to relation and then, based on this admittedly
cursory chapter, calls for a sweeping reformation of Christian theoldgy

acknowledges, “The purpose of this chapter is to outline the historical development of the

category of ‘relation’ in some major philosophers from ancient Greece togbenpin

order to set the stage for the reconstructive work of the following chaptethe

massive nature of his proposed reformation does not match the modest foundation that he
lays in this chapter. This light foundation will not support the weight of the monolithic

call to reform anthropology, theology proper, Christology, Pneumatology, sotgriol

eschatology, and just about every other Christian doctrine.

#shults,Reforming Theological Anthropology2. Shults discusses the turn to relationatity i
other places, but every other treatment is an afdtesl form of his argument in chap. 1Réforming
Theological Anthropology

1bid., 11.
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Second, Shults’s historical survey lacks depth. Wisse critiques the depth of
Shults’s proposed historical development of relationality. He concludes that’Shult
discussion on tracing the turn to relationality “is too superficial to ‘prhisetase,
namely that something like an ‘evolutionary’ history of relationality could hien
without a considerable amount of wishful thinkirfg.’Shults’s wishful thinking includes
the picture of a clear progression from Aristotle to contemporary culetrbeyneglects
some important early thinkers who emphasize relation before the “turn toméelatiheir
exclusion will be addressed below, but the point here is that it appears that the evolution
of the emphasis on relationality is not as straightforward as Shults presents i
Also related to Shults’s facile treatment is his failure to address some ver
important issues associated with relation. First, Shults fails tiéycldrat he means by
relationality. Vanhoozer points out the problematic nature of a vague refesence t
relation:
The termrelationis by itself not very illuminating, for there are many kinds of
relations (e.g., logical, temporal, spatial). Much of Aquinas’s theology isieduc
in terms of causal relations, yet even here there are different tygesr(aterial,
formal, efficient, and final). None of these impersonal causal relationsgigure
prominently in relational theism, however, where the preferred terms pertain to
personal and interpersonal. Yet even here there are many speciesafstalas:
sexual, political, geographical, historical, and so forth, not to mention specific

interpersonal relationships such as husband-wife, master-slave, fiiedi-friend-
enemy, enemy-enemy, etc.

Kenotic-perichoretic theism focuses loning relations that are mutual,
reciprocal, and inclusive. Yet the latter qualifiers are hardly adeqoateatred
can be mutual, reciprocal, and inclusive as Well.

HWisse, “Towards a Truly Relational Theology,” 10.

#Kevin J. VanhoozeiRemythologizing Theology: Divine Action, Passiarg Authorship
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 144-4n Remythologizing Theologyanhoozer
discusses the recent proposal of those who emhreslational metaphysic. Specifically, he discasse
what he calls “the new kenotic-perichoretic relatibontotheology,” ibid., 139-177. This positidosely
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Shults consistently emphasizes reciprocal relationality, but never disteg between
differing categories of relation. This raises a serious issuediagaxhether or not he
equivocates in his use of the term “relationality.” Does he mean the kergevhen he
uses relational reciprocity in his discussion of foundationalism and nonfoundatonali
and when he posits relation as the new key concept in metaphysics? Is iregriferr
similar relations when he discusses relationality as the central theimee Trinity?
Clarity demands that he distinguish between rational relations, relateoncagological
category, and interpersonal relationships. Shults fails to make these idisimcthis
terse discussion.

Shults also neglects several important philosophical issues related to
relationality. For instance, though he mentions it, Shults fails to engage the debat
regarding whether the relations he is referring to are internakemal. This matter is
of a central importance to Shults’s pivotal thinker Hegel. Hegel argues titainslare
internal—contra Aristotle, Hume, and Kant. Allen summarizes Hegel’s thoaght a
follows, “Apart from its relations, a thing is not itself.” He continues, “[Bality . . .
things are relateihternally, that is, relations are part of a things identfty.But if,

contrary to Hegel’'s argument, relations only ekistweerrelated entities and not in the

parallels Shults’s thought in some significant wayghile Shults never indicates that he holds kerotic
view of God in the sense that God willingly limiteanself by creating, he does embrace, the peritioor
nature of the interpenetrating existence of theatoreand his creation. This truth becomes cldaetow as
| discuss the panentheistic tendencies of his wiktlie infinite nature of God. Shults sees fiméality as
existing within God'’s infinity. The perichoreti@ture of Shults’s thought can be seen in his caraepf
divine infinity as an all-embracing intensive pnese. Note that | use the terms “kenotic” and
“perichoretic” in the same manner as Vanhoozerrandn the classical sense in which the term “kigfiot
refers to Christology and “perichoretic” to the ttow of the Trinity. There is also an obvious and
significant parallel in the emphasis on relatiéithere the parallels occur, Vanhoozer’'s work proside
helpful resource for evaluating Shults’s program.

?Diogenes AllenPhilosophy for Understanding Theolo@youisville: John Knox, 1973), 224.
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referents themselves, then it is difficult to conceive of how they would cordtitit
basis for existence that Shults’s proposed relational ontology seems to s\@jipest
issues that Shults skirts include the distinction between real and logatednsland a
clear explanation of relational ontology. “I would like to see Shults’s thoughtajetaed
concept of relationality,” Wisse opines. “In spite of the interesting homtards a
relational ontology put forward, Shults does not make clear what a relational ontology
exactly means, how philosophy and science contributed to its development, and finally,
why and how theology should take up this ontology.”

Third, Shults fails to address sources or arguments that undermine his position.
As mentioned before, he fails to include those who emphasized relationatitg tef
proposed turn to relationality. Wisse offered Augustine as an example of sonfemne w
emphasized relationality in theology prior to the turn to relationality. Shkétwise
neglected Aquinas who greatly emphasizes relationality in the TriAguinas writes,
“Relation in God is not an accident in a subject, but is the divine essence itself; and so i
is subsistent, for the divine essence is subsisférfedr Aquinas, relation is linked to
substance, at least in the doctrine of God. Shults’s response regarding why hedheglec
Augustine and Aquinas in this context is telling: “[I] did not deal with them in this
context because, for the most part, their reliance on substance, and the piobigofat
relation, is the background upon which, or against which the recovery of relationality in

western theology has occurredl.”In other words, he does not treat them in this context

Bisse, “Towards a Truly Relational Theology,” 29.
Bpadler, The Great Books of the Western WoHA86.

3Shults, “Questions on Relationality.”
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precisely because it would undermine his argument. How can Shults establish a
transition to an emphasis on relationality when the very thinkers he says emphasiz
substance also emphasize relation?

Shults further fails to address any of the arguments of the defenders of a
substance metaphysic. He simply highlights the shift in emphasis withoutgieéh
the arguments motivating the shift or arguments that might support theartehti
substance metaphysics. Some of the arguments for something akin to a substance
metaphysic will be discussed below when evaluating Shults’s relatiomddgynt For
now, it is enough to show that Shults’s historical treatment neglects impogantaes.
In spite of the brief, facile, and incomplete survey of the turn to relation, Shults

promulgates this turn as evidence for the need to reform.

Deriving “Ought” from “Is”

Shults leaps from the proposed reality of an increased emphasis on retgtionali
to a demand for theology to be transformed in light of the turn. He concludes the chapte
that surveys the historical turn to relationality with a discussion of the thanlsgiual
responsibilityfor the turn as well their responsibility the turn. This aspect of Shults’s
argument was described in more detail in chapter 3 where | argue tbabphy is
motivationally foundational for Shults’s theologi¢al Though the details of the
argument are important, the issue at hand concerns the broader form of Shults’s
argument. Shults moves imperceptibly from descriptive statements ofsitha in

philosophy to what should or ought to be done in theology. This is an example of the

31See “The Responsibility of Theology” on pp. 119&t®ve.
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“fallacy of is-to-ought.” Regarding the dichotomy between “is” and “ougtatements,
Angeles argues,

Statements containing the vestare related to descriptive or factual claims and are
of a different order from those containing the veudghtor should which are

related to judgments, evaluations, or commands. It is impossible (logically,
formally, conceptually) to derive aughtor shouldstatement from ais (factual)
statement, a normative statement from a statement of facts; it is iblpdednave a
valid deductive argument in which the premises state descriptions and the
conclusion states prescriptions or imperatifes.

David Hume famously observes this fallacy in ethics:

In every system of morality, which | have hitherto met with, | have away
remark’d, that the author proceeds for some time in the ordinary way of reasoning,
and establishes the being of a God, or makes observations concerning human
affairs; when [all] of a sudden | an surpriz’d to find, that instead of the usual
copulations of propositionss, andis not | meet with no proposition that is not
connected with anught or anought not This change is imperceptible; but is,
however, of the last consequence. For asoilnght or ought not expresses some
new relation or affirmation, 'tis necessary that it should be observ'd and explain’
and at the same time that a reason should be given, for what seems altogether
inconceivable, how this new relation can be deduced from the others, which are
entirely different from if>

Shults’s argument follows the “is-to-ought” pattern exactly. His histbsurvey
consists of “descriptive” or “factual” statements while the conclusion lileat tis a
demand for theology to respond to the turn involves “judgments,” “evaluations,” and

implicit “commands.” Surprisingly, Shults falters in his argument at the matiget of

¥peter A. AngelesHarperCollins Dictionary of Philosophy?™ ed. (New York:
HarperPerennial, 1992), 150-51.

#David Hume A Treatise of Human Natured. David Fate Norton and Mary J. Norton (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2007), 302. Foedauttal of the “Is/Ought Dichotomy,” see Max Black,
“The Gap Between ‘Is’ and ‘Should,The Philosophical Revie#3 (April 1964): 165-81 and John R.
Searle, “How to Derive an ‘Ought’ from ‘Is,The Philosophical Revie®#3 (January 1964): 43-58. Neither
rebuttal is convincing in light of the fact thatcbaexample used to prove their case has an “ougitht2r
implicitly of explicitly included in the premised their arguments. In their examples, they mowenfian
“ought” combined with an “is” statement to an “otigstatement. This is not the type of argument the
fallacy of is-to-ought addresses.
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his program. The reality of a turn established by a superficial histetioainary does
not constitute the demand for the reformation of traditional theological concepts.

This fallacy is probably a partial result of the brief, facile, and incomplet
nature of his treatment discussed above. Had Shults spent more space offexing mor
substantive argument for relationality, he might have avoided this falldeyxould have
easily evaded this fallacy by including some basic arguments faonelbty over
substance as he walks through his survey. In this context, Shults never defends the ide
that the turn to relationality is a corrective to perceived problems with suestanc
metaphysics. Even outside of this context, he fails to articulate subssagtiaients for
why relation should be preferred over substance. Recall that the reasons Sésiltsrgi
his choice of relationality are pragmatic—it touches multiple disciplinessiibjectively
relevant, it is useful in solving conundrums, and it opens space for utilizing mystic
theologians. His main arguments for the use of relationality are the ¢astact of the
turn and the usefulness of the concept. These arguments are not substantial enough to
ground the changes for which he calls. He consistently fails to make the ¢dbke tha
turn to relationality is a turn in the right direction.

In short, Shults discusses the turn to a relational ontology and assumes its
validity without critique or argument for acceptance of the theory. It isnoatgh, for
Shults, to simply point to thinkers who are making claims regarding radicatpphical
shifts and then assume the case has been made that their thought should be followed.

Without supporting arguments, this assumption by Shults degenerates into amusgreg
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example of the “fallacy of an appeal to authority.” Shults simply as#esthistorical

turn in philosophy as evidence for the need for reformafion.

Metaphysics and Relationality

Shults’s embrace of the philosophical turn to relationality directly insphet
way he conceives metaphysics. In fact, the turn to relationalityaa@ptual revolution
within the field of metaphysics—a turn away from substance metaphgsieational
metaphysics. Relationality manifests itself in at least three imayBults’s metaphysics:
first, there is the issue of personhood and relational ontology; second, relationality
impacts the way Shults conceives the God-world relation, resulting in wharappéa
panentheism; and third, this relational ontology impacts Shults’s rejection of
anthropological dualism. Each of these three areas will be summarized anteevalua
below.

Embracing the philosophical turn to relationality entails a rejection of
substance metaphysics. Shults’s embrace of relationality is basedsborigddi survey

rather than clearly-stated arguments for a relational metaphysrither, he fails to

*In light of Shults’s argument that there is a cleeed to reform theology, he tries to account
for some theologians’ resistance to reformatiohultS locates resistance to reformation in themneafl
incorrect presuppositions and apprehensive emotitmReforming Theological Anthropologlye asserts,
“Our resistance to reforming theological anthroggionay be due not simply to our desire to protect a
particular biblical interpretation of the humanatrge in relation to God, but to a deeper feaetiiig go
of hidden philosophical and scientific presupposisi that constrain those reading Scripture” (Shults
Reforming Theological Anthropolog9). He is more pointed iReforming the Doctrine of Gotlt is our
fear or love of other things that keeps us froromeed theology. We fear cognitive dissonancedee |
the safety of psychological inertia) and so westagiconstruction of cherished formulations of doet
We love the affirmation of those with ecclesial mo\or fear their political retribution) and so e
tempted to maintain the theological status quo’'u{&hReforming the Doctrine of Gdérand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2005], 3). While he leaves room fompihesibility that resistance to reformation mightdoe
to the conviction that a doctrine is in line witbripture, his emphasis is on the more negative
motivations—fear and philosophical and scientifiequppositions. Ironically, Shults never recogsittet
his presuppositions are affecting his desire tangha
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provide a lucid treatment of relational metaphysics. Instead, he singpigsafor a
rejection of a substance metaphysic and hints at a relational ontologye Mewise
notes Shults’s referral to a nebulous relational ontology and wishes Shults would
extrapolate on this idea: “In spite of the interesting hints towards a relatiotology put
forward, Shults does not make clear what a relational ontology exactly means, how
philosophy and science contributed to its development, and finally, why and how
theology should take up this ontology.”

Though Shults does not give a detailed summary of relational metaphysics,
what he proposes is clearly a relational metaphysic. First, Shultsrigbta# his distain
for substance metaphysics. Shults is consistent in his assertion thatdbetsoalated
to substance metaphysics causes intractable problems for theology and phildésephy.
proposes problems related to substance metaphysics in theological anthropology
specifically in the doctrines of the nature of man, sin, and the image ofGnd.
theology proper, Shults discusses how substance metaphysics becomes pooinl¢neat
areas of God’s immaterial nature, the concept of God as a single subjecuasd iss
related to God as first cause. He relates these problems to the doctdiveseoifinity,
the Trinity, and eschatological ontolody.

The rejection of substance for relationality in the realm of metaphysidsaits
“the philosophical turn to relationality” is all about. Shults characterizetmthe“The

novelty is a new emphasis on the insertion of the category of relation into the heart of

*Wisse, “Towards a Truly Relational Theology,” 29.

%shults,Reforming Theological Anthropology63-242.
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metaphysical discourse. After the turn to relationality, the concepts @f kegihand
being in relation are thought together in a fresh wayThus, relation is moved to the
center of metaphysics and “being real” and “being in relation” are broogéther. His
entire historical survey of the turn to relationality points toward the replkceof
substance metaphysics with relational metaphysics. Shults arguesti#tdrtime of
Aristotle the concept of “substance” prominently ruled the realm of metashyShults
further argues that there has been a progressive insurrection in whtamedity
unseated substance from its throne. Now, in Shults’s estimation, it is relatichttiea
key concept in metaphysics. The following thematic elements of Shults&xiproj

illustrate that Shults rejects substance metaphysics for a morenalane.

Relationality and Personhood

One place where the implications of the metaphysical turn to relatioasdity
clearly seen is in the realm of personhood. Shults says relationality is “essorse
constitutive of the persor’” This is characteristic of the relational theists. “In the new
relational ontology, however, the older metaphysical claim ‘to be is to be a subk&sice
been replaced: ‘to be is to be in relation.’ . . . In short: ‘relation’ is the new ‘substenc
concerns ontological priority’® This statement echoes Shults’s proposal that the

category of relation has now been placed at the heart of metaptysics.

3'Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Gpd5-201.

#3hults,Reforming Theological Anthropolog¥?2.

39Shults, “The Philosophical Turn to RelationalitydaResponsibility of Practical Theology,”
in Redemptive Transformation in Practical Theologysd&s in Honor of James E. Loder,, &d. Dana R.

Wright and John D. Kuentzel (Grand Rapids: Eerdmade4), 343.

“%anhoozerRemythologizing Theologg41.
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There are problems with seeing a person as constituted by relation. First,
speaking about relation without a referent is nonsensical. Relation presupposes
something to which that relation refers. Imagine trying to speak of a cemelation
without referring to what was related. In order for relation to occur, tles¢o be some
entity, some “thing” to be related. Shults may want to eschew substance astthk c
motif in metaphysics, but the truth remains that relation must be predicatedeof som
reality otherwise it is meaningless. He may be right to see relbityoama pervasive
reality, but relationality cannot stand alone. Hart writes, “Relatipnsheverywhere but
has no separate being. Everywhere, relationships have the characternyf reédiiies.
Without those elements between or among which relations exist, there would be no
relations.*? It is difficult to conceive how something might be defined by relation apart
from defining the entities that make up the relationship. If what it medms & person
“is nothing but relation all the way down,” then that leaves nothing to be réfatf.
human persons, Vanhoozer writes, “We can enter into relations only because we are
already something substantial as perséhs.”

Vanhoozer also notes some troubling implications for viewing human
personhood as defined solely by relation: “With regard to human beings, sexkoata

point out the egregious consequences of equating personhood with relationalitjriswil

“Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropolog¥?2.

*’Hendrick HartUnderstanding Our World: An Integral Ontologlyanham, MD: University
Press of America, 1984), 209-10. As quoted in \dazler Remythologizing Theolog$42.

“*3yanhoozerRemythologizing Theologg18.
*4Joseph Torchig&Exploring Personhood: An Introduction to the Phdpsy of Human Nature

(Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2008), 249. Asioted in VanhoozeRemythologizing Theology
143.
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undermine the personhood of people who cannot form relationships, cannot sustain
healthy relationships, or who are not valued in their relationshi3sSHults fails to
address any of these questions.

Vanhoozer speaks similarly of the concept of God: “[R]elationality along doe
not exhaust what we want to say either about God’s being or about God’s triune
personhood®® When speaking of the Trinity, Vanhoozer says that traditional theology is
unsatisfied with the either/or dichotomy regarding the substance/relation issue:

To return to the question at hand: are Father, Son, and Spirit proper personal names
or names of relations? The traditional theistic answéoiht ‘Substance’ and

‘relation’ are two aspects of, or perspectives on, God’s triune being, as ame"nat

and ‘person.” God’s being must be described in terms of a unified nature and in
terms of interpersonal relations. . . . We must speak about God in two ways in order

to discern both aspects, that is, what is common to all three persons (substance) and
what is peculiar to each (a distinct relatidh).

As Vanhoozer concludes his argument regarding the misstep of conceiving persons i
strictly relational terms, he notes that relational theism has otiveficant implications:
“The main problem with the new relational ontology is not its forgetting of theignes

of being, but its forgetting of the Creator-creature distinctf§nl’how turn to this

problem in Shults’s work.

“Ibid., 142.
“anhoozerRemythologizing Theologg43.
“bid., 145-46.

“BIbid., 149.
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Panentheistic Tendencies

Another result of Shults’s embrace of relationality is a transformatioreof th
traditional view of the God-world relation. He rejects the belief that Gad immaterial
substance and proposes instead that God be conceived as an all-encompassing divine
presencé’ The idea of God as an all-encompassing presence rather than an iaimater
substance relating to a distinct entity leads to panentheism. As Vanhansr $hults
blurs the line between the Creator and creature.

In the development of his view of the infinite God, Shults alludes to the early
theologians. He writes that they conceived of an “Infinity that is quakdgtdistinct
from the finite,yet encompasses, permeates draws the finite into existenc®.”
Regarding the patristic fathers, Shults comments, “Here limitled#(iy) is understood
not simply as a lack of limit, or indefinite extension, but as a metaphysatiy rehose
‘immensity’ embraces all thing&®* He traces this theme through several other
theologians and embraces it as his own: “Through the Spirit of Christ idis kmawn
that divine Infinity is not simply beyond the finite but comprehends the firfite.”
Elsewhere, he writesGod’s being embraces all thifga and “God’s intensively infinite

Eternity embraces the whole of creatigh.For Shults, in spite of his insistence that God

*9Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of God5-40.
*bid., 99, emphasis added.

*!ibid., 100.

*bid., 177.

*bid., 265, emphasis original.

*bid., 272.
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is distinct from the creation, he demonstrates a panentheistic trend tesangl the
world—the finite—as encompassed by God—the infinite.
Craig labels Shults as a pantheist in spite of Shults’s protests to the contrary
Craig’s label, however, misses the mark in light of the fact that Shulésniberiew God
and the world as equivalent. Rather, it is more accurate to identify Shults’sipasiti
parerthiestic because, in Shults’s thought, the finite world is included as a part &f God’
infinite reality. In spite of Craig’s failure to recognize this disimettbetween pantheism
and panentheism, his critique of Shults still bears weight because panentioeishstill
fall within the realm of the monism with which Craig charges Shults. Craigesphat
“some contemporary theologians seem to think that this affirmation (God is infinite
stands in tension with the Christian belief in the reality of a finite worlthdidrom
God. The theologians exhibit an unsettling tendency toward monism—the view that
reality is one, namely God, and hence toward panthei¥m.”
In this regard, Shults’s embrace of an Anselmian notion of God as the greatest
conceivable being is telling:
Anselm begins with the idea of “that than which nothing greater can be thought”
(IN. And God is also the absolute good, through whom all things exist (V) and in
whom all things are contained (XIX), so also that than which nothing better can be
thought. God and “all things” cannot be placed into an equa@oe does not
achieve a greater sum by adding the world to God. If the world added greatness (or
goodness), then God would not be “that than which nothing greater can be

thought,” for then something greater (or better) than God could indeed be thought:
mainly in God and the world together (as a new “wholeThe idea of a truly

*The last phrase reveals where Craig goes wronigidéssification of Shults. He fails to
distinguish among different forms of monism. Q&kence here is the distinction between pantheism—i
which the world and God are equivalent—and panésire-in which the world is included as a part of the
one divine reality. Shults’s proposal tends tol#tter rather than the former. See William Lanaig,
“Pantheists in Spite of Themselves: God and InfimitContemporary Theology,” iRor Faith and
Clarity: Philosophical Contributions to Christianh€ology ed. James K. Beilby (Grand Rapids: Baker
Academic, 2006), 135.
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infinite reality, that idoeyond the creaturely distinctiai existence and goodness,
precisely as their origin, helps Anselm make sense of his religious exqesfie

Craig summarizes Shults’s argument:
(S1) God is the greatest conceivable being.

(S2) If God were an entity distinct from the world, then God and the world would be
part of a greater whole.

(S3) If God and the world were parts of a greater whole, then there would be
something greater than God.

(S4) If there is something greater than God, then God would not be the greatest
conceivable being.

(S5) Therefore there is nothing greater than God. (S1, S4)
(S6) Therefore God and the world are not parts of a greater whole. (S3, S5)
(S7) Therefore God is not an entity distinct from the world. (S2°'S6)

Craig observes that, “[ijn Shults’s view, if God were an entity distinct fleemwiorld,

then God would be just a part of a greater reality comprised of God and the world and
thus be limited by the world?® Since this concept is unacceptable according to Shults’s
Anselmian construct, however, the world cannot be a distinct entity and thus an apparent
monism results. Craig concludes, “Thus God, as the greatest conceivablalbeihg,

infinite being, must encompass all there’SNonism is the logical conclusion of

Shults’s position and panentheism appears to be Shults’s particular brand of this

theological poison.

**Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of God04.
*'Craig, “Pantheists in Spite of Themselves,” 142.
pid., 141.

bid., 142
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But Shults appeals to a relational concept of infinity in an attempt to avoid the
implication of pantheism: “Maintaining the true infinity of the Creator Iatren to
creation can help us avoid either a deistic separation or a pantheistic fusion of God’s
presence and God’s creativif§’”Here, Shults’s denial of substance dualism comes into
play. He asks, “Can we emphasize divine infinity in a way that challenbstaace
dualism without falling into the opposite extreme of monisthMis answer is yes. He
optimistically asserts, “The philosophical turn to relationality provides tiggalith the
opportunity to liberate the idea of infinity from its entrapment within substance
metaphysics, which tries to force a choice between dualism (two sulstandanonism
(one substancef? His denial that God is an immaterial substance distinct from the
material world allows Shults to avoid the dualism he so abhors. He also saysdéegrovi
conceptual space to posit a relationality that avoids the trouble of God being onegpart of
larger God-plus-world reality. The beings related are defined by &hairon rather than
by substances that are distinct from one another. In the relational turn, the @bt
becomes the reality in which all other finite things exist. This idea prompesripkasis
on the biblical theme of divine presence. God embraces and contains all of reality.
Unfortunately, in spite of Shults’s assertion that relationality helps him avotgiam,
this proposal does nothing to alleviate the charge of monism in the form of panentheism
Consider Shults’s question again, “Can we emphasize divine infinity in a way

that challenges substance dualism without falling into the opposite extreme shfabni

9Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Gpa92.
®pid., 131.

%2bid., 130.
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The answer appears to be no—at least not with Shults’s préposathile a full defense
of substance metaphysics is beyond the scope of this paper, Shults’s rejectraises$ it
several concerns. Craig denies that Shults really rejects a substtapéysic because
“such a recourse would appear absurd, since relations obtain between sub&tanbés.”
is especially significant because relationality is at the heatfs3s response and his
entire project of reforming theology. In spite of Craig’s belief that Skndtdd not deny
substance metaphysics because it would be absurd, that is exactly wbashe
Unfortunately, the serious issues raised by the denial of a substance mettaphys
relationality are passed over by Shults.

Shults’s denial of God as an immaterial substance leads to a further absurdity.
Speaking of the dilemma of S2, Craig observes, “Shults could avoid this conclusion by
holding that there is no such entityg such substancas God. But this would be to
affirm that there is no God, which Shults does not seem to want {3 dHtiile it is true
that Shults does not deny God’s existence, he does deny that the term “substance” is
applicable to God. He states clearly, “Thach of YHWH is not a ‘substance’ but the
self disclosing ‘presence’ of God through which embodied creaturelg Igvén and
196

called to renewal™ Craig appears to want to give Shults the benefit of the doubt but, in

reality, Shults’s logic borders on incoherefite.

*Ibid., 131.
®Craig, “Pantheists in Spite of Themselves,” 149.

®bid., 149. S2is “If God were an entity distiriim the world, then God and the world
would be part of a greater whole.” idem, 142.

5Shults,Reforming the Doctrine of Go@89.

®"Another issue arises when one considers Shults&ated emphasis on the importance of
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If Shults is only denying thenmaterialnature of the divine substance and not
the existence of substanger se then it follows that God is present as material
substance. But this option still leads to the problem of monism as Taliafakes clear:
“If God is a material being and omnipresent, then it seems to follow that there is
material being other than God. Such a conclusion runs up against a fundamental
monotheistic claim that not everything that exists is G8dShults’s proposal of a
nebulous intensive infinity or all-embracing presence fails to plug thegapies in his

theological proposal as it devolves into panentheism.

Rejection of Anthropological Dualism

Another entailment of Shults’s embrace of relationality and the consequent
rejection of substance metaphysics is a rejection of anthropologicalndudltss is
closely related to the issue of the relational definition of personhood didalssee, but
it bears enough distinction to warrant a separate treatment. He a43eetin large part
to the philosophical turn to relationality, substance dualism and the faculty psychology
are no longer plausible options in contemporary anthropological sci&h&hilts says
elsewhere that “most contemporary philosophical and scientific discussionsibagd

beyond the focus on substance and abstract faculties to explore more holistic and

divine presence. With the denial of substance&indts’s affirmation of the intensive infinite pesxe,
several questions arise: Who or what is preseheife is no substance? Is there a “who” or “whatbe
present without a substance? Without a substanice present, presence seems inconceivable.

®Charles Taliaferro, “Incorporeality,” iA Companion to Philosophy of Religiced. Philip L.
Quinn, Charles Taliaferro (Malden, MA: BlackwelR99), 272.

9Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropology66.
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dynamic models of human natur®."He willingly jettisons anthropological dualism, but
he also does not want to fall into anthropological monism. Instead, he utilizes
relationality as a means of resolving the mind/body problem: “Many dwosstructive
proposals for dealing with the mind/body problem involve more rigorous reflection on
the dynamic relationality itself rather than trying to conceptualizedh#ination of two

substances’®

Shults’s Internal Inconsistencies

Shults’s proposed relational solution to the mind/body problem raises some of
the same issues that were raised regarding the relational definitiorsonipeod. As
argued above, the very idea of relation assumes some thing being relatethér a
thing—in this case the mind and the body. In fact, one could argue that relationality
cannot be conceived independent of the entities between which the relationed posit
even if that entity may be conceptual rather than real. Shults fails to gieteany
indication of how this emphasis on the dynamic relationality that obtains rethee
mind and the body does not involve some form of dualism.

Shults is inconsistent in his denial of dualism in other statements as well.
While Shults clearly denies dualism, he makes a statement about hope regarding the
afterlife, which entails a form of dualism. He writes, “If we undedt@hilippians 1:23
in light of the rest of the biblical witness, we see that it does not demand substance

dualism but simply expresses the anticipation of being ‘with Christ’ akesttictural

pid., 174.

bid., 182-83.
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dissolution of the biological organism we call a ‘bod%."In this statement, he clearly
speaks of two disparate realities within a single person—*“the biallogiganism we call
a ‘body’” that will die and something distinct from the body that will suevileath and
be present with Christ. In fact, Shults’s statements here and elsewberéosimply that
it is the person who will be present with Christ. When he discusses eternabralvat
writes that “the origin, condition, and goal of salvation is essentiallyoakit(the
eternal knowing and being-known of the Father, Son, and Holy Spiti#ié goes on to
suggest that “the eternal life into which humans are called involves an fictien of
creaturely sharing in this knowledg€."This intensified relationship and sharing in
knowledge implies that some sort of conscious entity existing “after theusalc
dissolution of the biological organism we call a ‘bod$."This idea is a form of
dualism’®

A further inconsistency is found in Shults’s brief discussion of theologians
who continue to hold to anthropological dualism. The hope of postmortem existence is
the reason he says theologians continue to champion substance dualism: “Thgologia

who still cling to anthropological dualism appear to be motivated primarilgdgesire

Ibid., 186.

3Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropology88.

“Ibid.

"Ibid., 186.

*There is another possible reading of Shults’s conmsieThey could be read as referring to
an immediate resurrection. In the context of ssussion of Phil 1:23, he does say that “[t]hdibith
emphasis is on the resurrection of the whole pe'ténn he does not indicate in any way that he $kiss
resurrection as immediate. In light of the noatune of this view, one would expect that he waukike

it clear if this was what he was trying to commuatéc See ShultReforming Theological Anthropology
186.
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to maintain belief in the survival of the person after de&thde goes on to claim that
“the biblical material does not demand the existence of an immortal soul sefpamat
mortal body.”® This concept of the survival of one’s soul separate from one’s mortal
body, which Shults eschews, is strikingly similar to his concept of the persamg“bei
‘with Christ’ after the dissolution of the biological organism we call a ‘bod.He
leaves unanswered the question of what is with Christ that is separatéérphysical

body.

Biblical Evidence

In his discussion of theologians who continue to embrace dualism, Shults

mentions John Cooper. Cooper admits,

The basic reason why most thinkers during the Christian centuries of our
history have embraced dualistic anthropology is probably less philosophical than
religious and theological. They believed that the human soul or self canpaxist a
from physical organisms, not primarily because of proofs of the soul’s immgrtal
but because the church taught this as biblical doctrine. Death temporarilyesparat
the soul and body until their reunification at the final resurre&fion.

Note that the thinkers Cooper mentions place a priority on the biblical witness over
philosophy in their method. Their belief in anthropological dualism is derived frem t

church’s teaching of biblical doctrine rather than conforming interpretatibthe Bible

to philosophy. Cooper attempts to do the same, making “a case for the claim bestthe

""Shults,Reforming Theological Anthropology84.

"bid., 186.

“Ibid.

8J0hn Cooper, “Biblical Anthropology and the BodyuSBroblem,” inSoul, Body, and
Survival: Essays on Metaphysics of Human PersetisKevin Corcoran (Ilthaca, NY: Cornell Univeysit
Press, 2001), 218. Recall that Shults portraysléiggans developing their anthropology based oir the

belief in the continued existence in the afterdifea negative feature. Cooper reverses this paltaad
proposes that biblical doctrine should be detertivador one’s anthropology.
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reading of Scripture still yields the teaching that human persons continustto exi
probably consciously, between death and the final resurrection.” He continues, “The
doctrine in turn entails that humans are so constituted that they can exist tdynpora
without physical organism$® At the end of his discussion, he comments, “[A]ll

Christian philosophers confess the authority and truth of Scripture, desiring their
philosophical theories of human nature to be in harmony with it. In one way or another,
biblical anthropology is normative for all Christian philosoph&fsCooper’s intention is

to allow his biblical interpretation to form his theological anthropology. Higkwalk

serve as a guide to the biblical evidence for anthropological du#lism.

Old Testament

Cooper briefly discusses biblical terms used in the Old Testament and then
concludes, “The cumulative picture that emerges is not Platonic dualism.r Ratlan
example of the undifferentiated psychosomatic anthropology common to the ancient Near
East and among tribal peoples worldwide—nholistic in the sense that the mental and the
physical are viewed as integrated and interdependénté says that this Old Testament
picture of anthropology is closer to Aristotelian hylomorphism than Platonic oflis

Cooper argues that there are two indicators in the Old Testament that #ns tioés not

#1pid., 219.

#lbid., 227.

8For a more thorough treatment of the topic from @opsee John W. Coop@&vody, Soul
and Life Everlasting: Biblical Anthropology and tMonism-Dualism DebatéGrand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1989).

8Cooper, “Biblical Anthropology and the Body-SoubBtem,” 220.

®Ibid.
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degenerate into monism—the dual composition of man seen in the creation account and
human survival after death. Regarding the second indicator, he observes th&ildh the
Testament, “[d]eath is not the end of existence. It is rather the entrancerafivaual

as a ghost—an ethereal quasi-bodily being, not a Platonic soul or Cartesian mmd—int
the dreary and lethargic, if not soporic, existence of the underv@iréh) Abaddon or

in the Septuagintiades”®®

Cooper concludes that the Old Testament conception of
anthropology could be characterized as “holistic with respect to life” arstijyéa

nonphilosophical form of dualistic anthropolod.”

Intertestamental Judaism

Intertestamental Judaism serves as a bridge between the Old Testament
teaching regarding anthropology and that of the New Testament. While the¢saahi
the intertestamental period are not recognized as authoritative for Chitr@ogy, they
help one understand the theological background of the life and ministry of Jesus and the
Apostles. Cooper argues that intertestamental Judaism regularlysutiez&reek
translations of the Hebrew termspheslt{“soul”) andruach(“spirit”) to refer to the
disembodied dead as they awaited resurrection. Cooper further notes that whiggeher
various views regarding the resurrection in Intertestamental Judaisthesd versions
of resurrection presuppose the dichotomy of the soul and body at &feabdgper

summarizes his argument:

bid.
8bid., 221.

Bbid., 222.

311



The point of this survey of the intertestamental accounts of the afterlife is t
provide background for understanding the New Testament. It is fairly well
established that the Pharisees and Rabbis, who debated with Jesus and educated
Paul, embraced the intermediate state-final resurrection eschaavidglge body-
soul distinction which comes with it. This is important in evaluating the
philosophical debates over the anthropological texts of the New Test&ment.

New Testament

Cooper begins his survey of the New Testament as follows: “The fact that
Judaism and the New Testament continue to use many Old Testament anthropological
terms and their meanings makes it difficult to settle the monism-dualisrtredsba
general word studies® Thus, instead of word studies determining the debate, the
conclusions must be based on broader discussions of the New Testament data.
Cooper recognizes three main positions regarding the interpretation of the New
Testament data regarding personal eschatology: (1) intermediatéirsthtresurrection,
(2) immediate resurrection, and (3) extinction-resurrection. Coopersnhakposition
clear:
| shall argue that the intermediate state is the only definitely exdtesisition.
First, it is consistent with every relevant text, whereas both the immediate
resurrection and extinction-resurrection views conflict with some.te&S#¢sond,
there is substantial positive evidence that the New Testament writeraoenalor
intermediate state, whereas there is no such evidence favoring eitheotfer
positions?*
Cooper argues that both the immediate resurrection and the extinction-

resurrection views have significant exegetical hurdles to overcome ingleéth the

8bid.

“bid. This is an interesting point in light of tfect that Shults’s biblical case for his position
is exclusively based on word studies. See ShRéfrming Theological Anthropology75-78.

*ICooper, “Biblical Anthropology and the Body-SoubBlem,” 223.
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New Testament evidence. Regarding the former, Cooper states, “The majomproble
with the immediate resurrection theory, then, is that it must explain a@apftisistent

New Testament witness that the resurrection is (sic) general evettwillioccur at the
return of Christ.®? These texts, which are problematic for the immediate resurrection
view, do not exclude the extinction-resurrection view, but the passages that could be read
to support the immediate resurrection view are problematic for the extinesarnction
view. Cooper comments further, “The extinction-resurrection theory founders on those
texts which imply the continuing existence of the d€&dThus, each of these views
contradicts portions of the New Testament. He then proposes that none of ttsese tex
conflict with the intermediate state-resurrection view. It is consistghttexts that teach

a future anticipated resurrection as well as passages that indicabatineation of
existence after death.

Cooper goes on to argue that not only does the intermediate state-resurrection
view not conflict with the biblical data, passages that indicate the rebitnze form of
dualism can be found. In Matthew 10:28, for example, Jesus makes a cleaindalistinct
between the body and soul: “Do not fear those who kill the body but cannot kill the soul.
Rather fear him who can destroy both soul and body in hell.” Notice that Jesus sdicate
that there is the possibility of the body being killed and the soul remainugg aiso,
note that Jesus refers to them as separate entities—he refers to theth.asThis

passage is an unambiguous reference to body/soul dualism.

“lbid., 223. See Luke 20:35; John 11:24; 2 Cor®14 Thess 4:16; 1 Cor 15:52; Rom 8;
Gal 3.

%Cooper, “Biblical Anthropology and the Body-SoubBlem,” 223. See Luke 16:19-31;
20:38; 23:43; 2 Cor 5:6-10; Phil 1:20-24; Rev &0;4-5; Rom 8:38-39.
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Jesus also indicates the separateness of body and spirit in Luke 24:36-43.
When the disciples encounter Jesus after his bodily resurrection they asssrae he
spirit. Jesus clarifies that he is physically resurrected rather tnalysa disembodied
spirit. Referring to his physical body, he says, “See my hands and my fedtjsha
myself. Touch me, and see.” He then goes on to clarify that this distinguishedmm fr
a spirit: “For a spirit does not have flesh and bones as you see | have.” He then added
further proof of his physicality by eating. In this passage, a cleassduadireferenced—
spirit/flesh and bone.

In 2 Corinthians 12:2-4, Paul references a vision in which the seer may have
been “in the body or out of the body.” Paul is uncertain. What is certain is that this
indicates Paul’s belief that it is possible for a person to be consciouslyaite gt of the
body. This text entails a dualistic anthropology. Another vision that indicates
anthropological dualism is found in Revelation 6:9 where the apostle John sees “the souls
of those who had been slain for the word of God and for the witness they had borne.”
These disembodied martyrs crying out for justice indicate an intermetidteof
conscious existence between physical death and the resurrection. Again, sowfe form
dualism is required for this to be possible.

Cooper sees Hebrews 12:23 as another reference to the Christian dead. He
sees these as “the spiriméumataof the just people made perfect.” They are
“presently in the Heavenly Jerusalem with God and the an§elGrithrie agrees: “This

phrase probably designates the godly who have already died, since the expsessi

% Cooper, “Biblical Anthropology and the Body-SoubBlem,” 225.
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common idiom used thus in Jewish apocalyptic The reference is to disembodied
saints who are present with the Lord prior to the resurrection.

Cooper goes on to discuss briefly the parable of the rich man and Lazarus in
Luke 16:19-31 as an indicator of the first century Jewish perspective on the insgemedi
state. He also discusses Jesus’ words to the thief on the cross (Luke 23:43), which
indicate that he thought they would be together in Paradise: “Jesus was editiet nor
raised immediately. He was temporally in Paradise in the realm of tH¢fea

Cooper then turns to the Pauline corpus. He admits that “there is no
knockdown proof for the intermediate state in Paul,” but he lists passages tluatt e
immediate resurrection and extinction-recreation vigwRegarding Paul’s witness, he
concludes, “Continuing existence between death and future resurrection is the jonly ma
option compatible with all theses texts. Interestingly, Paul’'s mode of sxpnetoes not
contrast the soul and body, but typically distinguishes himself and his body: ‘I'rend ‘t
body’ or ‘my body.”® Cooper further notes a biographical passage—Acts 23:6-9—that
confirms Paul’s belief in the intermediate state prior to resurrectibe aigned himself
with the view of the Pharisees against the Sadducees: “The evidence is obtigastie

Pharisees embraced a dualistic anthropology and affirmed the inteersdiat between

%George H. GuthrieHebrews The NIV Application Commentary (Grand Rapids: dervan,
1998), 421.

%Cooper, “Biblical Anthropology and the Body-SoubBlem,” 226.
"Ibid.

%bid.
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death and the resurrection at the Messiah’s contidt’appears, then, that the evidence
points to Paul believing in the intermediates state-resurrection view.

While Cooper allows for some variety regarding what type of dualism is
demanded by the biblical teaching on the intermediate state, he alss tegesbome
form of dualism is necessary. He concludes, “Since | am convinced that thalbiblic
doctrine remains normative and that Scripture teaches the intermediatelsttitye
Christian theories of the human constitution must be dualistic at least innbkigge
sense.*® In spite of Shults’s claims to the contrary, anthropological dualism is the most

consistent view with respect to the biblical witn&8s.

Epistemology and Relationality

A major weakness of Shults’s epistemological discussion is his treabient
foundationalism. The rejection of foundationalism is a starting place for Shults’s
program. Shults develops a mediating position that moves beyond foundationalism and,
according to him, does not fall into the relativism of nonfoundationalism. Unfortunately,
he has found himself criticized by both parties. Advocates of nonfoundationalism say
that Shults is too friendly with foundationalism. Franke critiques him for the as
according to Franke, employs Pannenberg’s method of reciprocity fgiryitogether

foundationalism and nonfoundationalism. Thus, Franke writes,

PIpid.
199pid., 228.
9% hile the biblical arguments for anthropologicaktism can stand alone, useful arguments

for dualism exist. For these arguments, see Mndetand CraigPhilosophical Foundations for A
Christian Worldview214-66.
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His willingness to accommodate the “positive intuitions” of foundationalism rander
his efforts and leaves his program vulnerable to some of the criticisms leveled
against modern theologies. . . . [T]he vestiges of modernism that remain will likely
continue to limit the appeal of Pannenberg’s work in the North American context,
and by extension, perhaps, that of Postfoundationalism as%vell.

Other scholars in the skirmish over epistemology say that Shults getsmstuck
the middle. They imply that Shults needs to choose sides. For example, Hawtgss wri
that Shults fails to move beyond the dichotomy between foundationalism and
nonfoundationalism. While, in his estimation, Shults appears to be too hard on
nonfoundationalists and too close to being a foundationalist, he says that he is stuck in the
middle without truly being able to resolve the issues between the waidlies)

The attempt to transcend the dichotomy between objectivism and relativism should
be welcomed, but Shults’ presentation of a postfoundationalist model of rationality
is the weakest portion oT he Postfoundationalist Task of Theolpg$hults’'s

purposes are frustrated by a lingering commitment to an acontextual objextd

a self-positioning rational subject [remnants of Foundationalism]. Even as Shults
criticizes objectiismand seeks to recognize the ineliminability of religious
commitments, he continues to argue for a form of reason that is warranted apart
from it relation to any social practices (p. 55) and for the development of
‘transcommunal and intersubjective explanations’ (p. 64). . . . Shults’s
Postfoundationalism does not actually overcome the dichotomy between
objectivism and relativism but only imprisons itself within a perpetual
undecidability'®®

From the foundationalist side, one could argue that Shults wrongly dismisses
foundationalism in general without adequately distinguishing the strengths and

weaknesses of its various forms. In this section, | argue that Shults adseihmes

19230hn R. Franke, review @he Postfoundationalist Task of Theology: WolffRahnenberg
and the New Theological Rationalityy F. LeRon Shultdnterpretation55 (April 2001): 214.

1%3alex Hawkins, review offhe Postfoundationalist Task of Theology: WolftRahnenberg
and the New Theological Rationalityy F. LeRon Shultdylodern Theologyl 6 (October 2000): 559.
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critiqued all foundationalist arguments when, in reality, he has only undermassicel

foundationalism.

“Foundationalism” vs. Classical Foundationalism

Shults lumps all forms of foundationalism together and then dismisses all
forms based critiques that apply almost exclusively to classical foundaionghults
defines foundationalism by the asymmetrical justifying relationshipd®at beliefs:
“[T]here are two types of belief: basic and non-basic. The former aregdstidin-
inferentially or immediately, while the latter are justified by refgial appeal to basic
beliefs.” He continues, “This allows us to include ‘Reformed’ epistemologygtsr the
heading of ‘foundationalist’ even if they do not accept the ‘classical’ aiteri
basicality of beliefs*** Surprisingly, he recognizes the category of classical
foundationalism, but he intentionally defines foundationalism in a way that isclude
modest and classical foundationalists under the same heading in order to dréique t
together. This would be legitimate if his critique was leveled at the congaturés of
foundationalism. The problem arises when Shults attacks all foundationalism based on
critiqgues of features that are exclusive to classical foundationalismt dlois
objections are of this type. Before turning to Shults’s critiques of foundatiomatis
helpful to get a clearer view of what Shults rejects. A brief description of
foundationalism in its classical and modest forms will be given followed bigf br
survey of Shults’s critiques of foundationalism to show that a modest form of

foundationalism avoids his critiques.

1% |eRon ShultsThe Postfoundationalist Task of Theology: WolffRahnenberg and the
New Theological RationalitgGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 47.
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Foundationalism

Foundationalism, broadly speaking, is the theory that beliefs are justified if
they are “properly basic” or derived from a properly basic b&lfefA properly basic
belief is one that, according to foundationalists, can reasonably be held without the
supporting evidence of another belief. They are immediately justifiedef8é&iat are
mediately justified or dependent on their relation to other beliefs for jusitificare
derived or non-basic beliefs. Thus, derived beliefs are built on the bedrock foundation of
basic beliefs.

At the heart of the foundationalist system is the belief that the relationship of
basic and derived beliefs is irreflexive and asymmetrical. Morelandsyfi relation is
irreflexive if cannot stand in that relation to itsélf® This statement means that a belief
cannot be based on itself because the relationship of basis is irreflexive. Basithe
and non-basic beliefs are also asymmetrically related. This meafsileef A is the
basis of belieB, then belieB cannot be the basis of belikf

Another aspect of foundationalism is that coherence plays an important role in
the justification of beliefs. In foundationalism, coherence is a negativetest f
justification. If a set of beliefs are incoherent, then one or more of theshsliebt
justified. Positively, if all of the beliefs in a set of beliefs are cohereaitt,adds weight

to the truth of the beliefs, although it does not provide complete justification.

1%This section is greatly indebted to Moreland andig;Philosophical Foundations for A
Christian Worldviewfor its content and structure.

1%Moreland and Craig?hilosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldvieid 4.
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While there are some basic characteristics that define foundationalism, one
need not think that it is a homogenous school of thought. There are several different
manifestations of this system. Triplett subdivides foundationalism into twdfeayent
varieties, but it is traditionally recognized that there are two majos type

foundationalism—classical foundationalism and modified foundationafism.

Classical Foundationalism

In classical foundationalism, there exist basic beliefs that arlébidga
incorrigible, self-evident, or indubitable. Moreland writes, “A belief igliiffle if it is
impossible in some sense for a person to hold the belief and be mistaken af$dut it.”
Incorrigible beliefs are those that are incapable of being correctetbomed. Self-
evident truths are readily apparent to everyone and require no proof or explarair
instance, 2+2=4 is a self-evident truth. A belief is indubitable if the belieflisthatit
cannot be doubted or no grounds for doubting it exist. A prime example of an
indubitable belief in the classical foundationalist’s system is Destadenviction that
he could not doubt that he was doubting, which led him to his famous proclamation,
“cogito ergo sum’®® For the classical foundationalist, these bedrock basic beliefs are

beyond question for any person thinking rightly—the foundation is firm.

% Timm Triplett, “Recent Work on Foundationalism,”American Philosophical Quarterly
27 (1990). Modified foundationalism will be dissesl below.

1%\oreland and Craig?hilosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldvieid 3.

%9 hile some trace foundationalism back to early ®rafglosophers, the thinker that is often
identified as the founder of foundationalism is B&escartes. According to Stumpf and Fieser,
“Descartes was chiefly concerned with the problémtellectual certainty” (Samuel Enoch Stumpf and
James FiesePRhilosophy: History and Problemsixth edition [Saint Louis: McGraw Hill Higher
Education, 2003], 223). He was somewhat unimpregsth the theological and philosophical path to
intellectual certainty that he found in the acaderhiiis day. So, he set out on a personal quest foore
adequate foundation for knowledge. His way toahgcing this certainty was along the dangerous phth
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Classical foundationalism found two expressions in the Enlightenment—
Continental Rationalism and British Empiricism. These schools agreed on thptaaince
undeniable bedrock beliefs but differed on the essential character of thefe dogdi the
manner in which a person moves from basic beliefs to derived beliefs. For continental

rationalists, like Descartes, Spinoza, and Leibnitz, the immediatelygddbéliefs were

systematic doubt. He explained his method, saylrshall proceed by setting aside all that in whibe
least doubt could be supposed to exist, just bkafl discovered that it was absolutely false; lastthll

ever follow this road until | have met with someittiwhich is certain, or at least, if | can do nothelse,
until | have learned for certain that there is imghin this world that is certain (René Descartes,
“Meditations on First Philosophy,” iluman Knowledgeed. Paul K. Moser and Arnold Vander Nat [New
York: Oxford University Press, 2003], 117). Sosbartes set out on his mental journey to discdver i
there was anything that was beyond doubt. He e to doubt everything in order to discover bekiro
truth upon which to ground all other truth—he waasking for an epistemological foundation.

From the very beginning, he used the imagery afilglimg for what he was attempting to do. He sdid,
was convinced that | must once for all undertakedanyself of all opinions which | had formerly
accepted, and commenced to build anew from thedition, if | wanted to establish any firm and
permanent structure in the sciences” (114). RutDlescartes, this foundation need not be broadpport
the edifice of knowledge. He also said, “Archimgda order that he might draw the terrestrial glolit

of place, and transport it elsewhere, demanded amypoint should be fixed and immovable; in thmesa
way | shall have the right to conceive high hofésaim happy enough to discover one thing only \Whg
certain and indubitable” (117). He determined mnmovable truth upon which to build knowledge would
be strong enough. He began by positing God agdtential Archimedean point, saying, “Nevertheless
have long had fixed in my mind the belief that #fpawerful God existed by whom | have been created
such as | am” (116). But this belief in God wascgptible to doubt, so he quickly abandoned ihas t
potential foundation. Instead of a supremely gGodl, Descartes posited the belief in a malevoleiht e
genius who was deceiving him. This line of reasgneft him very troubled. Speaking of his doubts,
Descartes confessed, “I cannot see in what margar tesolve them; and just as if | had all of ddsun
fallen into very deep water, | am so disconcerted L can neither make certain of setting my feethe
bottom, nor can | swim and so support myself onstiméace” (117). In spite of the apparent darkrodss
his path, Descartes pressed on to consider thasdélie starting point. It was down this trailttBascartes
discovered what he was looking for:; “After havirglected well and carefully examined all things, we
must come to the definite conclusion that this psifon: | am, | exist is necessarily true eachetitimat |
pronounce it, or that | mentally conceive it” (11&lsewhere, he described the event as followsHist

| thus wished to think all things false, it was albogely essential that the ‘I' who thought this sltbbe
somewhat, and remarked that in truth ‘I think, #fere | am’ was so certain and so assured théhell
most extravagant suppositions brought forward leystkeptics were incapable of shaking it, | camgheéo
conclusion that | could receive it without scrupdesthe first principle of Philosophy or which Isva
seeking” (René Descartes, “Discourse on MethodTha Philosophical Works of Descastarans.
Elizabeth S. Haldane and G. R. T. Ross [Cambri@genbridge University Press, 1911], 1:101).

So, at the end of his dead end road of doubt, Descdiscovered the cornerstone upon which he would
construct his knowledge—the doubting self. Frois point of certainty, he deduced one of the céntra
tenets of Continental Rationalism, namely, “I catablish as a general rule that all things whipkriceive
very clearly and very distinctly are true” (Renésbartes, “Meditations on First Philosophy,” 128p,
Descartes grounded his derive beliefs on cleardstohct perceptions to build his mental structure—
classical foundationalism.
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expressions of reason and intuition. One moved from basic to derived beliefs through
deduction, which leads to a sense of certainty. For the British empjricstee and
Berkley, these basic beliefs were sensory beliefs and one moved to non-bafsc beli
through induction. This method led to a high degree of probability. In spite of
significant differences, both Continental Rationalism and British Empiriei® built

upon the foundationalist system of building a solid system of beliefs on an ingerrigi

foundation.

Modest Foundationalism

Classical foundationalism suffers from several significant weaknédsases
modest foundationalism seems to avoid. Triplett agrees, “It is not clear tistdrioard
arguments against foundationalism will work against these newer, more modesisthe
Indeed these theories were by and large designed with the purpose of overcoming
standard objections*®

The foundation is not as immovable for the modest foundationalist. The
modest foundationalist concedes that basic beliefs are not immune to challenge. Wood
summarizes the position aptly:

Modest foundationalists make no claims about the invincible certainty of one’s
basic beliefs or about the need to be reflectively aware of which beliefsheave
status of basic. Instead of claiming that one’s basic beliefs enjoyhigalertainty,
modest foundationalists ascribe only prima facie certainty. That is, onie's lage
not necessarily immune to any conceivable doubt—they can be overridden—but

they are perfectly acceptable unless one has a good reason for thinkingubey
been undermined. They are innocent until proven gtfity.

HOrriplett, “Recent Work on Foundationalism,” 93.

My, Jay WoodEpistemology: Becoming Intellectually Virtug@ontours in Christian
Philosophy, ed. C. Stephen Evans (Downers GrovdVIP Academic, 1998), 98-99.
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Another aspect of modest foundationalism is that it broadens the base of the
foundation by adding other categories and beliefs to the list of basic b&liéésv
examples of beliefs that modest foundationalism adds to the categoiiobbkefs are
memory beliefs, the belief in the self, and the belief in God. This modification to
foundationalism was in response to challenges brought against classical foutidationa
See the Figure 1 for a visual representation of the differences betlassital and

modest foundationalism.

Figure 1. Classical versus modest foundationalism

Classical Foundationalism Modest Foundationalism

Derived beliefs

self-evident

self-evident
incorrigible

incorrigible

certain, uncontestable, firm ) open to challenge,
innocent until proven guilty

When challenged that there are no apparent basic beliefs the modest
foundationalist appeals to a more modest claim that these basic beligfsraréacie
justified and are open to challenge, but they are to be considered true until proven
otherwise. In response to the challenge of a narrow foundation, the modest

foundationalist simply adds other categories of belief to the foundation. ThispEas
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the door for more “common sense” beliefs to be justiffédThe modest foundationalist
recognizes the potential bias due to one’s presuppositions, so it leavasrtiation

open to adjustment and correction. It also avoids the charge of being self-rafgrent
inconsistent, because the base is broad enough to include the premise upon which it is
based. Therefore, though classical foundationalism is seriously flawed, modest
foundationalism stands firm in the face of the challenges of its critics.

Those who reject foundationalism in all its forms point to the problem of
connecting the relationship of basic and non-basic beliefs and must therefore laok for
alternative theory to justify knowledge. The relationship between bediefsal of
Shults’s problems with foundationalism, but his other critiques all fall short ofditt

modest foundationalism.

Shults’s Critiques of “Foundationalism”

Recently, foundationalism has faced serious criticism. In the face of this
criticism, many have announced the demise of foundationalism. Wolterstafi/ebs
“On all fronts foundationalism is in bad shape. It seems to me there is nothing to do but
give it up for mortally ill and learn to live in its absen¢&”Moreland and DeWeese also
comment, “One unifying theme of postconservative theology is the conviction that

foundationalist epistemology is pas$&*”The death of foundationalism is almost

“3n00d lists Thomas Reid and his common-sense realisam early example of a modest or
fallible foundationalism. See WooHpistemology99-104.

3Nicholas WolterstorffReason Within the Bounds of Religi@rand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1976), 52.

1143, P. Moreland and Garrett DeWeese, “The Prem&epert of Foundationalism'’s
Demise,” inReclaiming the Center: Confronting Evangelical Aneoodation in Postmodern Timesl.
Milliard J. Erickson, Paul Kjoss Helseth, and Jugtaylor (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2004), 81.
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assumed among postconservatives. Grenz asserts that “among philosophers
foundationalism is in dramatic retredt™ In light of the postmodern rejection of
foundationalism, Shults assumes and frequently references the demise of
foundationalism. What killed foundationalism in the eyes of its detractors wHs a se
inflicted wound of internal inconsistency and incoherence.

But, if foundationalism is truly dead, as many philosophers and
postconservative theologians propose, then it certainly is not resting peacifaiy.
scholars still see its relevant®8. In reality, it is classical foundationalism that has
provided the foil for many critics of “foundationalism” at large, and this incl&ests.
Erickson contends, “When foundationalism is said to be dead, classical foundationalism
is usually meant®’ While Shults acknowledges the distinction between classical and
modified foundationalism, he lumps classical and modest foundationalism together for
the purposes of criticizes foundationalisth.

As discussed above, Shults attempts to bring together the best of

foundationalism and nonfoundationalism in a postfoundationalist epistemology. He

"5Stanley J. GrenzRenewing the Center: Evangelical Theology in a flesblogical Era
(Grand Rapids: Bridgepoint, 2000), 190.

18seeReclaiming the Center: Confronting Evangelical Amooodation in Postmodern Times
ed. Milliard J. Erickson, Paul Kjoss Helseth andtiiuTaylor (Wheaton, II: Crossway, 2004)

“Millard Erickson, “Foundationalism: Dead or Aliveii Reclaiming the Center: Confronting
Evangelical Accommodation in Postmodern Tinees Milliard J. Erickson, Paul Kjoss Helseth, andtih
Taylor (Wheaton, II: Crossway, 2004), 20.

H180ther significant critiques are often leveled atrfdationalism are simply critiques of
classical foundationalism. Some of the more comuordimues not discussed here include: (1) theeenat
enough basic beliefs upon which to build an adegoattic structure, (2) some common-sense knowledge
is excluded, (3) it is self-referentially incongist since the fundamental premise does not meeivits
criteria (i.e., The premise that basic beliefs $thidae self-evident or evident to the sense is peisielf-
evident nor evident to the senses, and (4) it fatts an infinite regress as each belief must séfjad by
another belief.
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summarizes his proposal with four couplets—belief and experience, truth and knowledge,
individuals and community, and explanation and understanding. His critiques of
foundationalism are implicit in his four postfoundationalist couplets, and those critiques
become more explicit in the discussion of the reciprocal relationship between the

members of each couplet.

Experience and Belief

Shults describes the experience and belief couplet as follows: “[lntetprete
experience engenders and nurses all beliefs, and a network of beliefs informs the
interpretation of experiencé™ Shults’s point is that all beliefs (including basic beliefs)
are inextricably linked to experience and that those experiences angldtsr contrary
to foundationalist theory. This belief is intended to explode the myth of ngutralie
naive assumption of the possibility of subjective neutrality by classigatitionalists,
however, is a weakness that has been exposed by critics. Nancey Murpmg, foses
Descartes as an example to illustrate this shortcoming: “Descsuigsodsition that it was
possible to begin philosophy with a clean slate turns out to have been mistaken. One
thing he failed to doubt was language, and the wealth of knowledge (or erromedshr
therein.*?® According to Murphy’s challenge, basic sensory experiences do not exist. In
fact, all perception involves some sort of theoretical interpretation. Thigdratsirike

against basic beliefs.

195hults,Postfoundationalist Task of TheologhB.

20Murphy, Theology Without Foundation$1-12.
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Shults’s position exemplifies what Moreland calls confusions about perception
and intentionality: “[P]Jostmoderns are far too pessimistic about the progpériman
epistemic success?® Interestingly, Moreland says that postmoderns adopt a linguistic
version of Descartes’ idea theory of perception. Descartes’ idea thédsythat one’s
ideas stand between the subject and the object of perception. In Shults’s caseyat does
appear to be language that is the mediator of meaning but beliefs that the patson hol
that mediates the experience. Shults quotes van Huyssteen: “[Wéetoetla¢ world
epistemically only through the mediationinferpretedexperiences**? The second half
of Shults’s couplet reads, “A network of beliefs informs the interpretation of
experience*? Notice that there is no direct experience of the object. It is “interpreted
experience and it is a network of beliefs that interpret the experiencedékhstands
between the observer and what is observed. Moreland proposes a “critical"rgalis
which “a knowing subject is not trapped behind or within anything, including a
viewpoint, a narrative, an historical-linguistic perspective [or a web offbklie . It is a
basic fallacy of logic to infer that one sees a point-of-viewed-object fronathéfat one
sees an object from a point of view” Moreland points out that this position is self-
refuting: “For if we are all trapped behind a framework such that simpégtdieeing is

impossible, then no amount of recent thinking can help us see anything; all it could do

1213 P. Moreland, “Truth, Contemporary Philosophyd #re Postmodern TurnJournal of
Evangelical Theological Society8 (March 2005): 85.

122Shults,Postfoundationalist Task of Theology.
“Abid.

2Moreland, “Truth, Contemporary Philosophy, and Bestmodern Turn,” 86.
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would be to invite us to see somethagsuch and such from within a conceptual
framework.*#

The relationship between properly basic and derived beliefs is also axgkalle
for the foundationalist that holds to the first couplet. Following Hume’s exaohple
skepticism regarding knowledge of relationships, some critics of foundatmrnaasn
that the connection between basic beliefs and derived beliefs has not been adequatel
explained or justified by foundationalistS. This charge seems strange since the
foundationalists clarify that the relationship is asymmetric and irigfleand either
deductive or inductive. Ironically, these critics are assuming the sameofypes
connections as they conduct their argument or as they draw universal acomfusin
particular experiences. But it is this response to the type of relationsiwpenebasic
and non-basic beliefs to which Shults objects.

Shults is more nuanced in his attack on the relationship between basic and non-
basic beliefs in foundationalism. In his discussion of the reciprocal relaifionstween
experience and belief he challenges the asymmetrical nature efatienship between
basic and non-basic beliefs. Instead of a one-directional relationship, lsegosit
reciprocal relationship among beliéfé. This appears to be an argument for a sort of
coherence relationship among beliefs, but he again neglects to providglafsimaard

positive proposal. Interestingly, Shults makes no argument for why he rejects a

*bid., 87.

1%5ee David Hume, “An Enquiry Concerning Human Untéerding,” inHuman Knowledge:
Classical and Contemporary Approached. Paul K. Moser and Arnold vander Nat (New Yd@ixford
University Press, 2003) , 167-84.

12’Shults,Postfoundationalist Task of Theologhs-48.
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asymmetric type of relationship between beliefs as appropriate. He sjogigs Hack

and leaves the claim as a naked assertion that the relationship should be redifeocal
also says some things that contradict his hesitance about an asynmjustifgang
relationship between beliefs. He actually recognizes this view of tieredhip

between beliefs as a positive aspect of classical foundationalism: “Titiggwguition

here is that some beliefs seem to be based on other beliefs, about which wedeslreor
that other beliefs™® Shults’s belief that some beliefs seem to be based on other beliefs
has all the markings of an asymmetrical justifying relationship. Itaapgkat Shults
contradicts himself.

In light of the context within which Shults’s proposal appears, Shults could be
attempting to make the connection between the relationship between expemgknce a
belief and the relationship between basic and non-basic beliefs—the foratiensHip
being one of reciprocal relation and the latter one of asymmetricabrelathis attempt,
however, would be confusing categories and conflating experience/behef wit
belief/belief. While Shults argues that “interpreted experience engeadeémurses all
beliefs, and a network of beliefs informs the interpretation of experiencedgdgenot
make that case that experience is equivalent to belief. No clear connectiateiamdat
seems therefore that his argument against the asymmetricalngtdd between beliefs
is simply a bare assertion. Weak as it is, this is Shults’s only craiggiast
foundationalism as a whole because asymmetric justification is commassicel and

modest foundationalism.

4pid., 31.
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Truth and Knowledge

Shults’s next objection to foundationalism is related to the foundationalists’
search for objective truth. In his second postfoundationalist couplet, truth and kpewled
(PF2), Shults proposes that “the objective unity of truth is a necessary condition for the
intelligible search for knowledge, and the subjective multiplicity of knowleddjeates
the fallibility of truth claims.**® Shults tips his hat to foundationalism in the first half of
the couplet, but it appears to be little more than that as he commences an assault on
foundationalism’s quest for objective truth: “The goal [of the truth/knowledge dbigple
to maintain the foundationalist vision of truth as an ideal that drives our inquiry, but to
avoid arrogating one’s current knowledge as the total and final metangrsatiaseger
against which the nonfoundationalist rightly warh®."Here, Shults implicitly criticizes
foundationalists for thinking that they have full and final knowledge of tardgystory:>*

It is incredible that Shults foists this claim upon the shoulders of foundationatistaitv
citing one example of a foundationalist who thinks that their current knowledgeak “tot
and final.” This especially misses the mark regarding reformed epistgistslor

modest foundationalists who provide fallibility for their basic beliefs.

The couplet is Shults’s reaction to the foundationalist claim to know objective
truth and nonfoundationalist relativism. He decries the foundationalist emphadisibon w

he characterizes as “objectivism”: “While the postfoundationalist acknoe/ligideal

129bid., 43.
130Shults, The Postfoundationalist Task of Theolp§g.
131This is not the only time Shults characterizes tationalism negatively. In the same

context, he uses phrases like “absolutism of fotiadalism” and “absolutism and hegemonic totalizati
to describe foundationalism. See Shultse Postfoundationalist Task of Theolp§¥.
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of objectivity, this does not entaibjectivism’*** He recognizes that objective truth is an
“ideal” and a necessary prerequisite for the search for knowledge, buhadds/eat that
the variety of views seem to indicate that truth claims are fallible. ebtiegly, modest
foundationalists posit that it is possible to present defeaters against t#ad@sac

beliefs. They recognize the fallibility of truth claims. On this count, Shaihist saying
anything new and modest foundationalism is again unharmed by his position. Shults’s
rejection of “foundationalism” is based on a critique that only applies to cdssi

foundationalism.

Individual and Community

Shults’s third postfoundationalist couplet, individual and community, seeks to
bridge the gap between foundationalism’s emphasis on the individual subject as the
epistemological center and nonfoundationalism’s emphasis on the comnannitamiext
of the epistemological endeavor. He summarizes his position as followsti[Rja
judgment is an activity of socially situated individuals, and cultural community
indeterminately mediates the criteria of rationaliy’ "Here, Shults recognizes the
impact of one’s cultural context without conceding that rationality or raalggcially
determined.

Shults again raises the issue of the idea of a neutral observer. Thisisime i
not beliefs that impact the knower’s experience, but instead it is the cultunaucoiy

that forms the structures of rationality for the individual. He says thaumdftionalism

132hid., 55.

¥3pid., 43.
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“[t]he individual standing in a neutral Archimedean point, wholly independent of
tradition, became the ided™ He contrasts this with the reality of the impact of the
cultural-linguistic situatedness of the individual: “We are shaped by theaudtlystems
and traditions into which we are borlt> One’s socially shaped structures of rationality
serve as the grid through which one views reality. This position implies a déthal
possibility of rational objectivity. Critiquing postmodernism, Moreland recgmthe
confusion over epistemic objectivity: “Knowledge’ is a construction of osetsal,
linguistic structures, not a justified, truthful representation of realityrigys mental
states.**® This statement appears to be close to what Shults is saying when he claims
that the community mediates the criteria of rationality. Moreland satthikgosition

is due to the conflation of psychological objectivity and rational objectivity:
“Psychological objectivity is detachment, the absence of bias, a lack ofitment

either way on a topic®’ He says that this type of objectivity is possible when the
individual has little interest or little knowledge. He also notes that it islwalya a

virtue. People, at times, should determine and defend a position. Moreland further
observes that most people are not psychologically objective about a lot of things.
Interestingly, this psychological bias is not as important as rationaltietijec'Rational

objectivity is the state of having accurate epistemic access to rigeitgelf.*® No

39bid., 59.

*Abid., 60.

¥\Moreland, “Truth, Contemporary Philosophy and tlestfodern Turn,” 81.
¥bid.

138hid., 82.
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social-linguistic structure stands between the observer and the thing obsBoyes in
Shults’s first postfoundationalist couplet, all experiences are interpretine b
community. In one sense this means that all views are biased because of the socia
situatedness of the observer. If this bias excludes the possibility of objetheiyt is
important to clarify that this only applies to psychological objectivity and does
necessarily exclude rational objectivity. If rational objectivityxsleded, the results are
disastrous. Moreland explains, “If bias made rational objectivity imposdilgle no
teacher . . . could responsibly teach any view the teacher believed on any subject! N
could the teacher teach opposing viewpoints, because she would be biased against
them!"*° Therefore, if Shults refers to rational objectivity when he speaks of the
community mediating “the criteria of rationality,” then his argument neaglismissed as
nothing more than his own culturally-biased viewpoint.

In this critique, Shults specifically points to modest foundationalism: “Some
scholars have also critiqued the ‘weak’ foundationalism of ‘Reformed’ episdgy as
focusing too heavily on the individual, ignoring the communal factors that shapelrationa

judgment.*°

While modest foundationalism does still seem to begin with the knowing
subject, its openness to critique and correction leaves room for the communitytd corr
and challenge the belief of the individual member. In Shults’s model, the community
determines the structure of rationality but the individual is still recognzéithe locus

of rational choice” and may challenge those structures. Indeed, “It is thiiradiwho

¥9pid.

140Shults, The Postfoundationalist Task of Theolp§9.
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actuallymakesa rational judgment*** In the modest foundationalist model, the
individual is the starting place and the community is open to challenge his or kés.beli

The community is involved in both schemes.

Explanation and Understanding

Shults’s final couplet, explanation and understanding, appears to be another
attempt to escape relativism without retreating into objectivism. Henguizes the
fourth couplet as follows: “[E]xplanation aims for universal, trans-contéxtua
understanding, and understanding derives from particular contextualized
explanations*? Explanation is illustrated by natural science’s desire to explain things
according to universal laws, while understanding is exemplified by humartsse
focus on particularity. Shults charges foundationalism with an overemphasis on
explanation and nonfoundationalism with an overemphasis on understanding.

This couplet appears to be simply another aspect of Shults’s attempt to deny
the possibility of attaining objective, universal truth. So far, in his four coupletgshe
said that all experience is interpreted; therefore, a web of beliefs si@twen the
observer and the thing observed, that is, no direct connection, no objective experience
exists. The second couplet directly reflects the denial of the possible atthwfme
objective truth. It is “the objective unity of truth” that is necessary foséaech for
knowledge. Shults does not simply say that “objective truth must be a realitys’ He

silent on the issue of the reality of objective truth, but he is certain one céianoita

hid., 60.

“4bid., 43.
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The other half of couplet two states that “the subjective multiplicity of kenhye

indicates the fallibility of truth claims™*® Shults posits that having a variety of
perspectives on an issue shows that truth claims are fallible. Whatse felérify is
whether or not one can determine if a truth claim is true or if it is possibtfudicate
between opposing truth claims. Couplet three attacks objectivity from the conmannita
angle. The individual's search for truth is read through the rational matrig of her
community. Again, objective truth is obscured by communitarian influence. In couplet
four, Shults turns to the theme of universality verses particularity. Explanaterfai
universal laws, general rules, and overarching patterns. Shults cohsisiakes it a

point to emphasize that the perspective is transversal and not unt/eBglthis, he
seems to mean that no truth is universal; it can only transcend boundaries efinultur
some sense, but it cannot rise to the level of universality. Shults proposes that “[t]he
foundationalist will tend to model theology as much as possible after naturakscienc
aiming to offer absolute ‘explanations,’ necessarily derived by followingfapeules,
which are or aim to be clearly true regardless of tradition or cont&kt.He explains
further, “[E]xplanations are universal intent . . . [They aim] for the crossing of ever-
widening boundaries and contexts, even if these crossings are nevetfirdbte that

the universality of explanation is only universa intent” Also note that thisdim” for

universality—crossing boundaries and contexts—is never attained. It caldiféi see

13Shults,Postfoundationalist Task of Theologhs.
“bid., 73, 74,
“3bid., 72.

49bid.
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how this consistently frustrated pursuit of objective truth would not lead to skaptic
at least relativism. The belief that no one can ever reach truth could eadiynie to
believe that someone with a different view might actually be just as closedohes
view, or maybe even a little closer.

One thing that Shults fails to note is the need for a stable core of doctrines or
truths to maintain Christianity in any recognizable sense. Though, in some sense
reformation is necessary in theology, theological anchors that always hald fastter
what cultural or philosophical shifts may come are needed. Henry’'s observation
regarding the cultural conditioning of biblical exegesis is enlightening:

The cultural-conditioning translator and interpreter does not really requite wha
the new hermeneutic maintains, namely, that every culture and generaticsiomust
its own exegesis anew. Relevant cultural application is clearly an obviously
necessity; the expositor must always seek to apply revelation to dynataialcul
parallels. But if no fixed meaning exists from culture to culture and frorarggon

to generation, then no decisive, authentic and authoritative meaning existfogithe
our time and place or for any othéf.

Henry writes of a universal core of beliefs that crosses community andatult
boundaries. Shults failed to recognize or articulate the truth that thereligegtive core
of theology in reality and not just as an ideal. Otherwise, authoritative dostrine i
meaningless. He hints at this reality in the following proposition: “The obgeuahity of
truth is a necessary condition for the intelligible search for knowledge, and tbetmabj

multiplicity of knowledge indicates the fallibility of truth claim&’® But he undermines

47Carl F. H. HenryGod, Revelation and Authorjtod Who Stands and Stgy§heaton, IL:
Crossway, 1999), 407. Another helpful discussegarding the need to maintain a consistency ofghbu
even when adapting theological language to comnatmiwithin contemporary culture is found in Kevin J
Vanhoozer;The Drama of Doctrine: A Canonical-Linguistic Appah to Christian Theologftouisville:
Westminster John Knox, 2005), 126-28.

183hults, The Postfoundationalist Task of Theolpg$.
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the insight by overemphasizing the cultural conditioning of the seeker and thétallibi
of truth.

Shults fails in his attempt to show the shortcomings of foundationalism. For
the most part, his disagreement is with classical foundationalism. When hecticasly
critiqgue foundationalism at large, his arguments fall short of refuting rhodes
foundationalism. He argues that the human mind cannot directly engage objective truth.
He argues that all experiences are interpreted through a web of bepeésappositions.
This web of beliefs and even the structure of rationality itself are neediatough one’s
community. Further, these realities make it difficult to offer universalegations of
reality. In sum, objective truth is uncertain because, in light of all of thesenoflsge
vast arrays of truth claims are possible. Shults’s proposals push him much ciaser to

foundationalism than he wishes to admit.

Conclusion

Shults’s broad argument for reforming theology is fairly simple. Hiest,
argues that classical theology was heavily influenced by ancient dpaneaern
philosophy. Second, he observes that philosophy has changed over time. At the heart of
Shults’s observation is the philosophical turn to relationality. Finally, Shultsuctasc
that theology needs to be reformed in light of this philosophical shift to relatyonial
this chapter, | showed that, in making his argument, Shults’s theological methsd give
philosophy too much authority and that his arguments for this authority are poorly
supported and inconsistent. Further, it was shown that the resulting positions are
unsatisfactory and unbiblical. First, | argued that philosophy’s appropolates to

elucidate theology, not stand in authority over it. In earlier chapters, itheas ghat
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Shults allows philosophy to judge theology and that philosophy has a formatuenivel
on the content of theology. Shults’s use of philosophy was shown to be inappropriate.

His use of the historical narrative to justify or motivate the reformation of
theology was also called into question. He never gives a satisfactorgransive
guestion of why the turn to relationality should set the theological trajedttsy.
historical survey is too brief, too facile, and too incomplete to ground the doctrinal
changes for which he calls. Further, even if Shults had done an adequate job of
establishing the historical turn to relationality in philosophy, he still tailmake the
connection between the historical change and the obligation of theology to comfitrm t
He never makes the case for why relationality is a step in the rigbticir@or why a
philosophical change necessarily demands theological reform. As menticrteapier
4, he also never adequately ties the turn to relationality to Scripture.

Next, some of Shults’s theological reforms were considered and found to be
theologically troubling. In the realm of metaphysics, he jettisons a substetaphysic
but fails to offer a theory to replace it. He hints at a relational mggaphut fails to
give any details of what that might entail. In spite of Shults’s lack ofldétaipotential
for a relational metaphysic was still investigated and found to be unsatrgfablext,
Shults’s ambiguous relational metaphysic caused him to move toward parmmanthbkis
theology proper. This was seen in his discussion of the nature of divine infinity. A final
aspect of Shults’s metaphysic that was evaluated was his denial of ardrogiol
dualism. | argued that his conclusions do not do justice to the biblical witness,

particularly the way the Bible portrays life after death.
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Finally, Shults’s epistemology was evaluated. The main focus of thisrsecti
was to evaluate his critique of foundationalism and to show that his argumerlis most
apply to classical foundationalism instead of foundationalism as a whole. Even though
Shults intentionally attempts to include modest foundationalism in his crifithessare
more directed at classical foundationalism. Overall, he rejects the pogsibiians
attaining objective truth, which positions him very close to the postmodern
nonfoundationalists.

As was argued in the previous two chapters, Shults does not give enough
authority to Scripture and gives too much authority to philosophy in his method. A more
adequate answer to the challenges of postmodernism should reverse the order of
authority—Scripture should be the supreme source of authority with philosophy as a
useful source of clarification. This might resemble something akin to a trimdksal
foundationalism in which all beliefs are interpreted through the matrix of Hiblica
revelation. This type of biblical epistemology would be consistent with a nmuarealbi

metaphysic as well as a more biblical ethic.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

This dissertation critically evaluates the theological method of FoheR
Shults. Shults’s desire to engage the postmodern culture from a Christian tpexspec
admirable. His clarion call to the evangelical theological acadengntder the import
of recent philosophical shifts is a valuable plea. His emphasis on the need for
interdisciplinary dialogue may open up some unigue opportunities to engage the secular
academy. In spite of the laudable motivation behind Shults’s theological proget, a
few beneficial features, this dissertation shows that Shults’s overall pitdpos

reforming theology fails on at least two counts: biblical fidelity and intexmasistency.

Review of Main Arguments

In broad strokes, this dissertation summarizes and evaluates Shults’s proposal
for doing theology. The sources of authority that Shults lists for develondology
include Scripture, tradition, philosophy, and culture. He does not list science, st it w
consistently used in relation to philosophy. Shults’s use of science ipersad in the
description and evaluation of his use of philosophy. The treatment of culture,hehich
largely ignored, was left for another project. Shults’s use of each of thesaiirc
theology was described. Finally, Shults’s use of his two most important seurces

Scripture and philosophy—was evaluated.
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In the Introduction, the challenge of the postmodern mood to theological
method is briefly discussed along with several of the theological responkes to t
challenge. Special attention is paid to the postconservative response to iinedpost
turn. Some troubling aspects of their theological DNA were discussed. Bdbes i
given to one postconservative theologian—F. LeRon Shults. Shults’s theological projec
of responding to the philosophical turn to relationality—part of the postmodern turn—is
briefly surveyed. The theme of “relationality” is shown to play a key roldnuitSs
theological method. His methodology is briefly surveyed, showing that, in tHeory
proposed that there are four sources of theology: Scripture, tradition, philosoghy, a
culture. He further posits that Scripture should play the primary role in theallogic
formulation. His method appeared to be a fairly standard evangelical offeravgevelr,
through the rest of the dissertation, | show that the way Shults does theology is
inconsistent with his proposal. He allows philosophy to play the determinative roe in hi
theological method.

Chapter 2 described Shults’s use of Scripture and tradition. In spite of Shults’s
verbal commitment to the authority of Scripture, nowhere does he offerra clea
articulation of his bibliology. Therefore, in order to describe Shults’s viewrgftSre,

David Kelsey’'s method of evaluation was used. | apply Kelsey’s four questions to
Shults’s use of Scripture:

1. What aspects of Scripture are taken to be authoritative?

2. What is it about this aspect of scripture that makes it authoritative?

3. What sort of logical force seems to be ascribed to the scripture to whichiappea
made?
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4. How is the scripture that is cited brought to bear on theological proposals so as to
authorize them?

| argued that the experience of the authors and biblical characters behind tierécthe
authoritative aspects of the text. Next, | proposed that the reason for Samiffhasis
on experience was related to his view that experience has a formativadeflue belief
and his belief that human language is too limited to clearly communicate dialitese
Scripture had a corroborative role in Shults’s theology—it was utilizedsasandary or
supplementary source to philosophy.

Next, the chapter describes Shults’s use of tradition in theology. The section
begins with a survey of the various views of the place of tradition in theologywie®is
are briefly described and Shults’s use of tradition is shown to be simi#s tise of
Scripture. Tradition is seen as ancillary to philosophy.

In chapter 3, | discuss Shults’s use of philosophy and science. The chapter sets
the context for Shults’s use of philosophy by listing various ways that one gathee
relationship between philosophy and theology. These views range from philosophy
contrasting and being disallowed from having any intentional influence on theology
philosophy setting the agenda and adding content to theology. Shults’s use iocloser t
the latter. In the descriptive section of the chapter, | show that Shults gllolesophy
to judge theology and Scripture and to play a formative role in its content. His
theological reformation is motivated almost exclusively by the philosoptuicato
relationality. The philosophical concept of relationality is also at the behrs

theological method. Further, the major philosophical disciplines of epistemology,

'David H. KelseyProving Doctrine: The Uses of Scripture in Modelme®logy(Harrisburg,
PA: Trinity Press International, 1999), 15.
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metaphysics, and ethics were shown to form the skeletal grid around which Shult
constructs his reformative doctrines.

Chapter 4 begins the evaluative section of the dissertation. In this context, |
pose the question: “Is Shults’s theology evangelical or biblical?” The rdst chapter
argues that the answer is no on both counts. | argue that a high view of Scripture is
recognized as an essential aspect of evangelicalism. | also shaketBable attests to
its own authority. Scripture should be the supreme authority in theological method from
a biblical and evangelical perspective. Shults’s use of Scripture does not blgtw a
regard for Scripture. Instead, his hermeneutic consistently commitge¢h&onal
fallacy as he attempts to look behind the text to the experiences of the anitepeople
in the narrative. Also, his view that Scripture has a corroborative forealsea
demotion of Scripture to a place under the authority of philosophy. His motivation for
reform is driven by philosophy instead of exegesis. The degradation of the authority
Scripture also shows in the way he allows philosophy and science to set the limits of
biblical exegesis. A final aspect of Shults’s treatment of Scripturedhaals a low
estimation of Scripture is his poor exegesis. There is unwarranted brelisy i
treatment, superficial exegesis of passages, and an exclusion of redet@titat might
challenge Shults’s position. This sloppy exegesis leads to unwarranted and unbiblica
conclusions.

The dissertation then turns to evaluate Shults’s use of philosophy in theology
in chapter 5. The chapter begins by discussing the usefulness and dangers of using
philosophy in theology in order to lay a foundation for evaluating Shults’s work. | argue

that the appropriate role of philosophy is to elucidate Scripture in developinggieolo
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As shown in chapter 4, Shults reverses the roles of philosophy and Scripture, letting
Scripture play the corroborative role. This is seen in his philosophical motivation f
theological reform based on the turn to relationality in philosophy. Shultsisarg
regarding this matter was shown to be thin. First, | show that Shults never offers
adequate justification for allowing relationality to set the theologigahda. Next, |

argue that Shults offers a brief, facile, and incomplete survey of the turatiomality in
philosophical history and then assumes that he has made an argument for the need for
theological reformation. He commits the fallacy of deriving an “oughthfem “is.” In

the final subsections of the chapter, some of the fruit of Shults’s philosophidaén dr
theological reformation is examined and found to be unwarranted and unbiblical. In his
metaphysics, he rejects dualism without adequately offering anatltex. The

alternative he hints at—relational metaphysics—has been found lacking Ibgl seve
scholars. Another problematic view that stems from the relational emphasis i
panentheistic view of God. Also, in the realm of metaphysics, Shults’d dénia
anthropological dualism was shown to be unbiblical as he offered no alternative to the
biblical teaching of life after death and other teachings that warrant smtnef
anthropological dualism.

Finally, | discuss Shults’s epistemology. Shults’s postfoundationalist
epistemology is grounded in a rejection of foundationalism that attempts to avoid
relativism. In reality, Shults’s critiques of foundationalism does not accountddest
foundationalism. Shults appear to jettison all of foundationalism on the basis @mpsobl
found in classical foundationalism. The only challenge brought by Shults that would

apply to foundationalism broadly is offered in the form of a bare assertion. Bst, he i
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also inconsistent in this challenge because his method bears the marks of theatame f
that he critiques in foundationalism. In the end, Shults’s postfoundationalismsafpear
be very close to what he calls nonfoundationalism.

In short, Shults does not give Scripture enough authority in his methodology
and gives philosophy too much authority. In light of the Bible’s self-attestdti®on
position is unbiblical. It is also inconsistent with Shults’s own methodologrogbsal.

He clearly says that Scripture should be primary in theological method,iambt in his
method. He is also inconsistent in that he situates himself in the line of thenBesfor
and within the evangelical guild, which are both identified by a high view of Sipt

He implicitly denies the supreme authority of the Scripture; somethingetfoerfers and
true evangelicals would never do. Shults’s theological method falls short on tbese tw

counts: It is unbiblical and it is inconsistent.

Further Study

Postconservative theology will continue to be an area of fruitful study for those
who desire to engage the postmodern culture. It has some strengths. For one, it
challenges evangelicals to reconsider issues related to theologitedd. But
postconservativism also has some serious shortcomings. Galatians 6:1 provides apt
instruction for the study done by postconservatives. First, many postconserhatiee
shipwrecked the faith on the rocks of cultural relevance and academic credibili
Conservative theologians have a responsibility to call them back to the safe harbors of
orthodoxy. With all humility there should be an effort to “restore [them] in & sibiri
gentleness.” But Galatians 6:1 also comes with a warning: “Keep wataucseif, lest

you too be tempted.” The study of postconservative theology and the firm but gracious
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call for wayward theologians to return to orthodoxy should be done with great ¢hee as
siren song of postmodernism has already caused many to crash agaimstghe

Further work not only needs to be done in regard to postconservatives in
general, but also on Shults in particular. In the area of theological method, close
scrutiny needs to be applied to his use of tradition as well as his use of sciemoeld It
also be useful for one to engage in interdisciplinary studies in order to evdiu#tsesS

work related to recent trends in biology, psychology, and other fields.
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ABSTRACT

A CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF THE THEOLOGICAL
METHOD OF F. LERON SHULTS

Joshua Philip Boswell, Ph.D.
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2012
Chair: Dr. Stephen J. Wellum

This dissertation evaluates the theological method of F. LeRon Shults.
Shults’s attempt to develop theology in light of the postmodernism nsliadegitimate
and necessary enterprise for evangelical theologians. His emphasis disdigtiemary
dialogue may open opportunities to engage the secular academy. Despite hig laudabl
motivation and the beneficial features of his project, it fails on at leastdunts:
biblical fidelity and internal consistency.

Chapter 1 sets the cultural/theological context for Shults’s project arfigy brie
describes his proposed theological method. In his method the philosophical turn to
relationality is a key theme. He proposes four sources for theologathbd+—Scripture,
tradition, philosophy, and culture—claiming that Scripture is the prin@arcs.

Shults’s theology, however, is inconsistent with his proposal. He allows philosophy
rather than Scripture to play the determinative role in his theological method.

Chapters 2 and 3 describe Shults’s theology. Chapter 2 describes Shults’s use
of Scripture in his theological method as well as his use of tradition. | shobotiat

sources are used as secondary supports to Shults’s use of philosophy. Chapter 3

describes the place of philosophy in Shults’s theological method. He allows the



philosophical turn to relationality to drive his theological project. For Sipltitosophy
judges and forms the content of theology.

Chapters 4 and 5 evaluate Shults’s use of the four sources mentioned above,
arguing that Shults affords too little authority to Scripture and too much ayttoori
philosophy. Chapter 4 shows that, despite the authoritative place of Scripture in
evangelical theology and the Bible’s self-attestation to its auth&titylts does not give
Scripture enough authority in his project. Chapter 5 shows that Shults allows phylosoph
and science to hold more authority than they warrant. Philosophy, for Shults, determine
the limits of exegesis and theology. In his program, theology must conform to the
philosophical turn to relationality and contemporary science rather than have phtlosoph
and science stand under the evaluative judgment of the biblical text. In shod;sShult

theology is unbiblical and inconsistent.
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