
iblical Theology

RLVIoUSCHAPI tRTCE\TtRFDI  P0\  V l lH0D0 00Y FoR DFTFIVI \  \C  luF  oRlc l \ { l  LN.

, rcnded meaning of a texr, a lask thal I identified in the introduction as the "lhird
person" approach, lreating the texl as an object to be studied in order to discovef

adhor's message In this chapter \re begin th€ switch lrom th€ text (m€aning) lo lhe

itep away from the ereSesis of individual passaSes and roward rh€ delineation of
signfican€c lor thc church today. At this lelel vc collccl and arang€ the then€s
unite the pa$ages and can be lraced through a bool or author as a whole. This is
in lhr€€ steps: firsl, q. srudy the lh€oloSical them€s in lerms of indilidual books,
rc explor€ thc rhcology ofan aulhof, and finally wc trace (he progless ofrevelatjon

of excgesh and pfovides the data for the systematic theologian 1o conlextualiz€

context (signilicance). As noted in iigure ll.l. biblicallheolosy conslitutes the

ing theological dogma for lhe church today.
scholarsrecent lyhav€descr ib€dbib l ica l theologyasin"cr is$"G€eChi lds l9?0i
1986 for good inlroducrions to this lopic). Thc current €mphasis on diversity

llatr unity Gce pp. 14-15 above) har rcsulled in skepricism abo the very possi-
of di$cov€ring any "unified"theoloey. Moreoler, the many vorks clairnitrg rc have

unit€s alestam€nl and er€n the Bibie as a whole (lhat is,lhe histodcal development
lhem€s throuShout the biblical period). In rhh way biblicalrheology collates rh€

lhe 'central" theme of the Old or New Testamcnt hale nol onlv failed lo
a consensusi mrely do an!' tvo works even aSrce at all! Yet th€ lask is not
and several strands have begun to com€

cray out of lhe impass€. This hermen€urical
rogether a1 the nethodological level
solution will be fie subject of this

Fg. lbcmes lhrough rhe o i rerr  \ec l ior !  o t  the Brole t ru(h as lhe wisdom sr i l in8r  or
lp$tles of Paul, and rhen wrrh,eehr8 rhe unrfying rhemes rh,r dra$ rhe 8rb1e
rter."'There arc thus two types ofinquiry:rh€ scarch for unifying orcenrrai rhemeG)

tre t€stamcnrs or Bible (1he rak of th€ sholar) and the anempt ro rrace a

rqay defin€ biblicalth€olosy as "rhal branch of theological inq ny concerned wirh

themc (such as the Holy Spirit o. percve.ancc) rhrouSh the various suges of
penod (rhc rsl of.ver! Bible slud€ntr. th.r.forc. qhik bibl'cal lheology
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Biblh.l Th@losy

B$is of biblical rh.olo8y.

conlexl. DGcove.s ncani4 of
individual surfacc str ucrure.

Fig. 13.t. Th. Tst of Biblic.l Th.oloa/.

providcs a bridge to systcnatic theology and rhc conlextualization of Scripturc, il r.
nrains primarily within the sphcre of exeg€tical rcsearch becausc its major goal is t0
discolJcr tbc view' of the biblical pcriod.

n.|||ioi$lt to lllh. ||l.,lpllr.r
Figur€ 13.2 displays the relationships among thc various theological disciplines. In |nc
nexl lew pagcs ve $rlllook ar bibl'cal rheoloey in relation ro each ofrhe orner diiciplinct

l. Aiblicrl Th.ology d f,x.g.si!. Gaffin ascns rhAt b'blical thcology n resulativ.of
exeg€sis" b.caus. "lhe hirtorical framcvork of thc rcvelation proc€ss itself'rathcr lntt
'literary r.lationships" dcterminca lhc m€ssagc of Scriplure., A continual tension exrslt
within the biblical theolog mov€nent bel'reen diversity and unity, between histoncar
crirical corccrns and hrstorical-gramnarical exegesrs.

Critical scholarship in this scnsc is often more "literalistic"than are conservadve scror'

als in lhat it ofien Essum€s that any so-callcd co radiction or diffcrcncc between biblic3l

writers removcs the baeis for a d.cpcr theological unity bel\{€cn th.m. ThN ir unn'c6'
sary. {or vrircrs usedif{erent tcrms or phrascs forsimilar brblicalconcepts and nressont
side or anothcr ofa larSer thcological reaity. For instance. divine soverergnl' dnd hum@
free \rill are nor conlradicrory alpecrs ofrhe proccrs of;alvalion bul can be harmonEu
at a d€.per lcvel. The sarnc i! lru. of kith (Paul) and works (Jamcs). While worb cannd
sar€ us (Eph 2:&9), they a.. th. o.c€ssary rcsul of a tru. frith (Eph 2: l0 = Jss 2: | +16)'

rcvelation atrd considers

Sho$ rhc dcv.lopm€nt Bccon s aconrrol
throuShour hisrory of doemaric concturions

of rhcology

Thc R.lationshiF aoong rhc Disciplinca.

i! otrly part of the picturc. Thcrc is a lvo+ay rclarionship berwe.o biblical
md cxcScsis. The fom€r providcs thc categorics and ov€rall scliplural uniiy

hterprchtion of individual passa!€sr \rhil€ cxegcsis provides rhe dara col-
a biblical lhcology. In olher words, th€ two ar€ interd€pendent. The exegete

autlor's mcaning on the bash of literary cofiiderarions (grammar and
ard historical background (socioeconomic), rhen th€ biblical the-

rith thc rcsulls and conpiles patterns of uniry behind rhe individual

tlc h€rncn.utical spiral h now ext€nded lo includ€ iheology in a dialoSle
companmcnh of the hefmen€uticai processrr cxeg€sis, bibiical tb€ology,

thcology, syrlcmatic theology and praclical theolo8y. Wirhin ihis sch€mc ex-
thcolog ad sysrenatic thcoloSy stard togcth.r h an ongoing rrialogue.

Il.ologJ md Hi3toricrl lhcology. Al schola$ arc pan of a conJcssional
ard tha( communiry! kadirion play, ti uatty a no'ma ve ro.e o!c! lne

lcholsrb irterpreriv€ procNer and procedure!. Thc hisrory oI dogma trac€s
of th$c commuDiay traditions as well as of rhc doclrines thar thcy hold.

thcoloSy plays a critical pan in the hermcneudcal enrerlrisc, rhough
r.Lrouly abscnt in most commcnrari€s or vorks of rhcologt. yel by empha-
back8round behind exe8etical or th€ological dccisions, the histofy of dogma

valuablelo the irterprctive disc iplin€. Th€ imporrance ofchurch hisrory
ics is tvofoldr we can ses ho\f a doctrine las dcvctoped through thc pcriods
and wc c.n tnce rhe o.igiru and belief srrucrurc behind our owo conl's-
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Biblical theoiogy, concerncd as ir h 1{ith thc rhoughr-patterns of the bibtical pedod
itsclf, seems rcmovcd from the debarcs and iDreQretalions of later rimcs. yer ftis ;id.alistic, for our preundentanding has been dclrlopcd wirhin rhcae larcr d€bal€s, a;
lhiscan obscure ouratr.mpt ro d€lcrmine a truty ..biblicel. theoloSy. Hisroricatrhcob;
prorides an imponanr chccl upon an overty cxuberant rcndency lo read tarcr idear in;
the biblical p€riod. The inlerpreler musr at all lines bc aware of th€ fallacy of readin!
subscqucnt theological issues iD.o lhc text. This ha! occurrcd often, for insrance. ir'
studie! of rhe eucharbr or baprism. A good knowtedgc ot rhe dcveloping pracricc! b6
tween $c first and seco ccnturi€s will makc us vary of r€ading Nc$, T€stamcnt Das-
sages io rhc li,ghr oflarer pracric€s. iikc tb€ us? ot fish in tle seconO-cenrury eucharirrrc
cclebradon or compl€x baprhmal liturgies of ih€ laler p€riod.

Hislorical theology technicslly bclonSs berwcen bibticd and syslcmaric theology. Ir
studies th€ way lat.r paradiSm communilics undcrstood lhc biblicat docrrincs and €nabtes
us bett€r to understand currcnt rheological debates by placing them in bold relicf withir
the history of do8ma. The proc$s of revclation i! ss.n in terms of irspirarioD (lh€ dah
provid€d in the Bible) and illumination (the inrerpr€radon of thst data rhroughour the
history of thc church).4 In rhis way rhc theologian gains a crirical h€rnen€urical tool for
dcbrmininS the validity and shape of dogna for rhe mod€.r a8c.

A hc ssme line hisroricel theology provid€s a vay oul of lhe renrion berweEn biblical
at|d s'stematic theolo$/, Hm.ly a recognirion of th€ proper placc of rraditioD as prcun_
dcrslanding h thc interpretivc rask. Many have noled rhe posirive vatuc of comnunity
understanding (tradilior) in providing catcgorics for undcrstanding Go C.damef). With-
out tradilional dogmas ve eould fail ro catch rhe implicarions of biblical passaScs. ycr
at the samc time rhcse preformed belief systcm! can play a negariv€ mle whenihey forcc
biblical slatcments into preconc€ivcd dogmadc categoriee. Thc ansver ir a proper,.her-
mcneulical circle" or spiral virhin which ihe lcrr is reconsrrucred on rhe bask of out
theological syslem, yel challenges our preundersrandin8 and leads ro a reformation of our
tradilionicrived catcgorics. The history of rraditon 8r.arly aids in this rask by ptacos
our lheological prejudices in hisrorical penp€crive and rher€by makin8 thcm more opcn
to influcncc (and correcdon if nec$sary) fron rhe texl itser.

Onc of th. major brcatlhrorghs in hcrmencutics i5 lhc pla€t of "coonunity €regesis"
wilh its twolold thrusr dialogue vi$ rhe last community of faith via ih€ histofy ot
do8na, and dialoguc wilh the pre.cnr communiry via both r€..nr rbeotogical worts and
dcbat€ b€t$,cen conmunitics. Thc palt aspcct h our concem hcrc. Church hislory hclts
us to avoid the facilc assumption that the €urrent community undersrandinS is irvjolatt
snd enablcs !s ro forge an opcnn€ss ro rhe original rvorld of tbc rcxt, cvcn if it conf}cs
vilh th€ community desircs. Historical theology accomplishd thb by cnablinS thcolo_
Sians to viel|/ the largcr liciurc (h€ hisrorical d.velopm.nl of dogma) \rirhin which bot!
lhc u crstanding of th. tcxt and th€ comrnunityt posirion miShl be plac.d.r

3. Biblicrl Thcolory rrd Stitlndic Th.ology. Piper mcnrions four timirarionr of bits
lical theology: rhe variety of ways in which lhc salvific €v.nrc of thc Bible wcre ;rrerprdd
withiD Scripture; thc diversity within the biblical kcrygma, both in t€rms of form and
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; ttrc hislorical nature of biblical laneua8c, which forns a barrier betwcen bibljcal
and modem ma4 and lhe subjcclivity of the excgctes, which causcs rhen to shift

mcanirg in subtle dh€ctions (1952:106-lt).
in thir chaptcr that the ditemma can be sotvcd via an inr€gation ber\rcin

rd s[ledatic theology, lhercby bridging the gap betwecn diviDc nvelario! and
utrderstandinS. Thesc rwo disciplin€s both supplemenr and conDl€meni each

tor. ofthe issuc is ihis:docs lbc diversity pithin Scriprure fcmove thc possibiliry
hg a biblical or systcmatic rhcology? Th€ following discursion will artcmpl

lhe undcrllng uniry bchind lhc diEnity u/ilhir rhc biblicat radiliony
fact, biblical and systemaric thcolo8y an a crilicat componen! in rhe solution

of modcm hermcneutics. An ov.r.mphasij upon divcrsity ha. caulcd th€
m tovard normariy€ lruth in biblical sratcmenrs. The recovery of uniry

u! ro rcaffirn the absolute nalurc of scriprurat rrurh{taims and to Enew the
inlcnded meaning.
t the exa€t rcladonship berw.en biblical and sysr€maric theology? h a vcry

thcy are in$parablc and intcrdcpendcnr.t As statcd abov€, a fivc asDects of

u a straight linc in rhe order prcsenlcd hcE, as cach forms th€ foundation for
into the next. In another sense ihe lattcr three provid€ ihe menlal framework

alld ft€oloSical sludy (sce figure 13.3). The ih€ological prcunderstandinS
by onet conf€rsional lradirion is a ncccssary componcnt for cxcgetical de-

of method, hovevcr, eacb discipline aho haj a certain funcrionat autonomy.
I discuss lhcm in scparare chaplers. Bjblicat theology nudies ihe individual

th€ individual books and tradiiioff within the Bible, seckin8 coverin8 laws
them into a holistic pattern. Syslcmalic rhcology ihen conlexrualiH thcse

logical and conceprual whole thal rccomrruc$ doSma for the modern period. As
ti]s, "Biblical theology is a foundarioD for slstedaric theotogy itr thal il providcs

rco-hcrmcncutical enrcrprise (cxeg€sis, bibtical rheotogy, hisroical theotogy.
ih€ology and practical theology) coexht in a concepruaj unity. ln one scnse

ftuit of cxeSetical study conductcd with a prop€r rclarion 10 rhe original conrcxr
devrlopm€rt ofdivinc revelation" (19?8rl85i see 185_93). yet many disagree at

Sohc Guch as cuthrie in hk N.\9 Testoment Theolo| belicve rh^r rlrc
I pnnciples arc derivcd ultinatcly from dognatics. Orh€rs buch aj Ladd in his
of the New Testomen\ rake a descripriv€ approach, altowing rhc organizing

s to b. derivcd from rhe lext irsctf rarh.r thar from an cxternal sourcc likc
rc rh€ology. As Ward says, .,The ructwe, ot ptilLcipte ol oryanization,lot ̂
treology shoutd b€ dct.rnincd by rhc lilcrary units $,ilhin $c Old ard Nca

(1977:383i italics his).I vill dcvelop rhis funhcr below.
i coNider Ladd aod Cuthri€ a! an examptc. One of Ladd's basic problems is a
synth$i' (his failurc to sc.k unifyiog rhcncs rhal tink the New Tesramcnl rra-
rvhilc Crthric fails lo allow thc biblicat docunenls themsclvls ro dctcrmire thc
of his theology. Yet CurhrieS is the norc s€riow cr.or from rhc ltandpoinr of
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biblical theolosy, for his is mole of a systematic theologv in tbe guise of a biblical

rheology.s Culhrie needs to allov the biblical euthors themselves 10 dictaie th€ iheolog-

ical ca!€gories and to delermine fie larger unity bet$e€n themselves. The best approach

vould be to amalganate th€ melhods of Ladd and Culhri€, that is, to note the dile.se

exD.essions and themes of the various N€l{ Testament strala and then 10 conp'le these

in order to forse a united core of theoloey within th€ first-centurv church Ladd\ ana.

lvlical node and Culhrjeh synihelic mode can inform and conect each olher'

ln sun, bibiical theology is descriplive. tracing the individual emphases of the sacred

$riters and then collatirg then into alchelypal themes thal unify the testamentsi dog.

naiic theoLogy collects the maEial generat€d by biblical theolo8v and restates or re-

shapes i1 into a nodern logical pattern, integrating these aspech into a coniessional

stalenenl lor the church !odav.' For instance, biblical lh€ology begins Nith the realized

escharology of Johr Galvationi€lernal life as a presenl possession ol the believe, and

fie final eschalology of H€brews or I P€ter Galvalion as a futu.e attainmen0. Noling

tha! th€se aspecls are complenenlaly and part of a larg€! truth (inaugurated escharologv,

which recognizes that sahalion begins in the pr€senl and is consunmat€d in the fulure)

th€ biblicai theolosia! finds boih seeurity and responsibiliiv in th€ Chrislian liie Svs

tematic theology iakes lhis res!]l and places it within a more compr€hensive doctrine

inlegrating soteriology and €schatologl.

OL (Oiginal LanBuage) RL (Receplor Languase)
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Fig. 13.3, Fron Text io Conrexr
patlems of valious chu.ch siiuations and tradilions by hislodcal theology, and

tle New Testament m€sas€" (Barrett l98l:5), and syst€natic theologians objecl to

d€nigradon of $en discipline into a cortextual and philosophical study ln actualitv

artempt !o sepalate th€ tasks too greatly is anificial, for one cannol be done \{ithout

orheri thet are interdependenl. Biblical theolo$ nust qalch over the theologian 1o

. - . flhen his enthusiasn .uis away with him" (p. 7). ln similal fashion the

preundentanding oflhe biblical lheotogiaD inleracts in a type of "hermeneul_

circle" as each discipline informs and checkt the othe. Gee fisure 13.4)

13.4, The Inrerdependence ol Thcolosical Dscillines

middle point bdween the t€xl ofthe NervTeslament and nodern reconstruclron

f,iblicrl Theology lnd Homil€ticrl Theology. A11 sholan recosnize thar biblical

of exesesis and biblicaltheology), "what it meant'(the lask ofsystematic theolosy)

"hol' it appli€s" (the rask oi homiletical th€ology) see fisure 13.3. Ofcourse, this

/ \

/ \
thcology sYslefralc

\ /
\ . /

\'+ 
blhrhrldda - -'-' '

,Dunn argues that only this can cary influence lor !h€ modern church, sinc€ in fact
oI the canon for the church today (1982:26-27, 4443)

branch of the church buildr nore upon ils own ecclesiastical tradilion than upon
canon itselt While this iscorrect in a D.asm:ric sense.I rxould not rish to"canonu€

rp€ak h theirdiveBe theologies and thereby allov dilergent lradilions !o interact and

, syst€matic theology is the last step oflhe bridge between "what il neant"(1he

a rotally satisfacto.y arang€ment: biblical theologians objecl to being "dropped

dare nol mdely d*c.ibe the past thinking of th€ canonical aulhos bu! musl

the rclevance of those ideas lor the mode.n cont€xl. Durn stresses lhe
ical level" oi biblical lheolosy, namely, the demarcation of th€ present impl;

ity to lhis extent. One of th€ najor purposes ofthis book ir to provide m€thodo
conlroh for avoidinSjusl lhis €ror, so that intepreiers can indeed alloN the lexl

togelher.Lo No person h ort a biblical theolosian or orry a preacher. Everyone
reads a biblical text and seeks to dlscern ils meaning (including what it nearr and
t rr?arr) nust ofnecesity blend the disciplines.
the same time honiletics h furthe. renoved irom biblical theolosy. The biblical
has been ranslated and inlerpreled by exegesis, collaled by biblical theology. for
transformed into dogmatic theses by systemadc theology, developed into the
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nov is applied to the curr€nt situation by honil€tical th€ology. There is no single "her-
mcneutical circle" but rath€r a spiral of interlocking sph€res of dialogue, The pulposc
is to allo\r, vhal the tcxt'meant" to addrcss th€ church anc\t.

8!!rlll. Prubhn ln$
l. Unity rnd Div.rcily. Here we arc at lhe hean ofthe d€bate over th€ hislorical{rilical
method. Cdtical scholars doubt whether we can amalgamale individual scriptural stars
n€nts inro covcring models oldoctrinc in light of the divcrse sir€ams of tradition h thr
biblical period.r' Pokomy calls this an almost in$rmountable problcn for establsiing
conlinuity b€tvecn biblical iraditions. Since biblical matcrial h circudsh ial and linl.d
to an irreversiblc bhtorical dev€lopncnt, Pokorny daintains, ilbecomca vinually irnpor-
sible to derive r uniled theology (l98lrl-3).

Certainly there is indeed tremendous diversity bet*een the biblical books The differing
gcnres and purposes have originated from a plethora of situationt and problens factd
by Isriel and the .arly church. Most of the Ne* Tcstament books werc \rriltcn to defed
aponolic Christianity agairst various aberations, and therc is a gleat varicty of €xprcs-
sions and penpcctives between the writers. K€bey concludes tiat "therc is no one, noF
maliv€ concept'Scriptur€.'Insl€ad, thcre se€ns to b€ a fsnily of relat€d but imponantly
dillercnt concepts of t€ripture"' (1975i1415). Y€t tbis sk€plicism is unt{arranted. Di-
v€rsily by no means connotes disunily, and a decpcr lcvel of unity can b. discovered
Schnackenburg slatcs,'Can *e, then, rcally talk about a New T€$adent th€olo8/ w!

can and w€ must, pr€cisely becausc the New Testam€nt is a unily . al one in lhc

confession of one Lord, o'e faith, ore God and Father (Eph 4, 5, 6)" (1963122; italics

his; see also Marshall ls76J7:5-l4l Moule lsSl:214)
Guthie in his fl,€olos.t, does an cxcell.nrjob of dcmonstrating lhe unil' behind lhc

dilcrse Nev Tcstatnent exprersioN, ar do von Rad, Eichrodt and othcrs in $e Old

T€nam€nt. The basic problem is lingrrbtic, and thcrcforc lhe difficultics will be solrtd

at rhe semanlic Ie\el. specifically via the lemantic tield bchind lheological conceph An

$,e to s€e conflict between the Dcuteronomic, Dalidic and proph€tic cooceph of co!e'

nant or bet*een thc Matthear and Pauline concepts of law and grace'l Her€ \{€ nutt

determine €\actly how lhe l€rms (such as {ulfill" in Mt 5:17 and thc lanSuage of Rod

4:ll-15 or Cal 3:19-4:6) arc used in the 'urface trructuR and messagc of the rerl ano

lh€ n delin€ ate the und€rlying theo logical p rincipl€s i n the d€e per sruct u re Al this deepcr

levelve oflen can promulgate unily.r?
Many Dote the imporlance of th€ "social }istorv of ideas" as an arbiler in deciding

queslions ot meaning and aulhoriry {scc Woodbddge 1982:2G2?) Wc darc nol a5sudi

unily or di!€rsity $irhout noring such {actors as bactSround. seDantic ficld. commuDu

influence o.1he sociological developm€nt of kra€l and lh€ church. Caron's seven "pos'

i l r \e ref lecr ions ptovide a ptoper conclusion {1983 77-95): t I r  tveqone nani len\ '0| ! '

typ€of unif ied rheologKa I  sy\rem or bel iet  12)Thcdarabaseisrh€enrirecanon $n' ' "

is open ro lhc laws of logic. lhcotogy lor claim of divcrsity) mus( ar$c from rhe sar@

tcxl. nol b€ rmposed upon il {l) Progr6sive Bclation should bc s'rioudy considep
but agair dust aris€ from tbe lcxt. (4) Biblical diflcrencca often r€fl€ct "divcrse pa$ort
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rather than divcrg€nt confessionsl srrucrur€s. (5) Div€rsity also oftcn rcfl€cts
vidual styles and interests of the wdt€u themselv€s. (6) Theological harnoniza-

$hen thc undcflyinS statcments are compatibl€. (?) The icholar must rvoid
and allov cach psssage to d.tcrmine irs own meaning and theoloSy.

HislorJ, Dunn and Sandcrs argue rhat lhe canon-consciousncss of the
depcnd€d on each stagc of the d€v€lopment of kaditions for rhcir self-

th€reforc, nol only the final stlge bul the carljer stages constitule the
God, and lhc prchistory ar $,ell a! thc final codificd forn of rhe lcxt is csscnriat
biblical rhcologJ,.rr There arc rwo vays ro look ar rhe rraditioning proccss: via
ftconsl.uction of th€ history of rhc rcxr and of rhc narior alotrg rhc lines of
oth; or a depcndcnc€ opon th€ lcxt as canonically conceived vithout such a

revisiod of history. The formef typ€ nak€s a biblical theology virrually im-
rincc it lends ro produce the kind of multiple inrerprerations rhat r€sulr in an
.tcpricisn regarding the viability of any such enlerprisc. Thereforc, most utiliz€
ryproach.

most commonly associaled with a tradirio-hhlorical aDDroach ro bibjical
h gertmut Gcsc, who lakes a conscioudy canonicsltack, arguing for a closed,

of tradition rhat links both rcstamenls. For Ccsc tradition hislory is noi
d collecaion of fragment€d and at rimes contradictory rraditions bur a tcngrhy
d.veloprnent in $hich tradilions $cre r€inrerprcrcd lo m€el new contingenci€s.

ihere was morc than one decalogue {Ten Commandnenrs) ar lhc Torah
k€d in diff.dng situations. Y€t there i5 coniinuity, and tater interprctarions
ralber than displaced the clarsic laws.ra Cese bclicves that only a rradirion-

s can unitc the Ecraments: sincc texts d€vclop oul of ihe "lifc processes"
nities, only a method rhat cncompasses bolh r€dacriotr and composirion

prcpcrly can a$css rhe theological dcvelopmenls. Each slage is esscnrial to the
oducr and yet depcndenr on rhal final 8oal. This means lhal tor Cese rhc Otd

is not fulfillcd until the New Testamenr. cese's program has comc under a
of criticism.rt Hc seems in many \!ays lo r€place thc concepl of a unifying
hi! theory of a tradirion or rcvelalory process; hc ignores theology in favor
rc., and hiltory. Moreov€r, Ccs€t rheory d€pends somcwhst on his vicit/ of
of the Hcbr.v canon (ar rhc Colocii ofJrmnia or even larer). and gis has

sot'e disrcpute of late (especially virh the growing consensus rhal Jamnia
the tuming point many have prcviously rloughl). All tradilion-{ritical ap-
dcpcnd upon spcculdive reconrrucrions of biblicat hhlory and so arc dcpend-
thc shifttug sands of hisrorical opinior In sum, rhc bibtical theotogian musr
of the haditioning process in Isracl and lhe €arly church, bur it ir onc factor

brtry in th€ excgcrical arsenal and not the key cornponcnt in the formarion of
of dogma in thc biblicat period.

rd C.no||. Clolely linked to rhe irsue ot rradition is canon, and ir is
I najor issuc of lrtc, as witness thc nunber of recenl wo.ks oo rhe issuc. Tatinc
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a rradilion-crilical approach to rh€ issue, Tate argues for a dvnamic concepl ot canon
that includes the nages oi development as well as lhe final canonical product (1981:l?4.

75). Thereforc, therc $as no "inteneslamental period" bul a complex unity as the canon
progressed ro fulfillment. On th€ other hand. Childs considcrs canor ro be a stance 0r
perspective from which to li€w the Bible (1970:14?). As such rh€ mnon relali!izcs rhe
historical-critical method a.d challe.ges the scholar ro consid€r the texl as il is in tehs
of its lunction for the comnunity. Therciore, '1he canonical shapins . . . {forcesl rhe
interpretcr. .. to confiont the authorilariv€ text ofscripture in a conlinuing lheolorical

r€0€ction" (Childs 1979:81).
The dcbal€ ov€rcanon and trad;tion;n biblicaltheology has been both inlereslinBand

informarive. Sandcrs objects io Childsl foclts on a 'final form. callins ir a "clnonical
shape which few il ary subsequent trad€nts heeded.'16 Accordins to S:ndes. the ciric
should consider nol only th€ "fre€zing" of a tradition rn the ca.onical lerl but aho its
prehlstory and subseqLlent developn€nl. Since ancient communilies read teil! lia lra-
dilion ralher rhan lia a "canonical" order, we musl study $e Bible not only svnchfon-
ically (in its canonical shape, so Childt but also diachronically (in its traditi0n-develop-
men0. Childs responds that the r€sults oi tradnion-crnical research do not justify lh!
€nphasis placed upon rhal nelhod, arguinglhat h€ indudes the shaping process but that
th€ final rext must have prio.ily: 'The ent;€ hisrory of Israel\ interaction Nith itl ra.

ditions is refl€ded in the final texf (1980:54i see 52-60). Childs is alremptin8 a consrruc

tiv€ approach lhat will overcon€ lhe dilenma of crilical schola6hip and reco-snire rhe

"theolosical rolc of canon."l?
There is much lo laud in the canonical melhodolog) ofChilds. His sress on lhe un y

ofrhe canon and the relationship ofth€ vhole ofScriprure to each oflhe pans is sin'lar

to rhe "analogy of fairh" of lhe Relormers (see below). In his Exodus connenlary and

monunenral tilo-lolume /rioduction to the Old Testanent u! Scrbture aad Inlkdra

I ion t '  thp \c^ 7 esnap o,  Stnptutp.  \  h i js  \hnws a brr lhdnl  a$drr1e* or .dronla l

. i rerarure and rnoeed o l  lhe rhole at ra\  or  .chnh'sh.p on rhe be$rder inP nun bei  o i

issues involled. He has indeed managed 1o bl€nd criricalschola(hip lrirh a canonrcar

approach. In doing so, howeler. he has had tojettison intelest in the historical "intendeo

neanine" of the biblical author in falor ofa canonicalinlerprelation. To be cerlain lor

Childs 'inlentionality" addresses nai.ly speculalive recon(ructions of hisrorical back'

ground tsuch as auenpl \  lo  re$r i re the h i \ tor)  of  lhe conquesl  o l  Canaai  or  or  lhc

prophel 'c  perrod)becau(e rhel  \ ler  rhe rdnonndlmerning o l lhe e\ r ( ls85:r53rr 'Y ' r

a l  lhe \ame ume al l  ? lere l r id lapproa.he '  lo  meanrng r rce dplendi \  r \or  arc re ie!G0

as inappropdaie in favor ofa canonicalor lit€.ary tact. i

The centrality of the original community (lsrael and the cburch) in Childs\ svsrcn

pakl le ls  rhe Crammat ica l . r ino icd l  merhod In b\hcdl  rheoloSy 
" , " . t  

*  t t ' toLog"

ol  I ' rael  or  Ihe eJrv.hurch dr  qe (o. lare rne ndi \ .dual  rheolos 'ca l  r -and'  n " ' '
testaments. Yet as Mccorniskey points oul,

There is an impoltanr herneneutical problem here. Canonical criticisn forces us to

derive our undeBta.ding of t€x1s like the toyal psalms irom lb€ comnunitv Th'rs

rhe narroecr inlent of the au$or is expanded. . . . Docs nor lhe communitv r€Ilccl
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r hope farhion€d more by hislorical circumstance than althorilativc word?

dichotomy belqeen author and community must be resolved.
this vantaS€ pornl ht me address briefly the subtopic of a "canon virhin th€

correctly notes thal it is too speculative and reductionislic to provide any basis for
themes in biblical theology (1978r166-67). He qlotes Hans Kung in lab€lins ir

." This controversial issue h relaled to the problem of preunderstandins and as-
dre viabilily of choosing certain srands of biblical rheology as more "canonical"

.  we mu\ l  re jecr  a canon srhtn a ( "non approach to b ibhcal  r \eorogy

thar others. For instanc€, Kiisenann freely admils that his Lutb€ran bias has

hin to favor Pauline conceph ofjustification orcr other Nev T€sramenr emphases

"canon within a canon" (1964:95-10?; se€ also Morsan l97l:60-61). Dunn soes a
finrher: "Whatever the theory of canonicity, rh€ realiry is th^t all Chtistians haee

itho eanoniithin the Mnor "(iulics hn) r, Whenever wc place ourtheological
above the texl and dccide dogma on the bsis of prooftexts rarher than on rhe

of Scripture. Dunn is corr€ct.

arb;lrarinest' becaus€ i1 allovs a person to choose any lheme desired as the
ofbiblicalth€ology. A "canon wilhi. a canon"cannor dealrightly \{ilh the totaliry

, b€cause it is bascd on the principle ofarb;rrary selection, which itselfleads
subjeclivny. To summa.ize, !h€ canon nDst be taken as a wbolc; it demands

over th€ canoni€altexr itself

Lfhe Amlogir Fidei rrd Progr.ssir. R€velrlion. As slared in the intfoducrion, rh€
ol fairh orInor€ properl) I  rhe p. incrple ot SU rpr u re derermrnrng Scriprure r(

concepr in  rhe derermrnal ion o i r ' reoloSica meanrng Yel  i ls  re levance Ior  b ibhcel
Isdebated. The termlhar describe!the dangerofthh tool(as rvellas the problern

ive on ihe unity of Scripiur€ that allo*s neither comnunity nor scholar to

tradition-{fitical or "hislory of relig;ons" approachet h Sandmel's "parallelo-
' L h e l e n d e n q r o a p p l j a n ) a i a l o g o r , p ^ s a g e t o r r e l i g r o u ' i l L a r i o n , r o d e t . n e r h e

or orisin of a biblical idea (1962:2 I3). This aho can lead 1o an overemphasis
ibc uniiy of biblical texrs, resuhins in shar Carson calh an "a ificial conformily"

Unores the diversity ofexpr€ssion and enpharis between divergent staremenis in the
Etreling goes so far as ro claim rhat the anatogia frclei axrually undercurs a true
tneolqy, since in the €nd "the iailh" or lhe inFrpreter's preunderstanding takes

over Scriprure itself:l
ln€ dange. of our "fairh" rarher than Sffipture controlling ouf interprctarion

neanins. Rather. tl€ should conlrol our theoloeical presupposirions in r$o
: crnnge the concept to rhc analogia sctiptun (Scriptve talhcr than our ,,fairh" as

a$rter), and allov "community exegesis"{dialogu€ with the past conmunity via
ades aod so fonh and *ith rh€ pres.Dt communiries via conslanl intcradion)

rcry reali however, rhis does not mean that we musr jettison the concepr atrogerher.
lact, rve could not do so if we wanled to. Onek theologhal perspectile is roo deeply

tor lnat, and I would afgue thal ir is an aid rarher rhan an enemy in the lask
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A further dang€r is shallow harmonization, the other side of "parailelomania ' 
In

biblical theology this is oft€n se€n, lor instance, vh€n canon crilichn leads one to read
later texts into earli€r ones, as uhen ore sees the Old Testanenl as achrhtoloSical ca$
book (see furlher below). Kaisercalls for "the analogy ofanleceden! Scripture"to combal
this;namely, a "diachronically consciouC' hermeneltic that allows a passage ro sland bv
.r re l f  In  Ighr  o l  hs own prehinorJ ra lher  lhcn ro redd bdcl  : f lo  r r  rhe lurure a$e.0paeni
of the rheological concept (1918a:18-19). In contrast, Childs arsu€s lhat the lotalit! of
canonical rev€ialion is applicable, indeed necessary, !o any silen part (19?0:189-91) In
my opinion, the truth lies bdween the tiro oplions. If we apply Kaiser: pdnciple too
woodenly, there could be no concepl olthe "progress of relelalion," and we vould become
tradilion critics, a posilion akeady s€e! to hav€ serious problems for biblical lheology
On lbe other hand, the canonical approach easily can lead to Bar\ "illegitimate lotatity
transLr," as th€ rlhole ol the biblical vihess is erroneously applied to a single biblical
stalem€nlor therne. The answer is a proper use ofparallels. They ar€ not dderninatile
of meaning but simply provide possibilities lor refleclion and yi€ld paraneters for lhe
options. For inslanc€, lve do nol choose MattheN 24:29-ll (posltribulation rapture),
R€velation 3:10 (prefibulatio. raplure) or Rer€]ation 20:l-10 (amill€nnial posrtion) and
then inleryrellhe olhes onthe basis ofthe preferred "prooftext. " Rather, Ne set allthiee
passag€s alongside one anoih€r and seek that posilioD lxhich besl harmonizes them.

The herm€neutical principles by which se may do this arecrilical. Prinarily. ve must
assess the relative value of each theological pafalhl. giving the rnost likely pasags

Sreater weight but giving due weight ro all passages dealing with rhe theme. We need lo
difierenliale true paralleh from seeming paralleis, but al the san€ time re nust explore
all ramifications of the larser issue and place them in their p.oper biblicai frameNork

Gee Thomas 1980:45 53). I have already explored lhis at the leveL of semantics (chap.
three), and the principles there can be applied also to theological parallels. The d"a/osi,
. .  / rp&, ,  i .  a  lN ro r  orooer b ibrcal  rheo,ogy and an e: .enucl  .og 'ed.enr  in  "  cdnof lcd

5. AuthorilJ. Critical schola.s denigrate the authority ol biblical theolosy since it is

perceived as a pur€ly descriptive science. Barr stales flatly
Ilis less and less likelythal biblical theology can be deemed to hav€ said the lasr \'0r0

about anylhine. . . . On the one side, lhe authority ofthe Bible can no longer be taken

for grant€d, but must be rrow" on sufficienl grounds On th€ othd side, biblical
rheo oS) ccnnor rork In . 'o ldr .on.  In \o l 'ed In hFlor .cJ.uagmerr i  on rne ore hdnd

il is linked \vith logical, philosophical, and finally, systemalic th€ological judgn€nrs

The argument is thal biblical theology, dealing onllr uirh "vbat it meant,'is descriptivei

systematic theologl, telling"what it means."presenls the nomative element in Christtan

trulh (and eveo here it is nornative only for fiat particular community oliailh) ln thts

la11er sense, Nineham goes so far as to assert that the Bible as poetry has spok€n to eacn

generalion but that the "authoity question is culluraliy cosdilioned and caughl Ltp 1'{tttr

the parallel auihorilies of church, conscience ud reason.f He states, "What if Goo,
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if'slatemenh ofcoulse slate mere possibilitjes rather than actualilies. and invite

I would ansper that God indeed do€s wan! dialogue, but nol in piace oi ar

ihtive t€xt (as Nineham would have it). Naturally, Nineham and othe6 can do

$,ish, but even the simplesl pe.usal of biblical clains demonslrates the fact thal

Bible at least demands that it b€ th€ basis of that dialogue. This God-ordained

\rith herself'can never occur apa fron biblical standa.ds (Ninehan)nor do€s

inu€ the process of Cod's ;nspired self-revelation (Achlemeier). The cburch d'a-

ar the level of interprelation but can have only one responser obedienc€ lo God\

!s reveal€d in hh authoritatire word t2 Tin 3:1617)
icah recognize that the hunan elenent sas pr€senl in the stages of tradilion

rranrmission, in th€ codificat;or of the tradition in the canonical books and in the

validalion ofthe "inspned 'books via the process olcanonizalion. However, this

in dialogue vith h€$elf' (1976:271)

way vitiates the divine element, which was cenkal in each of these stag€s. While

consenatives are perhaps loo docelic when they ignore the hunan side, nany

ger back ro rhe inrended reanins o l  the o lg.nc l  propo' i r ion. .  " rd b ib l ica l  rheolog)

history very seriously, actually wants the Church in the trxentieth centu.y to be

ol  rhe proces whereb)  se , , .ow lh" t  aurho.r lar . \e  me\ .dpe ro .ddre-  us Iodav

rtd Theology. Bar noles loul ploblematic aspects n any alt€mpt to anchor

h hislory (19?6:74649): (l) ambieuity resardins the nature ol the revelatory

and their con.ection wilh historical causation; {2) ambiguity aboul th€ sens€ 01

" in terms bolh of the accessibilit! of relelation to cdtical hislorians and of ih

books, the cullural enlironnent is not the contiollinS factor, at least not in the
of the authos. Inspiration (and a conconilant sense ol revelation) is frequently

borh in the prophets and in the apostolic authority behind New Testamenl
. L€ssing\ "ugly broad ditch" belwee. history and truth (bis statenenr thal

are too Arian Nh€n they ignore the divine side. In spite of all the

icat probl€ms €numeraled abole, R€ ale conlinually brought back 10 the bolton

God has spoken to hunanityl The biblical r€velation is not so relalive or cullurally

as 10 b€ inaccessible 10 mode.n D€oDle. Th€ science olhe.meneutics enables

history, as to whefier they are equal or sepalat and \thether any c.ileria can be
revelation ifit is accessiblei(3) ambiguity r€sardingthe relation berqee! rcvelatton

lo prove it actually happened; (4) difficulries in the relation between relelalion

While there h historical relativity in the Bible due 1o lbe circumstantial na1urc

the biblical t€xt itsell sinc€ the lauer shors no awareness of sucb. Bar argues tha!
iradilion-hisiory ol krael (or the church) is rhe true locus and that rerelarion per se

!o part in the d€velopm€n1 of lhe ca.on.
problem areas lbat Bar notes ar€ valid. bul his Dessimism is unwadant€d fo.
reasons. The history b€hind the Gospels. fo. instance, is quite accessible to the

as s€veral rccenl works have argued.r{ There h no true dichotomy between
(or levelation) and hislory in the Gospeh or in the historical books of the Old

truths ofhhtorr can never b€come the proof ofnecessary trutbs ot reason')
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was bascd upon lhc philosophical skepticism ofthe Enlightenm.nt. Howevcr, thc hinor-
ical rclativity of ScripturE does nor €ntail a relativhm thar destroys the uniqucness ofrhe
Chrhtian failh. Rather, v€ should follo$ the lesson of church history and relurn to a
"precritical" though criticaly inJormed vie,x of the contrection bdlr,een hirtory and lrulh
in $€ Bibl€ Gee Hugh€s l98l:173-94 fo. an exccllcnl discussion of this issuc).

Thcre is no reason why biblical thcolo8y must on the one hand divorcc irs€lffrom rhe
possibility of revclation in history (Barrt dcmand), or on thc other hand demand a
positivistic r€corstruction of history as thc basis for its work (he tradilioHriti€al aD-
proach). Hermanr calls for a "'th.ology of hislory" based upon the biblical vicu, of time
and hhtory as cenicrcd upon th€ intcnelalionship betr€cn human hislory snd divinc
action.rr While hhtory itself beirays no revelatory aspect, God har madc him!€lfIno,fn
in lhc midst of human history, cspccially vialhc dimcnsion of promise-fulfillmcnt. At the
lcvel of religious cipcri€nce God! activ€ prcscncc in history is knos/n. Whilc I cannot
ag.ee *ith Hernann that history i! ontologically incapablc of bcing revclatory, he doeg
providc a8ood basis fo. theunion ofhislory aDd theology.I \rould argue th6t since God
has givcn hi5 revelation in history the t{,o arc ontoloSicall} relatcd.

Haycs and Prussncr chroniclc lhc r€action again$ th€ union of history and theology
as opposed primarily to lhe"rcvclation in history" scftool ofWright and otbcrs (1985:241-
44,262-64). The cunent mode ofthinkirg h to r€place history with a view of the Biblc
as "story." In this way th€ question of hisioricily need not arbe and the literary features
of lhc nanative (in vhich thc thcology aclually is found) can lake pr€cedcnce over lhc
"evcnt" ih€lf. Howcver, as stated in chapter six, the hilorical aspecls of fie biblical
narrative arc a part oflhe theolo8y, and no such dicholony should be made.

7. Lrn$rge, T.xl rnd M.ining. Surprisingly, tcxrs on biblical lheolosl too s€ldom
discuss th€ problem of languag€, exc€pl in lh€ sense of descriptive (vhat it m€ano vs.
normative (what it means) tasks (such as St€ndahl). However, the problen of lansuage
has moved ro rhe forefronr oidhcussion due to r€cenr rheor'€\ lega'dins langua8e and
herncncutics. H€nry discuises thc preoccupation with this issuc:

Thcy lscholars] hav€ pos€d so staikly rh€ "predicamenr" of "rhe modern person ro
vhom the m€aning of th€ New Tesrarnent musl b€ conveyed, they have dravn such
s sharp conlrast bet{,een the conditiotr of pcrsons loday and th€ir condition al any
olher tirde, that thcy ha]/e bccn compellcd to conce ralc almo$ all th€ir effods on
the attenpt to pry loose fron lhe New Tcstament somc vord that is not tied to thc
particularity ofJudaism or confused by partisan batths amon8 the apostlcs. (1979156-

The dcbat€ cenllrs upon lhe intcrr.latrotrship bctween rh! thne apects of mcarun8-
aulbor. t€xr. readcr. Tr.mendous probl€ms occurat each link: what is lh. lxad relation_
ship bctween an author and tbc rcader, and how does one get back !o thc theology oI

thc biblical author in light of thc grcat gap bctwcen the ori8inal sctting and that of fic
cun.nt age? Yet I would arguc that rcli8ious hnguagr is opin lo verification via herdc'
nculical criteria of adcquacy and coh.ren !. Sincc lareuatr containi both "dcad" ($ato
snd "liv€" (dynamic) melaphors, thc Bibl€ can bc bolh proposilional truth (static) and
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evcnl (dynamic). As such, a biblicat rhcotog] is a viral €tem€m in the ongoing
ion belpccn cod and rhh vortd (s€c the appendic$ for a moie derail€d consid-
of this clscntial issuc).

T.3l|merl rnd N.r T6trm€nt. AII agrE€ thar ihis is rhe c€nral issue for anv
biblical rheolo$. Oncc again rhe basic probtem is unily and diversiry: each res-
muri hav€ rts autonomous place virhin rhe larSq unity of Scripture. yei the
b€tli,.cn the l*o r€mains dilficuh to attain. Many have raught thal Otd and Nc$

should r€main scparare. Marcion vas the lirsr ro d€rnnd a radical dichor-
in8 frorn rhe canon nor only rh€ Old Testam€nt bur also any New T€stam€nt

rclat€d 1o the Old Teslament. In our time borh Adolf von Harnack and Rudolf
hav€ nlessed disconlinuity. For Bulrmann and Baungertel rhis leads ro a
approach to biblical rheologt,. Tlc Old Tcslamcnl is ihe .,prcsupposirion" of

, and the failur€ of the covenant hopc of hracl led to a new rcligion cenlering
the promissory hope of justificarion.r6

, this neSativ€ tone has not bcen innueDrial. Welt€rmano resronds thar the
ism of such scholaE shallcB th€ vatuc of rh€ Old Tcsramcrt a! rcticious hisrorv

122-33). Mor€over, Ncw T€stanenl background is also loosed from its historical
and iiounden in a sca of nylhical irrelev&ce. To r€nove .,fulfillmenr" from
b arbilrary and inadcquale. In thc final analysis it is imporsible ro separate

tcstamcnts, and any ruly biblical $cologt musr begin u,ith rh. recognition of't[d dcmonstrate such. The simpl€ fact rhar rherc ar€ at leasr 25? quotca and ovcr
.llusions (according to the Nesrle-Aland creek tcxr) of the Otd Testanenr in the

.h. extent to which $c laner built upon thc formcr. In lerm! of vocabutary,
rcliSious €mphas€s and worship the rwo d€pend upon one anorher. to t€rE3 of
irc history a clear typological r€lalionship of promhe-fulfillmcnr cxhts berwftn

, and any concept of the proSfess of rcvclarion h history (the backbonc
theology) mu$ build upon tbi! decpcr ht€rdcpcndcnce.r'

. llttodotoly
major erea of dhagreenenr (aftcf a unifying center) is the nethodology by

ee dev€lop a biblical thcology_ Scholars have ncvcr atlaiftd any consensu with
to apprcach. Biblical scholaIs havc r.nd€d lo pr.fcr an analylical or descriprive

ich, and theoloSians havc always prefcrcd a synthclic merhod. For insrance, Ladd
Ncw Testam€nt rheologl utilizes an anatlrical merhod that takes each book as a
t entity, whilc Cuthde follows a synthcric approach that proceeds thcm€ by ihcmc.
roluiior is to examin. rhc stretrglhs and u,eatncsscs of rhese and orher proposcd

Stuhlmacher suggcrrs five critcria by s,hich onc can judgc a viable biblical
(19791163): {l) It nusr conespond wilh the feligious-hisrorical 6s well as rhc
aspccts of Scriptu.e. (2) There should b€ historical and dogmaric coh€Encc in

th. rclslionship b€lu,r.n rhe t€stamcnrs. (3) Il must u te th€ ,lrands of theotogy
thc various books ad rraditioru. (4) tt should d.moffrate thc link betv,€cn fic
rn€ssagc of salvation and th€ church's an€station of fairh in such a way a, lo
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r l len catronicr l  h is toq (5)  f t  shouLd preser \c  rchoL,( l !  .xpcf t 's  'n  lhc c\cgcrrcr l  rnr l
h f lmenf l r r icNl l isc i0 l incs Of  (Nrso. lhc way Ln sh 'ch se wr l l 'n ter f rd lh$e o i tc f ia  $ i i l
d i lTer  accordins ro our  o!n txr rd iSnr  connruni l \ i  rh ! t  i ! .  accordin!  lo  dre h l ] . , j l
' ' r r i r ica l  n 'hool  r .$hich\e iJhcr .  \e \er lhehs.rh i \pro\ idei !ne\cc lknr .onrnr .L i
r$e5r in8 rh. lo l l (NinC m.rhodr l$ould nore thr ! .  \ tco l ics rhe m.rh.d.mt l i ) .d  orr \ r
be cogntanr  o l  rhe dnusi tv  o l  ind iv iduNle\pres\ ionsi  r l  the samc t lnc i r  nrun d im00
nrr te rhe dccpu uni t l  behind thosc cxpr*s ionr :  and i r  must  t racc Ihc fnrgressron 01 Lh!
rerdat ion,  h inor i .a l  dere lof  Drcnr  o l  h ib l ica l  do8iu.

I .  The Stnrbei i .  \ le thod.  ln  rh i \  nFrhod Ih&r lo!Lc! l  rhemes ! r .  r rxccd rhur !b r i r r
b ibhcal  { rar !  in  re lar ion ro rh.  \Mlous h is lor ica l  te iodi .  Tso d i f i {cnt  r fpr .ach.  ! r i
hken:  nDc f ( i l los !  h isror !  o l  rc l ig ions appfor$ thar  s tndics th.  $rcs lnd rhr
0haig i rS rhnt .Sic l l  s i lu l r ions (nrxn)  Old TesMru' r  rheolo8L!nt .  qh lc  o l l [ rs  r ; | fLr
de5f t ib .  rh.  d i l l i r  Dg rheologie\  r i rh  l i r rh a l lcr rpr  l .  l lae l in*  o l  n)n lLn! i t \  or  dr !1,
oprn.nr  iman\  \c \  l+rancnr  rhn) lo! ra. r l  Ihe \ t rdrgrh of rhe s\nrhdic Nrb.d l ,A
in i r j  nre$ uton lhe uni t \  o l  S{ i t rur  l t  ' j  o l lcn snrmcd thar  (h.  'hcm$ duodlr .L l
dra{  logether  thc rxnous rad,r ion\  behind Ihe bLbl ica l  sr i teb.  Tht  rhunr t rc  apptu,Nh
rlso graphicaLlr_ dcnNnrtrates rhc interconneclions hclwcen the t diritn\ At the \!nc

rrme.  hoqe!er .  lhc 5,_nthet ic  nrcr Iod.an be an, l rcL! l  rnd wbredivc,  \ rnce the cal .eor$

crn be easi l l  ;n fo i "d f ton ou\ id !  ( f ton lheolo! \ ) r l lher  than arar0!  nr tu.a i l \  l r r r
\ i lh in r f tom rh.  re\ r ) .  E\en \  hen major  conceprs l ik .  .o \enanr or  I rngdonr .G aofLtd
i id iscr iminNtc lJ_.  rhc data r t \e i l  crn bc r .noed or  1$is ted to l i r  Ihe pre()nccNed l l r r r {n

\ . r thc l$s.  (h is  rpproach h lN nrde a l ign i f icdnl  iDfact .  lor  cxxnr l lc .  In  Er i r f , rd l \

Theolagt4th.o ldt ! ! tah.r , in t rh ichauni f l in8 lh.mc(corenair lar , r .edb\  crN

oi  t ro jvsed()ns of the canoni f r l l i rda lurc Eichrcdl  q ished ro b.  r ,u .  (o h in. r \  \ r r

ro rera in the basic  uni t t  o l  Scf i t rure His sel .cu\ .  proces $a5 inr .ndcd ro a\oLd ' l r .

conrro l  o l  hrnor ic t rn i  o0 the onr  hand and o i  \ \n f lna lF (heoloSt  oD thr  oth. .  hJNj

l lo$erer .  $ l i i lc  h i5 melhod 8! inc i l  q ide dccefrancu.  ha uni l -v ing rh.mc d i l  nor '  Unds

a st rn i lar  anpniach.  Vr iezcn (1970) r rgucs for  lhe nnnnl !n ion co.ccpr .  Kr is{  l l9 l l l  10

lhc promrsr  rh.nrc.  and Tur i . r  I  l r ) rEl  ior  the pai . rcc of  Cod as rh.  .drr . r l  thdn!

2.  The Anal t t ic ! l  I lp lhod.  Sr .Dmin-q f rom rhe p. . r - In l i !h te im.nr  f i . . l .  Ihc i . r  r '

l i \ .  or  anxLl r r ( l  method hN r lsnt \  been ccnrrrL ro thc lask o l  b ih l ic lL  rheoi , rg!  l1

nudies lhe d i i r iDcr i !e  theolos icr l  c Inphases o l  ind ivLl !a l  books !nd (h0le!c loprng ! rJ

d i r ions in  or lcr  lo  d isce lh .  unique nre$a8c o l  crch Theorc l icrLL\  i l  is  opporcd ro

harmon; ing rh.  indr idual  oc$lecs i . to  co\{ rng. I  uni tu ins lhcnr0\  Dul ics i iLr '

r \era l  d!ne.A rh is  Noid5:  lh .  lcnden. I  ro. \cr r  r  l ind of  I \ tadd\  o\er  orh: r  : r r "

p  '  r , . . r  i  r " . - b ' "  ' r ' \ " ,  r o . r r ' r  ' ,  1 J - L

p  ^ ^  f ^ r ' -  n r .  H e o r . {  
"  

L  
" L . t  

"  o L "

rhoughl  b)  ( ,nrcmporary phi l ( \o fh l  ! .d  lheolos!  (  9( '5  2 l '1_15).
At  rhe srnrc l iN rhere d.  c lcr r  danScrs:  lhe r i r l \ r i . ! l  melhod c l i  rcsr l l  in  d d ' r '

n t lage o l  nr l t r idra l l r  dn-{ ' rh( , lo- l ies s i rh.ur  coh$ion:  vh i l .  rh t r  n)u ld b.  c . r r ' r I

i l  n  hard lv  h.$ the Bibk or  !h . . r . \ah Chnn,rn l r r rh per .e i \ed l lse i l  Uoso\er .  Lr  nrr r
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ea5i ty  degenerate InnJ x hstory o i  rc l ig i t rd\  !p t rorch.  t r i rh  n)0ccr0 onl \  tur  gcrcrLogicx l

or ig in i  r r rhr  than lor  lhc L i \ ing fu i rh thr  ntuduccd rhe docunrcn$ Thrs in  f t l  l ) rs  been

lhe fnost  conrmon lonn . l  rhe an r l i . r l  d  hod

l .  The Histor t  o i  Rel iS ion5 l le thod.  \ \  nr red , rbo\c.  lhr \  h .N orren been ihc rnrhr ica i

approrch Yet  1t  (  dL\o n \ t t r r r le  schooLrM $ de\e^er  eonsidrr r r ro i .  !nce i r  e luc idar .s

th.  developnenl  o l  rc lL! ious rdeas i r r  Ihc l i lc  o l  krael  anl  rhr  ( rL!  church.  In  L l r  r rd icd l

form i l  assumes dm lhsc rdeas {ere bornNsd ton sururr l in t  re l ig !  \  1n s mor

conserrat i re lorm i r  r fur$ rhe proetu\  o l  ,delar ion.rh i l  s thehi \ r .  oJ ( iod\rc \ .

la t io i  i r  the canontr r l  pr ( 'd .  The l . \  d6r in. r i .n  i5  rh,u rhr \  nr . rhod cnr . r \  uno0 h i \ ror \
rhile lhe anall'cll rIpn)rlh .entctu upor rheoLog].

The hesl  known ptufoDenl  o l  th is  merhod.  Bul tma.r .  cx l ld  rhe rne\sr8c o l  . l$ !s  rhc
' ,p !esutposi t ion forrh.  lheolo! !  o l  rhe \e\  ls tanent  ra lhcr  thrn a fan o l thr l  rhq, log\
i r lc l f "  (1951 I r3) .  Th( tog\  rh-e iore lo$ not  begi .  { i rh  l l r .  h i (or icd l  . lcsus nnd h is
t€achinE but  \ i lh  rhc (  hr i \ r  o l  in i rh.  \hLdr  r \  rh.  f rodr . r  { , i  rhc fF ichine ind r . !ch in!
of the ear l )  chLrrch l$ .  $fecr i  co i r tu) l  l luL lmannj  rhoughr hrror \  o f  r . ] | ! i r )n\  i rhe
histor i f t l  sde)  add e\ i \ rqrr i r l isn ( rh.  i i r . rJr rc lNe s ide)  For  l  l rnrnn the mr or  sr r$s
h upon rhe la ter .  s incc b ib l icr l  thcoLog!  lus neanint ,  nol  N rheorer ica tcxchinSj ,
t rnele$ genemlt rur l \ .  hr l  or rh as an c\ t r$\ io .  01 an un( lcr \ t rMing ofhur i r i  cx inence
shich for  lhe nan 01 lod! \  a lso i !  r  | .$ ih ih\  ior  h j \  rndcrnrndine o l  l in lseLr"
( l 9 5 l r 2 : 2 5 1 )

T h e b a s i c e r r o r o l B r l ( m r d n a n d h r J . l L i ^ ! c b i s r h l r H r \ ! l . r t L r h e r r " t u n n . L \ r i o n .
vhlch lc{ds them to l l rcs\  orh rhose rd,oh of  Scr iprLrrc t r l r i rh  eoherd $ i ih  c \ rncnt i l l is r
in ter t ret r l ion.  As r  r :u l l  thcv of rcn igrorc t ror l is  l ike l lcbr .q\ .  Jam* or  I { r rcLr l ios
(1978: l0 l '2)  Nlor . r . , .  lhcrc ar  too i r \ \  .on l  s .  so th rh. l r  JeoDsrru. r ioD oi  lh .o l
o g y l e n d s r o h a \ . r h . b , h h c r l d  a a r r h .  r . \  o l r h e . f r j .  t j i r t t \ . h i n o n . l  . . t r q i o n
t h ? o i , n . o t  . 1  

" .  1 . . .  t . ,  . . . r  o " . . 1 . .  n . , , .  1 . .  t r ( .  I  o , r . . .  . \ - \  ( . -
tanenr rders 1 ' " {orc on.D rhrn nor .  rhc t r r r  l fh  ar  a ia l .gLcrL r r rhu rhrn $urr$. t  Ne\
Testamsnl  ideas.  In  con. lu!on,  rherc i \  f roni r  $hei  rhe thn,rn \ lckr  tu  t |c  h ibhcal
dala.  l r rc ing lhe hrs lor i . ! l  de!c lopment  ot  h ib l jca l  lhenres in  t i thr  of  thc 0urn jnrne.r
rn {h 'ch rhe!  de\e l . t i .d  l rhe progre$. j  r . \ . tar t . i )  H, jqdrd.  \h .n th i  nrdho( l  nep(
ol r ts ide lh .  b ib l icaL Jranrc$or t  and i * t .  , r  . t i .u lar i \e  re\ \ ! ,n  o i  rhar  t r r r .  I  brNne\
too subjccti\r ro b. !\cl!L

4 Dirchronic and l iad i l idr ( i i t ica l  l \ t ( lhods.  I  ha\e I  rcrdv d6cu\ \c{ l  rhc N:ue o l
r radni , ,1  ! r  r - r .n  f f  

. -  .  )  .o  i
u < ' c d b \  r h i \ . . -  , , .  , ,  q .  |  . r  o r d  - . . , r , a , , h , .  , 1  . I . f , . . ! , r . .
s l r r c l l t r  r . r  - r i  .  r . . .  . . . n .  . r .  n  t a r t . . r , I n . u , , .  , u . . e . o r o  r t  . r . r . , r , .

; : ' "  "  
* *  .  .  '  * ,  L r  . . d  \ "  \ , . . . r .  . ,  \ . . . . r . , . . .' r ( o r o d \  

H r  L - J , "  r . ,  r .  t , .  r , k  j .  r . . , ^ .  . r  r . , r  . . , f . \ . d -  , t . . . . . . .
' v ' D e t 0 . r n r ,  

r , , r r . r , ,  t t e \ , \ t , . .  . . \ ,  . . r . i \ ( . , , r r t .
l I !  has grer ter  rhco|rgrc, r i  re te\anc.  lhr r  I  rd.o.nruc l .d hr(o^ ot  thal  .onrr )unnr
n o e e \ e r . \ . n  e a a d  r  r , , r  a r  .  r h (  \ , . , r .  ' , . ,  . ' ,  . . , , . , . ' ; .  p . ,  t r , . -  J c  . l
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oping cRed has rhe prdce ol primac). and ,on Rad arpues rhar rhe con[e-ion.] rohut"
ra(her  rhan rhe or .grnar inB e\enr  i \  lhe r rue r"5 l  or  brb l ica l  rneolog! .  He ca ,  th ;'terellng cnd beleves rhdr ir Dridge, rhe gap ber"eer hhlorv and rneology. lhe.ebl lh;
acls of God, of rcd€nptive hisroly, come to the iorc. Horxeler, this very dichoronv
bet$een objeclive histo.y and salvation history has occasioned most of the oiricis;
dn€cEd againn him (see Hayes and Prussner I985:233-19 for a fine sumnar!).

Allhough th€ devdopinS conmunity is imponanr, I doubl whcrher ir sohes as nanv
problens as it cr€ates. B;bUcalrheDlogy should be erccrd upon a solid fou.dation, an;
$€ speculstive theor;es oflradition or community development do nor provide rhe nec.
e$a.y sroundwork. I prefer a concepl oflhe progress ofrevelation as exemplilied in Vos
(1948). which takes the texl of Scripture at face value and does nor try to imposc a
Evisionisr conc€pl of tradilion development upon it. The text itself, rathd than hislor.
ical{rnical reconsrruction. best determines the method- A book-by-book de$.iptile aD.
proach could be organized on the basis of the p.oeress of revelarion. and in rhis \ray a
diachronic app.oach qould be an imponanl step fo$ard merhodologicallr. Hcm
Childs's Inltoduuian to rhe Old Taranent ar Sctipturc land its Ne1f Tesramenl coun.
terpart) provides a good model.

5. The Christologicrl Method. Accord ing to vischef ( 1949) we must inierpret e!er] pan
ofthe Bible in lighl ot the Christ ef€nt. The Old Teslamenl relh us whai Chrisr is aDd
the New Testamenl who he isi thus wc have a cornplete piclur€ of Chrisl in the Old
Teslanent. Hengst€nberg, Ba.tb and many modem Lutheran theologians shos the poF
ularity offie christoloSicalapproach loday. Inde€d, th€ merhod has sereraladlanlagls:
it guards againsr an ov{ly zealous historicizing lend€ncy among many biblical rheolo'
gians and recognizes the cenlralily olrhe Christian failht fo! the Chrhtian the whole Biblc
does indeed poinl to Jesus Christ. The analytic approach oflen produces an Old Tcslr'
men( th€ology thar is tirlualiy una$aG of the Nes Tesiamenr or rhe p.ophellc purpos.

of rhe old Tesramcnl.
Hovev€r, on th€ {hole lhere a.e glealer danges than strengrhs in this novemen(

Nearly allpractitioners allegorize and spidtualizeOld Testament texts to fir preconcerv3o
"lypes of Chrht" of some such. The Old T€slanent as the hislory and record 0f Godb

salvific dealings with his co!€nani p€ople Islael is los1. Subjective speculadon a,'d a

reduclionism reduce it to a series ot prophetic acls. The inFnlion of the tert. the Old

Teslament as canon in iIs osn righl. and lhe validity ofrhe r€ligious experiences ol o'

H€brews as rh€ chosen p€opl€ of Yahweh are all sacrific€d on rhe altar oi"relelance
There nusr b€ a betlerway lo demonsrrare the continuity between the covenanls

Barr posits a'lrinitadan approach"in which the Old Testanenl has historicalplior(y
and ihe N€w Teskmenl chrislologicalauthority, with bolh grounded in the unity oflnr

Codhead Farh€!, Son and Spirit. when lhh rs ausmenrd with a promise-fulfillnenL
per(peco!e.  rhe re la l ron)h,p berceen rhe renamenl5 n gt ren a mu.h srrcnBer rouroar td

lhe Old and lie* Teslametrt$land on lhcir own a5 the rccotd ol Cod\.orendnl s""

h; rwo peopl€s h.ael and lhe church yel are unired into a single Bible via lhe Chflsr'
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Coof.ssion Method. Practitioners ofthis approach consider rh€ Bible lo be a

of farrh-stalemenls thal d€mand adherence and as such rranscend history. Several
include this perspeclive in their systems (such es von Rad, Cullmann), bur some

it fic kingpin and radically oppose the analytic or historical approaches. Vdesen
srgucs that a purely objedive or neulral stance is impossibie, and that only a

ance like that ofthe original comnunili€s can undersrand biblical lheoloe!.

ncntions Olto Eissfeldr, C. A. F. Knight and Roland de vaux a\ raking a similar
(1975i40-41). The Old Testament mun be undcGlood as Christian Scriptule. and

as a scicnce demands failh.

in biblicat iaith. Both testaments are cenainly *ritten by believing conmuniri€s
d.mand lssent on the pari of all readers. As Jesus taught, kingdom lruths are

for thc failhful (Mk 4:10-12: M1 I3il0l7). Y€t there ale also distincr wcakn€sses.
eritcs lhat Eissfeld\ posilions (accepted by all adh€rcnts) "are on the one hand

by a superseded historical positivism and on rh€ other hand by an artincial
u upponable s€paration of kno$led8e a.d faith"(1975:41-42). Like the chrhtotog-

this approach reads mofe into the Old Teslament rhan is actually there and
to impose theolosical calegori€s (such as Roman Catholic, Lulhe.an, Reiormed)
biblicsl staten€nls in both lestamen$. The basic premhe. rhat one should lead rhe

fto[l a similar failh stance to thar ofthe originaring communiry, is validi but rhele
to trc atrong controls pon lhe task. Moreover, both synlheric and analylic schools

this point-

Mdtiplex Method (see Has€l 198l:181,83). As srat€d above. each of the ap-

mrjor slren$h oi thh school is ns cognizance of the centraliry of creed and

has certain s1renglhs, and by combining them and allosing th€ lexr 10 guide

of unifying themes. (5) The final product musr inlegrate th€ reslaments,
g.both the diversily and rhe unny Urween ttrern.
ttr. outset th€ stanc€ raken is a confessionat one. accepting at face lalue the peF

of the biblical wrirers and idenrifyinS wirh ir. However, (his does not ncgale a
approach We seek a "biblical" theolog not a dogma!;c one. The srudy of
"lh€ologies" ofrb€ individual lraditions combin€s two aspecrs that too ofren

can minimiz€ rhe weakn€sses. Th;s method is my preference. Any such artempt
3 l,did biblical rheology has five criteria or conrrch upon ir (l) The data must

thcindividual th€oloSies and g€nGs ofrhe biblicaltirerarure (such as wisdom. the
of Ruth or Eslher as wellas of Mark or Manhew). (2) We rnusr worl qith the

c$onicalforn ofthe documents (lesl we drown theology in the sp€cularivc recon-
ofhhlorical cridct and seek the inlerelarionshiD between the themes of both

and books. (3) The lask is ruo-pronged, besinninS \,ith the dilerse theologies of
biblical {orks (the descriptive or analfic side) and then d€tineatine the..lon,

lhcmes" as they emerge from the individual vorks and unite then Nith others
AN Paul virh Jarnes). (4) The purpose is ro tracc rhe dev€lopn€nr of individual
N and then to discover the dynamic unily and nuttifacet€d patterns ihal bind rhe
logelhcr; in orher words. there are two tasks: the studv of individual themes and
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have been set in conflicl with one another, a book'by'book and a hislorical-seneric
approach. Each is valid but needs to be supplenented by the olher. By ihelf the b0ok.
by'book approach can be arlificiali for instance, does one follow the H€brew canonical
order or the early church\? Neither is complelely satisJaclory, lbr they do not yield tire
continuity of thenes. Similarly the purely hislorical approach is usually doninated b!
alien historiogmphic presuppositions Guch as tradilion-criticai or history of religionsi
wh.chearD.snorerherexrcndcenrer  upon rheor .e5 ofongrn and developmenr f te  ber i
solution is to conbine them and allow each to correct €xcesses in the other There is a
basic tradilion-crilical unity Nithin the books and yet a histoicai or chronological re_
lationship bel e€n thern.

At this point ofthe task fi€ dile6ily ot lhe data willdominale. Yet at the same liBe
inlerlacins patte.ns will begin 10 emerge. The progress ofrevelation will become manifest
as the individual th€mes begin to bidge to olher works,lirsl al the lelelolchronological
sinilarity (such as the eighth-cenlury prophets) and lhen between periods. As these
interlocking themes appear, the relationship of the parts to the whole must always be in
mind. The firsi task of 1be theologian h €xegetical; the lext must sp€ak fo. itself. Indi-
vidual statements should never be elevated to dogmatic stalus as asse(ions oflbe wbol€
ofdogmat instead, each should b€ seen;n light of the context in which they appear and
then collaled v;th rimilar slatemenh in the book ol cofpus Guch as Paulino. very
seldon can a single stalenent be taken as indicative of !h€ whole theological lruth.
Usually €ach relaies a single aspecl of lhe larger doclrine to paniclrlar situations and
issues in fi€ conmunity address€d. Fo. inslance, one cannot'tolve" the issue ofdedron
simply by appealing 10 Romans 9 or Ephesians L Rather, we must consult all passac$

dealingwith Godh "call"10 salvation and our response. This is why exegesis and biblical
theology are so interdependent. Each inlonns and at times controls excesses in the other.

Exegesis prolides the conlenl, biblical theology the perspective for serious Bible sludy.

As !h€ patterns ofdogmadevelop from th€ exegetical sphere, they begin to intersect wrlh

orner  nredm\ In rhe n; ror icd.  oe\e lopmenr o l  rhe b.b l icd,  documenr.  l l  r r is  mdnnf l  rhe

rheme5 appear.naur ' rve l )  . rom wrn.n rhe scr iprurarad a dnd dre no,  'npo.eo deduc-
rr \e ly  l iom ournde lh i5 doe" nor  mean.  nowe\er .  rhdr  pre\uppo: i r ior le*  e(ege F re-

sulh. Th€ very patterns d€lected are the result of inlerprelive choices and must be con'

r inuou' )  c .ar i f ied dnd i l  ne.e$ar l  co| lecred by,he rexr  i r .e .  and o)  'onper inc

interpretive communili€s. The lalue ofchalleng€ from oplosing theories is thal lhev dlive

us back to the text and allow it the lhal say.

L Th€ Problem of s Unirying ccnter. The final stage in the developmenl ol a bib cal

theology is the idendfication ofthe archelypal concept(s)or unifying themes behind the

dilerse docune.ts. As the interlocling principles bet\reen the srata oi the biblical pen00

become lisible. the p?titems coalesce around certain ideas tha! bridge the gaps b€1$e€i

the indilidual wilnesses. However, it is vely unce ain whelh€r any single theme 0r

concept stands at the apex of biblical theology. Many beli€ve that the conplete lack o'

cons€nsus demonstmtes tbat a cluster ofideas, ralher than a single them€, units alltho

olhds. Walther suggesls thhteen motifs at the core: captivily and deliverance, God ano
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cod,  g i ' r  o fTo ah.  co\endnr.  peop.e or  cod.  cuh- \ .  l i1g5n.p.  ( real ron.  \ . \dom.

ofcod, righreous.ess andjuslic€, Day oi th€ Lord, and promiseihope (1969:222-
\ re  f lu5r  qond- sLrerher  rurh comp e(  ided.  dre ror  r imply lFr ,  rhar  e- .1)  cou.d

further, sucb as God and Spnit or covenanr and kingship

crireria must be met in any search for a central motif(or motifs)fia1binds togelher
ft€nes: (l) The notif mLrst expre$ the nature/characler of the Codhead. (2)

t should account for the peoph of Ood as they relate to cod, theil 1{orld
anolher. (3) The conceptG) must include the sorld of humankind as the objecl

t r€demptive love. (4) The nolilnusl explainthe dialectical reiarionship berween
nls. (5) The motif musl coniain and sum up the indilidual ernphases of the

parts ol Scliplule, such as wisdom as veu as apocalyptic or epistolary portions.

theme(t should accoun!fo. other porential unifying thenes and must truly unile
under a sinele rubric. It should explain and balance the others and not nerely be

of those motifs proposed by va.ious scholars lail to meet these qualifications
and Ridderbos propose "covenanf' as the central theme, arguing lhat it ex,

the binding relationship belween God and his people and conrains both the lesal
and eschatological hope or promise that results. Howeler, too many portions

(su.h as wisdon)do not contain ir. a.d it does not sun up lhe oth€6 below.
others propose sone iorn of the Godhead at the core-cod and Christ (Hasel),

(zimmerli), divine holiness (Sellin), lordship (Koehler). kincship (Klein), or
pr€senc€ (Terdei). Each of these larialiors. hovever. faih 10 account for the
aslecis noled in the criteria abo!e. Exhtential reality {Bultnann) or communion
) considers the other side of the diline/human inieraction bul likewrse faih to

moft {  oI |en ' f iesed i .  e ,chdrolog.cal  hope.  e, r re,  , r  r r .enie o l  prom.:e '
o I " h o p e , V o l r m a n r .  M . C o m i s l e y i .  l h e , f i e n g l h o t . r i . p r o p o r a l i r r n e e t r e n t
il unit€s the testanents. and it does in a sens€ unify the other thenes above.
several ponions of Scripture (such as wisdom or the Johannine corput have

upor In i :  ond . r  nar)  sc)r  i r  i5  one d\pec| 'arher  rhan rhe sho.e or  rhe
plan.

pmmse is iound in various forns of a'talvation histor!" schena ofvor Rad.
Goppelt of Ladd. This posilion recognizes cod's/Chisl's redenptive activiry

ofhumankind in terms ofpast presenl and future comnunion. More rhan the

tbis reason nost scbolars today are positing a clusrer of themes- Brueggemann

It subsumes into itsdf each of the categories nornaLly menlioned. Yer there are
sturnblinC blocks here as well. lt is nore artjficial tha. those above. which are

caiegory berelt of.eal neanins (see Hayes and Prusner 1985i241-43).

)ned by biblical languase wb;le this is a theorelicat conce!1 wilhoul linsuisric sup-
Mor€over, Scripture does nol pur a greal deal of emphasis upon this concepr. Only
xe doe!  i r  p ldJ d major  rheolo8.cal  ro le.  l .na l l ) .  r fe  empna,rs on rhe 'Cod sho
twnghl l  o f ten separa ed redemplr \e hFror)  t rom real  h. ( roD.  ma{ng a theo

.na1 a '1*o-trajectory" lrack is ernerging in Old Tesramenr theology, variously
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d€fined as "visionary/prasmalic," "covenantaiisapienlial" or "ethical/sapienriat'
(198415). He calh thes€ "boundari€s," or "parame1ers," around *hich a theology can be
determin€d. Similarly. Knie.im presents a twofold palt{nr Yahiveht relationship to the
*orld/its people and his r€lalionship to realily (1984:44-45). These ard olher sinilar
theories have no1 ye1 poinled the *ay to any consensus, bul it is sale to say that mosr
.ecognize that the Bible is too dive$e in its interests and emphases to be sumned up in

Conolusion
Th€ rol€ ofbiblical theology in the hermeneudcal lask h lq,ofold: internally it studies the
direrse then€s of irdividualbooks and ofthe teslaments, organizes them inlo a holisth

set of dognas and then collates lh€se into archetypal doctrines that reflect the progrcss

of revelation; externally it provid€s a bridge lron exegesis to systematic theology. In
many ways biblical theology is th€ fo.sotten elenent in s€Iious biblical r€search. Yet
among those who hav€ rejected the possibility of systemath th€olosy it has aho wong-
fully been nade lhe final stage of the henneneutical process. I vie$ hiblical theol0g] 10
be at the apex of the exegetical $ase (discerning "what it meant') :nd as p.oviding a
lransitionto the contextualizalion stage (determining "what il neanJ). Biblical theolosy

also prolides lhe basis fo. systnalic theology in thal it tells us the sysEnatic theology

of lsra€l and olthe early church. By colLecting and collatins the biblical material along

the lines ofthe prosress ofrevelalion, biblical theolosy d€sc.ibes the emerging beliefs ol

the biblical p€riod and th€oretically organizes them in the patt€ms originally held bv

lhere are r$o r )pe '  of  ' tud)  under rhe gui .e o bro l ic" .  rheology.  one doce b)  arL

Chr." r ian,  our  lhe or \er  pren)  mu(h renr icred ro l -e :pecia lFr .  lhe forrer  .on ' r r '  o l

r rac.ns Indiv id-aroocrr ine.  through rne word or  cod in orde '  ro dere 'm1e e\ac l )

$ h.cn r  heo,ogicd,  .  r " remenl  a( IUal l )  f r r :  a . .  I  re  dala.  F\et  church (hal  h. .  $er  r l r i ( ren

i r .  consr i ruro l  or  gone through d doclnna.  debale 1+ h"d to do lhF.  I -u$ l  ' (e  b"pr i 'n

ererna secunlo r fe char i \mcnc deba e canlor  be.err led dr)  other  sa)  \er(hurche'

inevitably fail to do the lask adequately, for p.oponents seem to collect only lhose

pasa8e'  qn:ch.rppo| l  the po. .non rhe)  p le ler  and rat .  ro ook ar  a l l rhe parkse ' rhdl

bear upon th€ issue befor€ fornulating their stat€ment of the d ocirine The answel 6 to

f face rhe rs .ue nrougr e4c\ . rage or  ScnpluR and 0ny lhel  ro or8"r i /e t re nacta l

and decide lhe issue. Th€ key is lo "bracket" our own b€liefs and to allor, the olher stde

!o challenge our preferred posilions. This will drive us to examine the biblicaldala aner

and to allow a//passages on the topic to have equal $eight.ls I willexanine this f dner

in th€ followi.g chapter on syst€matic theology.
The second iype of biblical theology can be done al several levels, sludying lhe theologl

of an indilidual book (such as lsaiah or Matthe$), a corpus (Pauline theolosv), a tes-

kment (Old or Ne\x Testamenl lheology) or of lhe Bible as a whoh Ne€dless to say. thrs

is a massive unde!taking. The scholar nust deternine the indivldual iheolosical emphasej

of eacb book and of each author. atul fien collale to determine th€ archetypal themes

thal 1ie logether rhe lestanenls and unilelhem into a vbole.I havediscussed the viabiliy

285

texr ralher than out ofthe theoiogiant ima8ination and should t.uly sum up the

mdor subthem€s ol Scnpture.

a seemingly impossible goal s€veral tin$ in this chapler; I believe that i1 js no1

oossible but critical in order to undentand bolh the diversity and the unity ot

Mos! of all, the themes that ur te th€ various tradition slrata of Scdpture musl

from below and not b€ imposed from abolei thai is, they should be drawn out


