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I. 312 (Introduction)
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( Peter Enns has written a stimulating book on the doctrine of Scripture,
which likely will become controversial.1 Scholars and students alike should
be grateful that Enns has oldly ventured to set before his evangelical peers a

view of inspiration and hermeneutics that has not traditionally been held by
evangelical scholarship. )
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( After his introduction, in chapter 2 he discusses the parallels between
ancient Near Eastern myths and accounts in the OT. He says that the OT
contains what he defines as “myth” (on which see his definition later below),
but, he affirms, this should not have a negative bearing on the OT’s divine
inspiration. God accommodates himself to communicate his truth through
such mythological biblical accounts. )
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( Chapter 3 discusses what Enns calls diversity” in the OT.  He believes
that the kinds of diversity that he attempts to analyze have posed problems
in the past for the doctrine of “inerrancy.” He asserts that this “diversity”
must be acknowledged, even though it poses tensions with the inspiration of
Scripture. This diversity is part of God’s inspired word. )
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(In chapter 4, Enns shifts to the topic of how the OT is interpreted by NT
writers. He contends that Second Temple Judaism was not concerned to

interpret the OT according to an author’s intention nor to interpret it
contextually nor according to modern standards of “grammatical-historical

exegesis.”)
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( This hermeneutical context of Judaism must be seen as the socially
constructed framework of the NT writers’ approach to interpreting the OT,
so that they also were not concerned to interpret the OT contextually.
Accordingly, they interpreted the OT by a “christotelic hermeneutic,” which
means generally that they had a Christ-oriented perspective in
understanding the purpose of the OT, including the meaning of specific OT
passages. This also means that “the literal (first) reading [of an OT text]
will not lead the reader to the christotelic (second) reading” (p. 158).

RS W REAENHEIEE WA BIZ IR EF AR F Ry -
M EEE LA E—E " DAE REUE | ByEEOE -

T is %1 #ﬂ Ftes s sz s gank i ko FAL > Peter
Enns& #% :" - ToEgap by afrs (ki FH)e

( The final chapter attempts to draw out further implications from the
earlier chapters for Enns’s understanding of an “incarnational” doctrine of
Scripture. )
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( At various points throughout the book, Enns appeals to this
“incarnational” notion, contending that since Christ was fully divine and
fully human, then so is Scripture. Accordingly, we need to accept the
“diversity” or “messiness” of Scripture, just as we accept all of the aspects
of Jesus” humanity. Also at various points in the book is the warning that
modern interpreters should not impose their modern views of history and
scientific precision on the ancient text of the Bible. Such a foreign
imposition results in seeing problems in the Bible that are really not there. )

fse Ry > BAMER AHE BN - IRt s RELA TG T - (HISLEHE
Bor)E o HEEAFETS - ARIREHY -

DL 2Peter EnnsfyE % - Nif @ sFimgBealess :

TpAaFedeRfer R Lk p TR B R g H - B gl
AP $ 4 3 BR AR Al FAEARS /R 2 AP B S Hh

2 PER R R Y gok g e

( The origin of this book and its strength derive from the author’s attempt
to wrestle with problems that evangelicals must reflect upon in formulating
their view of a doctrine of Scripture. )
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( Enns has attempted to draw out further the implications of
“postmodernism” for an evangelical doctrine of Scripture than most other
evangelical scholars to date. )
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( He argues that “liberal” and “evangelical” approaches to Scripture both
have held the same basic presupposition: that one can discern the difference
between truth and error by using modern standards of reasoning and modern
scientific analysis. He is proposing a paradigm for understanding
scriptural inspiration that goes beyond the “liberal vs. conservative”
impasse (pp. 14-15). He wants to “contribute to a growing opinion that
what is needed is to move beyond both sides by thinking of better ways to
account for some of the data, while at the same time having a vibrant,
positive view of Scripture as God’s word” (p. 15).)
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( This, of course, is a monumental task that Enns has set for himself.
Enns says we must go beyond this impasse, and he presents himself as one
of the few having the balance or the new synthesis that solves these age-old
debates. )
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(The book is designed more for the lay person than the scholar but is
apparently written with the latter secondarily in mind.  Enns says his thesis
is not novelty, but, in reality, the main proposal for which he contends
throughout is “novel”: he is trying to produce a synthesis of the findings of
mainline liberal scholarship and an evangelical view of Scripture. Many
who will judge his attempt a failure would probably wish that he had
written a book that goes into much more depth, and even those who agree
with him would probably wish for the same thing. )
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( There is much to comment on in this short book. At some points,
especially in the first three chapters, Enns is ambiguous, and the reader is

left to “connect the dots” to determine what is his view. This review
article is an attempt not only to summarize and evaluate his explicit views



but also to “connect the dots” in the way I think Enns does in areas where
he is not as explicit. Thus, I quote Enns sometimes at length in order to let
readers better assess his views and to try to cut through the ambiguity. )

( This review will focus primarily on the bulk of the book, which is on the
OT (chs. 2-3), as well as part of the concluding chapter (ch. 5). The chapter
on “The Old Testament in the New” (ch. 4) I have reviewed for another
journal, since the issues on that subject are of a different nature than the OT
discussion, though still as stimulating and controversial. )
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( Enns’s Incarnational Model for Understanding Biblical Inspiration)
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( Enns’s incarnational model in relation to “history” and “myth.” )
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( Perhaps the overarching theme of the book is Enns’s conception of divine
accommodation in the process of scriptural inspiration.  Scripture is very
human, which means that God meets his people in a very human way in his
word. This is repeatedly compared to Christ’s incarnation: “as Christ is
both God and human, so is the Bible” (p. 17; likewise pp. 18, 67, 111, 167—
68). Itis out of the incarnational analogy that Enns develops his view that
“for God to reveal himself means that he accommodates himself ™ (p. 109;
cf. p. 110). Enns is certainly right to underscore that the divine word in
Scripture is also a human word. What this means, in particular, for Enns is
that much more “diversity” in the Bible should be recognized by
evangelicals than has been typically the case in the past. )
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(In particular, he is concerned that conservatives have not sufficiently
recognized ANE parallels with the Bible, particularly the parallels with the
Babylonian myth of creation and the Sumerian myth of the cataclysmic
flood (pp. 26-27). Enns says that “the doctrinal implications of these
discoveries have not yet been fully worked out in evangelical theology” (p.
25). For example, he says that if the OT has so much in common with the
ancient world and its customs and practices, “in what sense can we speak of
it as revelation?” (p. 31). But, as he acknowledges, these discoveries were
made in the nineteenth century, and evangelical scholars have been
reflecting on their doctrinal implications ever since the early nineteen
hundreds. )
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